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AN ENGLISH TRANSLATION 
TANTRA-VARTIKA 


KUMARILA BHATTA. 
ADHYAYA I. 
PADA II. 


TREATING OF THE ARTHAVADA. 


(0) 


ADHIKARANA (1). 
(On the authority of the Arthavada passages.) 


Aphorism (1): "The purpose of the Veda lying in the laying 
down of actions, those (parts of it) which do not serve that 
purpose are useless ; and in these is the Veda non-eternal,” 


The authority of the Veda with regard to Dharma having been estab- 
lished all round, the Aphorisms now proceed to explain the uses of Injunc- 
tions, Arthavaddas and Mantras (the three parts of the Veda), 

The foregoing Pada (dealt with in the Clokavartika) has established 
the authority of the Veda in general ; and the author now proceeds to deal 
with the authority of the various portions of the Veda, taken separately. 
Or, it may be, that having ascertained the authoritative character of the 


{Pada I has been dealt with by the author in his Qlokavartika, which has been trans- 
lated for this Series —Nos. 965 et seq. | 


] 
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Veda, the author now proceeds to explain the usefulness, with regard to 


Dharma, of the whole of the Veda, consisting of Vidhis (Injunctions), 


Arthavadas (valedictory passages), Mantras and Names, each of these being 
considered separately with reference to its own specific uses. 
Now then, on this point we have the following PORVAPAKSHA! :— 
* Having begun with the declaration that ‘the nature of Dharma 
“lies in a purpose having the Veda for its sole authority, it has been 


“shown that the means of knowing that Dharma is the Injunction; . 


“and the final conclusion arrived at (in the foregoing Pada) was that the 
* objects of Injunctions were laid down for the purpose of Actions. This 
“clearly shows that the said authority belongs only to the Injunctions and 
" the Prohibitions (contained iu the Veda). Consequently Dharma or 
" Adharma cannot be pointed out by any words other than these (In- 
‘junctions and Prohibitions). 

“It has also been explained that words serve no other purpose save 
“that of expressing that which has not been known before, Therefore it 
“may be that due authority belongs to the passages included in the Injunc- 
"tions and the Prohibitions, which serve to point out the Results, the 
* Means and tue Methods of the various Actions; but as regards the pas- 
“sages other than these, viz.: those that fall in the category of the 
* Arthavada, or the Mantra or the Name,—such f.i., as ‘ S‘orodit,’ * Ishé, 
“&e.,’ and the like, —though they may be independent of all human 
“ authorship, and may be duly expressive, yet they cannot have any author- 
“ity in the matter of Dharma and Adharma ; for the simple reason that they 
* do not serve any purpose with regard to these ; specially as when taken in 
“their direct significations, these passages do not point out anything (with 
"regard to Dharma or Adharma); and as such their uselessness with 
* regard to them is quite patent. 

“ If, by means of some indirect method of implication, the usefulness of 
* these be sought to be established, even then, there being no standard for 
* definitely fixing (these significations), it would never be possible to get at 
“any definite conclusions with regard to Dharma aud Adharma (by means 
“of such passages). It is only that sentence which has been duly compre- 
“hended (in a definite sense) that can be twisted about to afford other 
“ meanings, by means of elliptical and other modifications ; consequently the 
* sentence being only in the form ‘ S‘orodit’ (‘ He wept’), it may be taken to 
* have two (contrary) implications : (1) since a great man wept, we ought to 
“weep; and (2) since even great men are subject to such disorders, we ought 
‘to try our best to avoid them. And thus inasmuch as we are unable to decide 


‘as to whether the passage is to be taken as an Injunction or ás a Prohibi- | 


" joe i weeping), it cannot in any way help us to pare ce M 
* ^ li'The view of the opponent, - 


| 
| 
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“the character of weeping,—as to whether it is Dharma or Adharma, On 
“the other hand, it is quite clear that weeping is opposed to direct scriptural 
“injunctions (which lay down the necessity of auspicious actions, while 
“ weeping is distinctly inauspicious). Then, again, the passage in question is 
“ also clearly opposed to direct Sense-perception (inasmuch as it speaks of 
“the tears being silver, while as a matter of everyday perception, we find 
“ the tears to be liquid and quickly evaporating). It may be urged that they 
*! serve to describe a certain state of things; but though they may be quite 
“true in this, the description does not serve any useful purpose; and as 
“such the uselessness of such passages (with regard to Dharma) remains 
“ unchanged. 

“Similarly, such passages as ‘the smoke alone of the fire during 
“the day, &c.,’ are untrue, even in their direct significations, as we shall 
* point out later on. 

“í As for the fact of these Arthavada passages being taken in connection 

* with other direct Injunctions, this only serves to spoil their own natural 
" forms; and for such interpretation, too, there is no authority. Taken by 
“themselves (4e., even apart from any Injunctions) these passage are 

“ capable of giving some sense; and so long as they do point out something 

“definitely, the mere fact of their being useless (with regard to Dharma 

“and Adharma) cannot justify our saddling upon them other implications, 
* which may serve certain purposes (with regard to Dharma), but which 
* are not capable of being cognised directly (by means of the said passages). 

“For when we come across a piece of stone, the mere fact of its being 
"useless cannot justify the assumption that we have seen a mass of gold. 
“It is a rule with all means of right notion that they point to facts that 

“are directly amenable to themselves—be they either useful or useless ; 
“and it 18 in accordance with this that they are held to lead to such results 

“ as the acceptance of that which is useful, the avoidance of that which is 

“harmful, and the neglect of that which is useless. [This diversity would 

* not be possible if they always pointed to useful things] when acceptance 

“ would be the only result. And again, it is only after the means of right 

"notion has appeared (and pointed out its object), that we can ascertain 
* its usefulness or uselessness; and certainly this ascertainment does not 

“ constitute the source of that means. Consequently, the usefulness or the 

“ uselessness of a thing must be ascertained with reference to itself, as 

“soon as it comes to be cognised; and there is no such rule as that only 

“useful things should be cognised. Even in a case where the means of 

* knowledge (the Eye for instance) is absolutely at the person's command, 

* such'a rule is not possible; how, then, can it be applied to the case of such 

“ things as are only cognisable by means of the Veda, which is eternal, aud 

“ has not been composed by an author? Nor has it been ascertained that 
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“the Veda points out only useful things ; in fact, this is what we are consi- 
“dering now—what the Veda has got to say with regard to such and such 
"athing; and having ascertained this we shall be able to act up to its 
* direct declarations ; consequently we cannot, at this stage of the enquiry, 
“ raise any extraneous questions with. regard to the Veda—such, for in- 
“stance, as does the Veda speak of useless things ?—If so, what is the use 
“of studying it and retaining it in memory? Because in the matter of 
“the Veda, all men are mere interpreters; and as such they are all depen- 
“dent upon it; and it is only after the Veda has been duly studied, that 
** there arises an occasion for examining its contents; no one can ever com- 
“mence such examination, without having previously fully studied the 
“Veda. And when, subsequently, he does come to examine it, his previous 
**study dóes not help him in arriving at any conclusions, if he has: studied 
* the Veda, without Commanelsancs DN its mu as we have Ba in be 
"foregoing Pada: — | 

* For these reasons, the instance of the passages — with the Agni- 
‘“hotra, whose uselessness is denied on the ground of their use being dis- 
“ tinctly perceptible, cannot lead to the conclusion that the passages in 
' question (Arthavádas) also have their use. Because for such investiga- 
“ tions we can do nothing better than duly comprehend what is directly laid 
* down. People undergo all the trouble of assuming (through a far-fetched 
“connection with an indirect Injunction) that the passages in question 
“imply either glorification or villification ! ; but these do dot fall within the 
“ three factors of the Bhavana (denoted br the Injunction), and as such 
* cannot be accepted (as in any way connected with the Injunction) ; 
“ because what is not included in the Bhavana does not serve as the basis 
“for either Injunction or Prohibition; and that which i is not thus related 

“to these is far from constituting a desirable end of man. 

“Then, again, if such passages were assumed to signify glorification or 
^ villification, there would be a mutual interdependence ; inasmuch as it is 
“only as consisting of such glorification or villification, that these passages 
“can be taken along with direct Injunctions; and this connection with 
“direct Injunctions also depends upon the implication of the latent glori- 
“ fication ov villification, None of these two are ordinarily recognised as 
“ being the real basis of another; aud hence nothing definite can E ascer- 


1 If by these you mean the fact of ihe particular action leading to desirable or 
 nndesirable results, or that of its being enjoined or prohibited, then, inasmuch as these 
are expressed by other means, they cannot be said to constitute the use of the Arthavada 
passages. There is no other purpose that can be served by these in connection with In- 
junctions: nor can these latter be said to be indicated by the Arthavada passages, And 
hence they could serve some purpose if they fell within the Bhévana; but this they 
do uot do. 
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“tained (in the matter of such interdependence). For these reasons we 
“conclude that inasmuch as these passages stand apart (from the Injuric- 
“ tions) it is far more reasonable to regard them as absolutely useless. 

* Says the Bhàshya : ‘This is an attack upon only à part of the whole 
“ sentence. Though the Arthavada is distinct from the direct signification 
“of the Injunction, yet it is spoken of, by the Bhdshya, as being a part of 
“the (Injunctive) sentence, in accordance with the orthodox M?mànsà tenet 
“(that the Arthavdda is to be taken along with the Injunction). 'l'his is not 
* in accord with the view of the Objector, who treats of the Arthavdda as a 
“ sentence entirely distinct (from the Injunction), Or the words of the Bha- 
' shya may be taken to mean that the attack is only upon a few of the sen- 
“ tences (of the Veda, viz., the Arthavada passages). As for those that are 
“ accompanied by direct Injunctions, there is no question (as to their useful- 
“ ness or authority) ; and as for those that, containing injunctive words, and 
* thereby capable of expressing direct injunctions, even without the Artha- 
'! vada passages, subsequently come to be related to these latter, and thereby 
“ become mixed up with the relation of the glorification and the glorified,— 
* the authenticity of such passages is questioned only so far as their connec- 
“tion with the Arthavadic signification is concerned, and not with regard 
** to their usefulness to man, based upon their injunctive character. 

* Such passages, however, as only describe certain present events, and 
"are incapable of any injunctive signification, without the help of the 
“ Arthavada,—e.g., ‘one who uses a Sruva of the Khadira wood, offers, as 
'* it were, the very essence of the Vedas’,—have been attacked (in the Sutra), 


“ by means of a questioning of the authority of a part of them. (namely, the 
* Arthavada).” 


Aphorism (2): “ Also because of the contradiction of the a 
tures and directly perceived facts." 


“ Whether the theft and the lie exist or not, in the mind odi the speech 
“respectively, the declaration of such facts (in the Vedic sentences * sténam 
" manah, ‘anrtavadini vak’) with reference to Dharma,! cannot have any 
“ authority, even with regard to their own direct denotations. If an elliptical 
“construction be put upon the sentences,—they being taken to mean that 

“inasmuch as the mind and speech are the principal factors in the body, the 
= — conduct of these ought to be imitated by the other sense-organs,—then 

‘we have a contradiction of the scriptures. 
“ It may be urged that these sentences serve to point out the alternative 


l Because the mind can never steal, and speech can never tell a lie, the two 
sentences fail even in their direct significations. Even if they be held to be expla- 
natory of certain unseen events, then, too, serving no useful purpose in regard to au 
action, they can have no authority. 
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“course of conduct (to that which is laid down in such sentences as ‘ never 
“ commit a theft,’ ‘never tell alie") inasmuch as the theft and lying are 
“enjoined (by the sentences in question), and are also prohibited (by other 
“ sentences). But this theory is not tenable, on account of there being a 
** difference in the processes of the said Injunction and Prohibition, inas- 
“much as the former has got to be assumed by means of an elliptical con- 
“ struction, &c., while the latter is distinctly laid down (by a direct prohibi- 
“ tive Injunction). 

* Objection!: ‘But even though a Direct Injunction be weak in itself, 
"an it becomes equal iu strength to the Prohibition that owes its very 

“ existence to the former, as will be shown later on, under - ins — 

“of the eighth Pada of the Tenth Adhàya.' 

* Reply : 'True; in acase where the action prohibited i is M as can he 
“ performed only in obedience to a certain Injunction contained in the Veda, 
* there may be such dependence (of the Prohibition upon the Injunction). 
* But in a case (like the one cited) where we have the Prohibition of an 
“ action that is performed, under the goad of passion (for wealth f.i.), the 
** Prohibition asserts itself independently of any Injunctions; and as such 
“it becomes stronger in its operation, as we shall explain in the Pada 
* above referred to, in the second aphorism, following the one quoted above. 

“ Stealing and Lying are performed independently of any Vedic texts 
* enjoining these actions; and as such the Prohibition of these is indepen- 
* dent of all Injunctions; and this prohibition cannot but set aside any 
“ Injunctions that might be assumed. For this reason we conclude that the 
* Arthavada passage in question is absolutely useless, 

* We now proceed to prove the uselessness of Arthavada passages, as 
* shown by their own meanings and implications. 

* Tt isa fact of common experience, that during the day as well as during 
* the night, we perceive, in the fire, both smoke and flame; and we cannot 
* say either that it is purely smoke, or that it is only flame (while this is 
* what is done by the Arthavdda passage ‘Smoke alone is perceived during 
“the day’). Nor is it possible to ascertain definitely that during the day 
* the flame of the fire enters iuto the Sun, while during the night, the Sun 
“ enters into the flame (in support of which the former Arthavadda passage 
“seems to have been brought forward); because the fact that has been 
“ adduced in support of such mutual transferences of the Sun and the Fire, 
“has not yet been fully established as true. 

“Or, again, the * non-ascertainment ' (spoken of in the Bhashya) may 


| Though the Prohibition may refer toa particular case, yet without a general 
Injunction, no such Prohibition can be possible; and thus both being equally indispens- 
able, we cannot but accept both as equally reasonable alternatives ; such is the sense of 
the objection. 
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“mean that it is not possible for us to assume this passage to have been 
“said in praise of the fact of the sun shining only during the day and fire 
' shining only at night ; because this latter statement is not true. 

“Or, the ‘non-ascertainment’ may mean that it is not possible to de- 
“ finitely specify that the mantra ‘ Süryo jyotih, §c.,’ is to be employed in 
"the morning, and ‘ Agni»? yotih, &c.,' in the evening. 

“Or, lastly, it may mean that we are not able to ascertain that the 
“ whole of the Veda is an authority for Dharma. 

“ The Bhashya has first of all cited an instance of the contradiction of 
“ scriptures (in the shape of the assertion of stealing and lying with refe- 
' rence to mind and speech) ; and then it has cited two instances (the seeing 
"of smoke alone during the day, and the mutual transference of the Sun 
“and Fire) of the contradiction of direct perception ; and again it has ad- 
* duced an instance (‘We know not whether we are Brahmanas or non- 
“ Bráhmanas') of the contradiction of scriptures. And the reason for so 
“many similar examples being cited, as also for the want of proper sequence 
“in their citing, lies in the fact of the Bhàshya having in view the sense 
“and the order of the subsequent Sutras, that embody the final position of 
“the —— and which Hs each of the arguments now adduced in the 
“ Pürvapaksha. . | 

“The passage ‘We — not, &c.,' is meant to be taken along with the 
“ Injunction of theappointing of the Arshéya priest. But inasmuch as the 
“passage does not signify either this action (of appointing) or anything 
“related to it, it cannot be accepted as having any authority bearing upon 
“that Action. For certainly, no iguorance, doubt or misconception, with 
“regard to Bráhmanahood could be of any use in the Sacrifice. Nor can 
'" we admit that as a glorification which is contradictory to direct Percep- 
“tion. Nor, again, can the passage have any authority, so long as it only 
“speaks of mere ignorance of Brahmanahood. 
= “It may be asked how this declaration of ignorance contradicts a fact 
* of direct Perception, when, as a matter of fact, among a certain number 
“of men resembling one another, the fact of one or many of them being a 
'" Brahmana can be ascertained only by means of scriptures. But in reality 
“ this is not a subject for scriptures ; because the class Bráhmana is as much 
“an object of ordinary perception as the class tree. 
=- “ Question: ‘How cau the class Brühmana be known by ordinary 
man?” 

* Answer: Itis known by direct Sense-perception. 

“ Question : ‘But, then, how is it that even when the person is before 
“our eyes, if we do not know the details of his parentage, &c., we are 


“unable to ascertain whether he is a Brahmana or not, until someone tells 
“nerf it?’ 
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* Answer: Well, the reason for this lies in the absence of proper facul- 
“ ties in us for perceiving the Bráhmanahood ; semp in the same way as we 
“ are unable to recognise a certain ee as the ‘ tree — = meaning of 
“ the word has been explained to us. we hl 

“The following arguments might be "m agunt us: ‘The cases of 
“the Brahmana and that of the Tree are not quite identical; beeavse even 
“before the explanation of the word tree, the particular class denoted by 
“the word has ever been recognised as differentiated from other classes, and | 
*inhering in all individual trees,—these latter appearing in the shape of 
“a certain object with leaves, branches, &c. ; while in the case of the class 
* Brahmana such is not the case (because there are no perceptible marks 
“ that could differentiate the Brahmana from other men); and, again, in 
"the case of the Brahmana, even when one has fully comprehended the 
“ meaning of the word, he is unable, in the absence of other means, to as- 
“certain the fact of a particular person being a Brahmana. For instance, 
“ neither the wearing of the sacred thread, nor the study of the Veda, can 
*be the means of such ascertainment; because these two features are 
“common to all the three higher castes; as for the work of teaching 
"(which is laid down for the Brahmanas exclusively), inasmuch as such 
“ Kshatriyas and Vaicyas as have transgressed the limitations to their duties, 
“are also found to beengaged in that work, this can serve only as a very 
“doubtful index. In fact, all these can belong to Cüdras also,—sucli of 
“them as are not mindful of their own specified duties and transgress the’ 
“limitations laid down in the scriptures. Consequently none of these can 
“serve as à sure iudex of Brálhimanahood. And if one were to accept a 
* man as a Brahmana, without proper consideration, such a person would, 
“as reasonably purchase a piece of shell, thinking it to be silver ? ' 

“ These arguments, however, do not touch our position. The dissimi- 
“larity of the case of the class tree cannot affect our conclusion with 
“regard to the perception of the class Brahmana; specially as it has 
“already been explained (in the section on Akriti, in the Clokavürtika) 
“that there are different methods for the cognition of different classes. 
“ (Consequently the fact of the process of cognising the class Brahmana 
“not being exactly similar to that of the cognition of the class tree, cannot 
"in any way invalidate our perception of the former). 

“Thus, then, just as, in accordance with the exigencies of each indi. 
“ vidual case of the cognition of a class, we admit of various causes, in 
“ the shape of, (1) the sense of vision ; (2) the remembrance of a word that 
“has its denotation extending over many individuals; (3) proximity to the 
“ greatness of a certain individual; (4) the perception of a particular form, 
*and so forth,—exactly in the same manner, we could assume the 
“remembrance of the caste of the progenitor (as the cause of the cognition 
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"of the class Brühmana, with reference to any individual Brahmana). 
“ This relation of the progeny and the progenitor is directly perceptible 
“only with reference to the mother; while that with regard to others, it 
“will have to be cognised either by means of Inference, or upon the 
“ Verbal Testimony of a trustworthy person. 

* Nor is it necessary that the cause of sensuous perception should 
"always be such as has itself been perceived by meaus of the senses; 
“ because we find the Eye, and the other organs of sense, often serving as 
"the means of perceiving such objects—as have never been cognised 
* before; and we have also proved (in the chapter on Sense-perception— 
“ Qlokavürtika)—that we often have a perception in accordance with the 
“ contact of the Senses, which is mixed up with an intervening element of 
“memory; and it has also been shown that if a certain thing does not 
“happen to be perceived on the spur of the moment, it can never be 
‘perceived even if a concentrated effort be made to bear upon it. 

“The Bhashya itself says that on account of there being chances of the 
“mother having misbehaved, it would be extremely difficult to ascertain 
“the relationship of the child (with the father of a particular caste). 
“But this difficulty cannot deprive the cognition (of the class Brühmana) 
“ of the character of Sense-perception; for certainly, if we have to climb 
“up to the top of a mountain in order to see an object, the character of 
“ Sense-perception is not denied to the perception of that object. Then again, 
“because we may have found a certain woman to have misbehaved, that 
" cannot enable us to assume the same misbehaviour in the case of all women, 
“because such an assumption, being directly contradictory to all ordinary 
“experience, could never be valid; as we find that women of respectable 
“families always try their very best to save their character (and with 
“success). And it is for the sake of making their respective castes duly 
“and authoritatively recognised, that the Brahmanas and Kings have in- 
“troduced the system of writing up and preserving their genealogical trees, 
“which serve to preserve and perpetuate the names of their forefathers. 
“And as these records distinctly point out the particular excellences 
“and defects of each family, it is always in accordance with these that; 
“ we find people being attached to, or repulsed from, particular families. 

“ Nor is it necessary that the misbehaving of a woman .......seseesseeee 

.. Should produce a child of a mixed caste ; 

^ LTTTIIDILTI ITI, NNMERO ON... enti V aaa 5 Ron is 

"quite possible T m misbehaviour might subject the woman to 

“unpleasant experiences hereafter; but it can in no way make thechild a 
“ bastard. 
2 
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* Nor, again, is it necessary that the misbehaviour should be with a 
“man of different caste; and a child produced by one of the same caste as 
* the mother cannot be said to be of a mixed caste. | 

* Tt is also laid down in the Smrtis that even the bastard regains the 
“ original purity of the caste of his either parent, by a continuous excel- 
“lence, or otherwise, of conduct and relationships, when he reaches the 
* fifth or the seventh generation downwards (7.e., if the conduct and rela- 
“tionship of each descendant- remains good, the caste of the family 
“ reverts to the caste that is the higher of the two parents, and vice vers). - 
* And in this matter, the only factor for which we cannot have any author- 
“ity than that of the scriptures, is that of the specific number of genera- 
“tions being five or seven; the rest is all based upon fasti of — 
* experience. | fom amg NC 

‘¢Thus then, - as in - case oof some m "d T— both T male 
“and the female are exactly similar, yet we can easily distinguish the sex 
*of each by certain characteristic marks,—so, in the same manner, we 
“can recognise the class Brühmana, by means of direct Sense-perception, 
*as aided by a remembrance of certain facts directly perceived (in times 
* gone by) and handed down to us by an unbroken line of tradition. 

* For these reasons, the assertion ‘we know not whether we are Brah- 
* manas, &c.,' must be admitted to be contradictory to direct perception. 

* This contradiction remains just the same even with regard to such 
“people as have their Brahmanahood based upon their own individual 
“good conduct (as in the case of Vigwamitra); though as a matter of 
“fact, there is no authority for differentiating castes by individual con- 
“duct. Because certain special rules of conduct are laid down as per- 
* taining to the Brahmanas that already exist; and so if the strict following 
* of such rules were the cause of Brahmanahood, there would be a mutua- 
* jnterdependence—the rules being based upon Brahmanahood, and Brah- 
" manahood being based upon the following of the rules. And further, 
* one and the same man would be a Brahmana when performing a good 
“deed, and a Güdra when doing a bad one; and thus there would be no 
“ fixity of the castes. Similarly when a man would be found to be per- 
“ forming an action that would give pain to a person, as well as afford him 
“ relief (as in the case of surgical operations), the person would come to 
“ be considered a Güdra and a Brahmana at one and the same time, which 
‘would be an absurdity. : 

“The upshot of all these arguments is this: Brahmanahood i is not an 
"aggregate of Pennance, &c.; nor is it a certain purification brought 
“about by these; nor is it a caste manifested by these; what it really is, 
_ “is a caste signified by tbe cognition of the caste of the parents; and as 
“such, it is cognisable directly by Sense-perception. | i 
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“ Thus, then, the differentiation of the castes being accomplished in 
“the manner shown above, such declarations as ‘ by doing such a deed for 
" & month the Brahmana becomes a Cüdra, and the like must be taken 
“either as decrying the particular action, or as pointing to the fact of the 
* person being no longer entitled to the specific duties laid down for the 
* three higher castes. 

* And as before, the direct —— of the caste cannot be accepted 
* to have, for an optional alternative, its non-cognition, which latter can 
“only be held to be based upon the authority of a Vedic Injunction assumed 
“(for the sake of the particular Arthavdda in question). But no such 
“Injunction can be possible in the present case; even though it were 
* quite possible in the former case of stealing and lying, which are actions 
“(and as such capable of forming the object of optional Injunctions) ; 
“because the caste is a concrete object; and as such, being of one uniform 
“ character, can never form the subject of any optional alternatives. 

“ As for the passage—‘ who knows what exists or not in the other 
“ world,’— as we have already shown above, no Ignorance, Doubt or Delu- 
“sion can be of any use with regard to Dharma; and as such, passages 
“like this cannot but be admitted to be useless; and even intrinsically, the 
“declaration is useless, because (it is false; as) that which is herein said 
“ to be incapable of being known, is actually known to such persons as are 
“assured of the authoritative character of the Veda, aud are well posted 
* up in all branches of the three Vedas. 

“Then as regards the possibility of the passage laying down an Milano 
“alternative, this cannot be; as we have shown above, with regard to the 
‘“ former passage (‘we know not whether we are Brahmanas,’ etc.) 


Sutra (3). “Also because of the absence of results." 


* With reference to the Gurgatrratra-Brahmana, it is said—' The face 
“of one who knows this brightens up ;’ and again, ‘ a horse is born for him.’ 
** Now, if, at the time of knowing the particular Brahmana and Mantra the 
* brightness of the face and the birth of the horse already exist, then a mere 
“mention of these cannot serve any purpose with regard to Dharma. On 
“the other hand, if these do not exist at the time, the passages become false 
“even intrinsically by themselves (as declaring what does not exist). If 
* the passages be held not to refer to the present state of things, (but to lay 
“down certain results that would follow at some future time),—then they 
‘‘ become contradicted by the fact of our never De the occurrence of 
“any such results. Y ; Mu 

'" And as all learning is meant to —ü the -— - iain perform- 
“ance of sacrifices, —these, being complete in themselves, exactly like the 
“bathing of the sacrificer at the sacred places, cannot be accepted as the 
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* Tujunctions of Results, as will be shown in the first Adhikarana of the 
“third Pada of the Fourth Adhydaya. 

“Tt may be urged that as the matter will be fully deii with in that 
* place, the question should not have been repeated here; but then, there 
«is a difference; as what is proved in that Adhikarana is that the 
‘ passages in question are no Injunctions of Results, but mere Arthavadas ; 
“while what we are declaring now is that the Arthavada passages in 
‘‘ question are absolutely useless (and as such there is no repetition). 

* Nor can these passages be taken as mere glorifications; because as a rule 
* false statements cannot be accepted as constituting (proper) glorification. 


Sutra (4). “Because of the uselessness of others." 


“The aforesaid arguments suffice to prove the intrinsic uselessness of 
“such passages as—' By means of the Pūrnāhuti one attains all that he 
* desires,’ ‘ He who performs the Pagubandha conquers all worlds,’ * He who 

* performs the Agwamédha, as well as one who knows this, passes beyond 
* death,’ etc., etc. 

“The present Stra, — admits, for the sake of argument, that 
* these are real Injunctions of Results; and then proceeds to point out 
“ other discrepancies with regard to them: As a matter of fact, none of the 
* passages quoted cau be the Injuuction of Results; because (1) the 
« Pürnühuti is only a particular step towards the due consecration of the 
* Fire; (2) the Pagubandha sacrifice only helps in the due performance of 
* the Jyotishtoma; and (3) the knowledge of the Agwamedha sacrifice only 
* serves to prepare the sacrificer for the action. But we grant for the 
* sake of argument, that these are Injunctions of Results ; even then we find 
“ that they lead us to believe other actions (laid down in the Veda) to be 
“useless. In the case of a number of actions, which, though leading to 
“the same results, are yet performed independently of one another, it is 
"open to us to perform anyone of them; and none of them need be 
* rejected as entirely useless. The cases of the Pàrnàhuti and the Pagu- 
* bandha; however, are different. Because without the Pürnáhut?, the Agni- 
“ hotra cannot be completed ; and similarly, without the Pagubandha, the 
** Jyotishtoma cannot be complete; and as the specified results will have 
“ been accomplished by these smaller actions, as explained under XI, i. 43, 
“there would be. no need of performing the other elaborate actions (of the 
* Agnihotra and the Jyotishtma) ; and as such, the xj of — 
“latter would become entirely useless. .: a u 1 

“To this effect, the Bhàshya cites the instance of one going in — 
“of honey, etc. The person may go on to the mountain in search of 
“honey, by a path other than the one whereby he could find the honey 


66 i1 


in the way itself; but he cannot go along, if he happens to pass by this 
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“latter road and finds the honey in the way without going all the way 
“tothe mountain. Thus then, in order to establish the authority and 
“ usefulness of many direct Injunctions, it is certainly advisable to accept 
** the uselessness of the Injunctions that have been assumed (on the strength 
* of the Arthavada passages in question). 

* Nor ean these Injunctions be said to lay down new actions for those 
“who would desire better results, than those obtained by means of the 
“former actions; because no difference between the two is mentioned. 
“ Aud when the direct assertion of the Veda is the same in both cases, we 
“cannot assume any exceptional results to follow from any particular 
* actions, specially when we are unable to perceive any such results. And 
“ we have already said that the declarations being found to be false, can- 
* not be accepted as glorifications. . 


Sutra (5) “Because of the negativing of that which is not 
" capable of being negatived." 


*In the feda we find the sentences— Fire is not to lis laid on the 
“earth, ‘it is not to be laid in the sky,’ ‘itis not be laid in Heaven’; and 
** each of these contain a negation of that which is not capable of negation. 
“That it is to say, as for the. Sky and Heaven, no laying of fire in these 
* ig possible ; and as such, any negation of these is wholly irrelevant. Nor 
“can these be taken as exceptions, because (the laying in Heaven and 
“in the Sky never being possible) these could not rightly be held to be the 
“objects of exception; because the laying is always found to be done 
“on the Earth, which is neither Sky nor Heaven. 

“Tf the two sentences be said to be a mere description af the natural 
“ state of things; then they cannot be held to serve any useful purpose with 
“regard to the performance of sacrifices. And as for the first sentence— 
“< not on the Earth '—any negativing or excepting of the laying on Earth 
“is not possible, without setting aside the Injunction of the laying itself ; 
“and this setting aside would render a direct Injunction wholly. futile, 
“Even if the two sentences be taken as laying down optional alternatives, 
“then, too, there would be a partial setting aside (in one case) of the 
“direct Injunction. Specially as the Veda itself lays down many alter- 
"natives with regard to the laying of five, as done with a view to different 
“results ; and as such it is not right to accept Prohibitions for the mere 
^ pointing out of optional alternatives. 

‘“ And then, this Prohibition, too, would be extremely weak [that is to 
“say, it cannot be said that even in the absence of any particular desires, 
“the Prohibition would serve the purpose of pointing out optional alter- 
"natives; because, in the absence of any desires, there can be no perform- 
“ance of such actions as have been laid down simpiy for the fulfilment of 
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“certain definite ends, and as such no prohibition of these is necessary (or 
* possible); and if the Prohibition be taken as pointing oat mere qualifi- 
*eations,—then as such, being only an assumed factor, with regard 
“to the sacrifice, it would be too weak to rightly point out any optional 
* alternatives]. 

* When the prohibition is taken with regard to the Earth, then 
*(as no such prohibition of the Earth as the place of laying could be 
“ possible, unless there were a likelihood of the action of the laying 
“being performed) it would be necessary to assume an Injunction of this 
“laying; (and then as all the places where the fire could be laid,— 
“the Earth, the Sky and Heaven,—are negatived, by the sentence under 
“ consideration, such negation would lead us to the assumption of an 
“ Injunction wholly prohibiting the aforesaid laying) ;.and this is what 
“is meant by the ‘ self-contradiction’ mentioned in the Bhashya. 

* The said prohibition would also contradict other direct Injunctions 
“—such, for instance, as ‘the Fire should be laid after the golden plate 
* has been put in,’ and ‘the Fire is laid upon bricks’ (both of which dis- 
“ tinctly mention the Earth as the place on which the Fire is to be laid). 

* Nor is it posible for the sentences to be taken as only meant to attract 
“ people, to a certain course of action, aud not as a regular injunction. 


Sutra (6). " Because of the mention of non-eternal (objects)." 


* [In the case of such passages as—‘ Babara Pravahani desired’ and 
“the like—, from among all possible signifieations, the words ‘ Babara 
* Pravahani,’ &c., cannot be taken as pointing to anything else (either 
“anything in connection with sacrifices, or a glorification) except 
* Babara, the son of Pravühana ; and (as such a person cannot be said to be 
“ eternal) this comes to be a mention (in the Veda) of a transitory object. 

* The mention of such objects, when brought forward and urged against 
“the authority of the Veda as a whole, can be explained in some way or 
“other (as has been done above, in I—i—21). But when we make use of 
* our discretion in the matter of authoritativeness, and accept, on the ground 
* of some reasonings, the absolutely authoritative character of only the Vidhi 
‘ (Injunction) portion of the Veda,—exactly as among all verbal De- 
“ elarations, the Veda alone is held to be absolutely authoritative—then, 
“in that case, just as we deny the authority of the other portions of the 
* Veda, so too we could deny that of such portions of it as make mention 
~ transitory objects, on the ground of such mention itself ; au there 

* would be nothing to prevent us from doing so. EE 

“ Therefore, in the case of such passages, all that we can "T is to take 
“no notice of their significations, and to assume particular results to 
* follow from the mere repetition of these. Or, it may be more reasonable 
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“to admit of the fact of such texts being read up only for being rejected ; 
“just as we accept the Arthavdda passages as only meant to be disre- 
“ garded. 

* [t may be asked—' Why cannot these passages be used as Mantras 
“in the Actions, in connection wherewith they happen to be read ?’ 

“They cannot be so used, simply because they (not poiuting to any 
“ actions) cannot possibly be taken along with any action. As for Man- 
“tras, they too are employed at sacrifices, not only because they happen 
“to be mentioned in the Veda, but because their words distinctly point 
"out their connection with those sacrifices, In the passage in question, 
“however, there is no such implication. 

“Or, lastly, we may take these passages as meant to be accepted in 
“their mere verbal forms (without any heed being paid to their signi- 
“ fications), exactly as has been done in the Pérvapaksha relating to the 
“ Mantras (Vide below, Sütras 31-39). 

“The word ‘ anitya, in the Sūtra, refers to living beings, amd not to 
“that which is useless (as in I—ii—1).” 


In reply to the above Pérvapaksha, we have the following :— 


SIDDHANTA—the Orthodox Mimünsá view. 


Sutra (T). But they are taken along with the injunctive pas- 
sages; and as such could be ee tative) as eulogising the 
particular Injunctions. 


[The Bhàshya cites the passage—‘ Vayurvai kshépishthé dévata’—as an 
instance of Arthavada; and on this, the Vartika starts with the question ].— 
* It was proper for the Bhdshya to put forward its own view with reference 
to the same Arthavada passages that have been cited in the Pérvapaksha ; 
for what special reason then, does he bring forward a different passage ? " 

In reply to this, some people assert that as the bearing of all Arthavada 
passages is the same, it does not make any difference, whether this or that 
passage be cited in the Pérvapaksha or the Siddhanta. 

But though, this may be the case, yet the citing of a new example 
always implies an ulterior motive (in the mind of the author) ; and this 
motive we proceed to explain: As regards the passages cited in the Pūrva- 
paksha, even their literal signifieations are open to doubt ; and consequently 
to begin with them would entail the additional initial effort of proving them 
to be true ; and inasmuch as this initial effort would be of no consequence, and 
as such not very desirable, the Bhashya has cited a passage, which, in its 
literal siguification, is universally recognised to be true ; whereby it becomes 
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easier to explain, that such passages are glorifications, to be taken along 
with the Injunctive passages, and as such come to help in the knowledge of 
Dharma. And to facilitate the matter still further, the author of the 
Bhashya proceeds to show the use of Arthavadas as glorifications, by means 
of a passage which is instantly recognised as one to be taken along with 
(and forming part of) a direct Injunction, 

But before proceeding further, we have to explain the following 
difficulty: * Why is it that the natural form of the Veda is perverted, with 
“a view to establish a forced syntactical connection ? Or (if it be declared 
* that we have recourse to this in order to establish a direct relationship 
“of the Veda to human ends) how is it that the Veda is said to be for the 
“sake of man’s ends? It might be urged that these assumptions are made, 
* because such is found to be a fact, in the case of ordinary human assertions. 
* But, then, the case of these latter is entirely different; as what they speak 
* of is cognisable by other ordinary means of cognition ; and, on the strength 
“of these latter, such far-fetched assumptions are admissible; whereas in 
“the case of a Vedic passage, treating as it does of supersensuous things, 
“even if the slightest change be made in its original form, it becomes a 
“creation of the human mind (and thereby loses the very basis of its 
“ authority). Even in the case of human assertions, when the subject 
“ spoken of is not amenable to the other means of cognition, save verbal 
* Testimony, we do not have any changes in the form of the assertion." 

To this, some people make the following reply: It will be proved in 
the next Sūtra that the whole of the Veda is meant to serve some useful 
purpose for man. And certainly, if it did not serve some useful purpose, the 
intelligent people of old would not have made such efforts to preserve it and 
hand it down in an unbroken tradition. Though it is just possible that a 
single man may have erred in his estimate of the usefulness of the Veda ; 
yet there is no reason for saying so, with regard to the extremely intelligent 
enquirers, that have gone before us. And for this reason, it is only right 
that we should even break up the natural form of the Veda, in order to make 
it serviceable to man. 

This explanation, however, does not appear to be quite satisfactory ; 
because, if such be the case, then the authoritativeness of the Veda would 
depend upon man. If we were to assume even such meanings as are not 
signified by the actual words of the Veda, and if the usefulness of the 
Veda to man were to rest on the sole authority of the efforts made to 
present it, then the authority of the Veda would become dependent upon 
our own efforts. If the preserving of the Veda by another be held to be 
the cause, then, too, that other person would base his authority upon the 
efforts of another man, and so on and on, we might go backwards, referring 
it to the efforts of other people; and this would be like a descrip- 
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tion of colour handed down among blind men; and there would be no: 
fixity for the authority of the Veda. Specially in the case of each man, 
the*idea that we would have would be that ‘this man: knows it thus,'..and. 
not that ‘such is its meaning.’ Consequently then, though, in the case of 
particular students, we might iufer the fact of their knowing the Veda to: 
be useful to them, yet, as there can be no secure foundation for this notion, 
the authority of the Veda cannot rest solely upon that fact. "Therefore it 
must be admitted that until the Veda itself does not directly declare itself : 
to be serviceable to man, it cannot be accepted as authoritative. 

But we can explain the difficulty in the following manner: As for the 
whole of the Veda, its study is directly enjoined in the sentence ‘ Sva- 
dhyayo dhyétavyah.” (“ The Veda should be duly studied ),”—the sense of 
which is that we should accomplish something by means of the study of the 
Vedu. And as for what is to be accomplished,—though the ‘study’ itself 
presents itself as the object, yet, inasmuch as an Injunction, which has the 
power of persuading people to action cannot but have for its object some- 
thing that is of use to the man, the mere ‘study’ ceases to be accepted as 
the object to be accomplished, and becomes mixed up with the instrument or 
means of the said accomplishment; because this instrumental character is: 
quite compatible with its nature, and is the most proximate (the sense of. 
the Injunction thus being that the desirable object is to be accomplished by. 
means of the study). 

What next appears to be the object to id accomplished i is ie eiia up 
of the mere letters of the Veda, in accordance with the maxim that anything 
‘that is capable of being accomplished is the object.’ But this, too, in itself, 
can be of no direct use toman. However, this getting up of the letters points 
to the knowledge of the words, which in its turn points to the knowledge of 
the meanings of these words, which last points to the knowledge of the meaning 
of the sentences composed of those words; and this leads to the acting (in 
accordance with the injunctions contained in these sentences), which acting 
finally leads to the attainment of such desirable results as Heaven and the 
like. And itis only here that the object to be accomplished being duly 
ascertained, all the information required (in connection with the injunction 
“the Veda should he studied ") becomes fully supplied. And thus in the 
case of all Injunctions, there is no resting until we get at some purpose of 
man (to be aecomplished by means of the action therein enjoined). 

But it is by no means absolutely necessary that, whenever we meet with 
an Injunction, we must assume such results as Heaven and the like (to 
follow from the action enjoined); because when we find that a certain 
action is actually capable of bringing about the accomplishment of a cer- 
tain result, we conclude this latter to be its effect. And hence, whenever 
we fiud an action directly capable of bringing about a certain result, even 
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after the lapse of.a certain period of time and space, we cannot rightly 
assume any other result; because the soundness of the Vedic Injunction is 
established also by means of such results as follow after the lapse of time 
(and not only by those that follow immediately after the Action); and as 
such there is no Apparent — (in - ——— — — - 
us to the assumption of other results. : — 

In those cases, however, in which we do not find any — i 
able results following, either directly or indirectly (from the Action), —as, 
for instance, the action of the libation reaching the Fire, and being burnt 
to ashes,—we give up the idea of the necessity of the desirable element in 
the result, and assume a toc -— to Mene from the action 
itself... yt | d —— 

In all cases, ima we -"—— to "T in — the follow In the 
case of a certain action (the threshing of the corn, for instance) that is laid 
down in the Veda, and stands in need of a result, if we find, following from 
it, a series of actions, not of the nature of a result,—and then, in the middle 
we find laid down something (in the shape of the makiug of the cake) that 
would help the sacrifice, or one (the offering itself) that would accomplish 
a desirable result,—we conclude these latterly enjoined actions to be 
the means of the two latter results; and the original Injunction (of the 
threshing of the corn) is accepted as merely helping in these latter actions 
(and not having its efficiency reaching "p to the final accomplishment of 
the agent’s desires). 

. As for the other actions (of pounding, &o., of the corn) that are laid down 
by a subsequent Injunction, these are to be taken as helping in the previous- 
ly enjoined action (of threshing, specially as they are its necessary con- 
comitants) in the accomplishment of the cake (which could not be made 
unless the corn were pounded after the thereshing),—exactly like the burning 
of the fuel (which is a necessary concomitant of the sacrifice). And these 
actions of pounding, &c., are not held to be the direct means of accomplish- 
ing either the threshing or the cake, because they are not found to have 
been laid down before, with any reference to the relationship of means and 
consequences. That is to say, if we had any assertion, prior to the Injunc- 
tion of threshing, of the pounding of the corn being a means of accom- 
plishing the cake, then alone could the latter be. held to be the direct 
means of the making of the cake; but, as it is, we find the threshing laid 
down first of all, and the pounding, &c., are only mentioned afterwards 
(merely as concomitants of that threshing).. Hence we are led to conclude 
that it is the threshing that is the real means of the accomplishment of 
the cake, and that the pounding, &c., are to be taken only as helping the 
threshing in that accomplishment. 

In such cases, however, in which nothing that forms. -— of the series 
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is laid down in the middle, it is the directly enjoined action alone which is 
to be taken as the means of accomplishing the final result, through all the 
various actions that are laid down in connection with it. 

Thus, then, all the Injunctive passages that lay down the means of 
accomplishing the directly mentioned, or the assumed, ends of man are 
included—even up to the ascertaining of such causal relationships—in the 
Injunction that * the Veda should be studied.” (That is to say, in this case 
the study is held to be for the purpose of the ascertaining of the said 
relationships, exactly as the threshing is held to be the means of accomplish- 
ing the cake; and the intermediate actions of getting up the wor ds of the 
Veda help in the final monet — as the pounding, &c., do in the 
making of the cake). 

As for the result accruing — the ascertaining of the meaning of 
Vedic texts, such result has been pointed out by other texts (such as: “ That 
Action alone has a strong influence which is performed with a full know- 
ledge, faith, &c."); and as such the former Injunction of Vedic study is not 
made to extend so far (as to the pointing out of its result). 

And as for the other Injunctions that are found in the same connection, 
they are also to be taken as serving, by means of the getting up of the 
verbal text, &c., to help towards the fulfilment of the single result, in the 
shape of the comprehension of the meanings of Vedic sentences; and they 
cannot be taken as, in any way, directly helping the performance of any 
sacrifices. Because the performance of sacrifices depends, for its procedure, 
only upon such means as bring about supersensuous results; and as such, 
they can have no connection with the mere getting up of the Verbal text, 
which serves only a visible purpose; and as such the action of such getting 
up is accepted only as helping towards the fulfilment of the final result (of 
. comprehending the meaning of those texts). 

Thus, then, we find that the subsidiary sentences or Injunctions (of get- 
ting up the Vedic text) are similar to the principal sentence or Injunction 
(of the due comprehending of the meaning of the Veda) (in so much as both 
are equally related to the human purpose mediately, through an inter- 
vening agency), though the subsidiary Injunctions themselves are one 
degree further removed. (As for instance, the Injunction of the com- 
prehending of the meaning of the Veda gives a knowledge of the 
sacrifices, which fulfil the desirable end of man, there being, in the case, 
only one intervening agency; in the case of the subsidiary Injunctions, 
on the other hand, we find that they lay down the getting up of the 
verbal text, which brings about a cognition of the meaning of these texts, 
which point out the sacrifices that fulfil the desirable ends of man, there 
being, in this case, two intervening agencies). 

In the same manner, the passages speaking of the washing, &c. (of the 
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‘Vrihi); having their sole purpose in the purification of the corn, are found 
+o be very distantly related to the principal sacrifice, through the in- 
tervening agencies of the Rice, the me: - —- and - »-—— 
Offering, &e =~ 

‘Similarly, we may explain the connection (with the — sacrifice) 
of such secondary passages as are not found in the same context, and as 
&uch help the sacrifice only indirectly, as well as those that are of direct 
use. And the only peculiarity with the relationship of these is that the 
Principal Action is connected only with what these passages. signify, and 
has nothing to do with the mere iting as the passages are -— m -— same 
context, 

The passages ditis; of the "leni of the (fiue and - — ac- 
tions, have their sole use in the preparation of the sacrificial fire, which 
formsa part of the principal sacrifice leading to certain definite results; 
and as such come to have all their relationships prm by means - the 
remote Result (of the Principal Sacrifice). 

In the same manner the Upanishads have their — justified by 
their explaining the real nature:of the person that performs the sacrifices. 
| And as for the Mantra and the Names, we shall explain their uses, in 
their respective places (at the end of this Pada and in the fourth Pada). : 

Thus, then, it is established that all parts of the Veda are included in 
the Bhàvana (which is denoted by the direct Vedic Injunctions). 

Jt has been argued above that the Arthavada passages not being 
included i in any of the three factors of the Bhavana, they cannot be recog- 
nised (as parts of the Vedic Injunctions). On this point, we offer the fol- 
lowing explanation: Itis true that the Arthavada is not so recognised apart, 
by itself; but it is. nee irum m - en » the — 

* How"? . | (oru à 074 ei: NEM | 

In the following manner: In the case a - — which — 
Injunctivé words, there are two kinds of Bhavana that are always compre- 
hended—one consisting of the words, and another of their significations. 
Those of the latter class do not stand in need of the Arthavida passages; 
but these passages are certainly mms in Wunn » a — kind 
(i.e., the Verbal Bhàvanà). : : tas i 

"The Verbal Bhavana operates in the gp manner : - The n" 
tion of the study of the Veda serves the purpose of employing all other In- 
junctions, as also the * self’ (‘Swa’) mentioned in the word “ swidhyaya” 
and this employing or urging is in the form—'* should think of Mm 
ing." Andin this the Injunctive Word is the nominative of the nZ— 
and the Person is its objeetive. 

. Hence when the question arises—‘ What is to - mia (by the 
Injunctive passage) ' P—the answer, that presents itself is—" T he activity 


' AUTHORITY. OË THE ARTHAVADA PASSAGES. ~ 21 


of the Person. If, however, the peculiar character of the said Injunction 
were taken to signify the action of Injunction itself—in the form, ‘should 
prompt,’—then the Person himself would become the objective (the mean- 
ing being that the Person should be prompted or urged to activity). Though, 
on account of the inanimate.character of the Injunctive, such actions of 
prompting or urging are not possible, yet, as the Person himself being the 
object prompted cannot be its nominative, we conclude the power of prompt- 
ing to belong to the Injunctive, through the Intelligence of the Person 
himself. For if some such assu — were not made, then the Injunctive 
could never be called ‘the prompter.' 

` Secondly, when the question arises— By <a is it to be accom- 
plished'?—we have for the reply—‘ By means of: a knowledge of the 
Injunctions, as guided by a previous experience of certain nalestientshipe (of 
particular actions with certain definite results).’ 

And lastly, to the question— How is the prompting to - accomplish- 
ed’ P—we have the angwer—* Through a emotes " the venlia charac- 
ter (of the particular Action).’ 

The explanation of all this is very iuri: People uin an degree 
of intelligence, when proceeding to do a certain action do not engage them- 
selves in it, until they have ascertained. that it is really good and well 
worth the doing. It is in this work of attraction that the potency of the 
Injunction fails; but in this it is helped by the cognition of the ex- 
cellence of the Action enjoined (as described in the Arthavada passages). 
And as for the result of the Action, which is always in the shape of 
something desired by man, the Agent is known to be naturally attached 
to it; and as such that does not stand in need of any description of its 
excellence, by the Veda. But as for the means (of attaining the Result), 
and the method, the excellence of these has to be be pointed out, to the 
person who has not. engaged himself in. the Action; and this can be done 
only by means of iho Arthavada mcn and it is.in this that lies the use 

of these passags. | oi «© » 

Now then, when rn ian pruma By bids means shall I obtain 
a knowledge of the said excellence’ ?—the answer may, in the first place, 
be presented by the mention of the particular Result, which leads to the 
conviction that inasmuch as the Action brings prosperity, it is good and 
well worth doing ; or (2) the excellence of the Action may be pointed out 
by the fact of its being enjoined in the Veda, which is free from all 
discrepancies ; or (3) it may be recognised by means of the fact of its being 
connected with excellent Deities, Materials, and Methods. 

As for the word that expresses the Result, as it has a distinct purpose 
to serve, in the shape.of the pointing out of the Result, it cannot be 
dragged to any other use. (such as the indicating of the excellence of 
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Actions); and also because the desire to learn its excellence arises only 
after one has become acquainted with its Injunction, in which, too, the 
word mentioning the Result is always put first; and as such, this word 
cannot be accepted as supplying an answer to the above question; it can 
only be held to indicate such excellence, &c., indirectly ; but such indirect 
indication cannot be rightly had recourse to while there is a possibi- 
lity of a direct expression of the same fact; and, lastly, a double function 
at one and the same time would involve a self-contradiction. For these 
reasons the words mentioning the Result cannot be taken to poit out 
the said excellence. Sap: ctl Pas 7 

And we shall explain duim die Pa saa horas 
- a certain text (f.i. the text, ‘He whose Juhū is made of leaves does not hear 
evil of himself’), has a totally different purpose (the praising of the parti- 
cular Juhi) to perform,—even if it be found to indicate a certain means to 
an end (in this case, the Juh of leaves as leading to a particular Result)— 
no authoritative significance can be attached to such indication. For these 
reasons, the word mentioning the result cannot be rightly accepted as point- 
ing out the excellence of the Action ; because if that word were so accepted, 
then no significance would be-attached tothe Result mentioned; exactly 
as in the case of the text cited, where the expression, ‘ He hears not evil of 
himself,’ is explained not as — to a result, but ont as praising a 
certain object, 

For this reason, in the case in question, as the words mentioning 
the Result have this distinct purpose to ‘serve, even though they in- 
dicate the excellence of the Action, yet no significance can be attached 
to this idea of the excellence thus obtained. And, as a general rule, we 
know that whatever happens to be indicated or implied by a text, does 
not come to be recognised as the purpose or chief end of that text. As for 
instance, when it is said ‘the former man runs,’ though this implies the exis- 
tence of the ‘ latter man,’ yet this latter is not accepted as connected with the 
action that is spoken of with regard to the former. In the same manner, 
though the excellence of the Action and the consequent attraction of the 
agent to it are indicated by the word mentioning the Result; yet, as this 
has other functions of its own, it cannot be accepted as having anything to 
do with the pointing out of the excellence. Because such indication could be 
accepted only on the ground of Apparent Inconsistency ; but we know that 
jt is only when all other means of knowledge have failed that Apparent 
Inconsistency can be had recourse to; and this failure of the other means of 
knowledge, too, can rightly justify a man to seek the aid of Apparent Incon- 
sistency, with any degree of correctness, only ofter he should: have tried his 
very best to seek for aid from those other means. Hence, if we failed to 
obtain an idea of the excellence, either by direct teaching or by supplementary 
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declarations, then alone could we assume a double potency or signification 
for the Injunction itself; just as when we have no Sruva at hand, we pour 
the libations into the fire by means of the spoon. But in case this idea of 
excellence were obtainable by any other means, however remote, then it 
would be absolutely necessary to follow up this means; for until this means 
is duly found to afford the requisite notion of ima the needs of the 
Injunction remain unsatisfied. 

Similarly in: the case of such passages as—“ Vayurvat kshepishtha- 
dévata ( “ Vayu is the swiftest deity ") and the like,—we believe them to 
have been laid down with reference to the accomplishment of certain 
purposes of men, on the ground of their forming a part of the Veda, a full 
study whereof has been enjoined for men. But inasmuch as a mere 
Arthavada by itself is not capable of being directly related to the Injunc- 
tion (as not having the forces of the Injunctive affix, &c.), so long as it is 
not recognised as leading to the accomplishment of the purposes of man, it 
can only be taken in the literal meaning afforded by the words (composing 
the passage), which consists merely in a description of a certain state of 
things as they exist; and as thus far it is not found to serve = useful 
purpose, it remains deficient on an important point. 

That, however, which is implied by such description—namely, the 
excellence of the sacrifice offered to Vayu indicated by the fact that, the 
effect being similar to the cause, the sacrifice offered to a swift Deity al- 
ways accomplishes its result quickly,—is clearly needed by the Injunction 
found in close proximity to it; and as such the passage. in question comes 
to be recognised as helping in the accomplishment of the man's purpose ; 
and hence it is accepted as forming an integral part of the Veda, whose 
study has been laid down as necessary. 

And this mutual dependence of the Arthavada and the comprehension 
of excellence is based upon their mutual requirements ; exactly as in the case 
of two charioteers, if the horse of one dies, while the other's chariot itself is 
burnt, the horse of this latter 1s yoked to the former ial and the 
needs of both become supplied. 

Thus, then, when such close relationship between the two is — 
though the Injunctive and the Arthavada passages actually stand in need 
of the Declaration of Excellence and Injunction respectively, yet inasmuch 
as this Declaration of Excellence and Injunction are expressed by the 
Arthavada and the Injunctive passages respectively, we cannot reasonably 
assert that Excellence is expressed by the Injunctive, and the Injunction 
by the Arthavada passage. And as the words of the Arthaváda passage 
cannot do anything else except the declaring of Excellence, we conclude, 
from the very fact of both the Arthavada and the Injunctive passages 
appearing in the Veda, that they express two distinct things (viz, Ex- 
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cellence and Injunction, respectively) (i:e, the fact of both appearing in 
the text of the’ Veda leads us to some such conclusion as that ‘it is only 
the performance of such an Action as is enjoined by the Injunctive 
passages, and rendered attractive or pointed out as excellent by the 
Arthavada meu that can — the P m Eunn to the fullest 
extent’). . ; pelis d 

In are same manner, we can exin the deme ppt 
passages also, as serving the purpose of creating an aversion (in the mind 
of the agent), which is a factor necessary for all Prohibitions; because, 
unless the knowing person comes to have an aversion to a certain course of 
action, he does not desist from it; and this aversion is brought about 
by the cognition of the non-excellent, or evil character of the action; and: 
inasmuch as this idea of the evil character cannot be duly brought about 
by the negative expressions in the Prohibitive passages thomselves, which 
serve to lay down the mere negation, along with its result and procedure,— 
and not either the excellence or non-excellence of the action,—a clue of 
knowledge of its non-excellence cannot be obtained by any other means save 
by the deprecatory. Arthavdda passages, which, too, have no other Mm 
to serve. 

Thus it is that the Avihanada comes to be taken along will (7.e., as 
forming a part of) the Injunction; specially as it is always found that it is 
only the continuations of the Injunctive and Prohibitive passages, res- 
pectively, that become the means of ictum the pma or the TP 
cation of the action concerned... © i NM. 

Nor is the character of Praise or of Dé pwned ge uM ; 
because we often find a praise expressed in the form of a deprecation, and 
vice versá ; as will also be declared later on that—‘“‘a deprecatory passage 
is added not with a view to deprecate that which is evil, but to indirectly 
praise that which is good and has been laid down as to be performed.” As; 
for example, in connection with the Traiyambaka Cake we read (in the 10th 
Adhyaya): “If one performs the Abhigharana, he throws his cattle into 
Rudra’s mouth, while if one does not perform it, he does not throw them 
iuto His mouth "; and-in this case, though it is the non-performance of 
the Abhigh@rana that is praised, yet it has not been accepted as the right 
course of action ; whereas, though its performance is deprecated, yet it has 

‘to be accepted as the proper course laid down as to be performed, on the 
ground of.its being subsequently directly enjoined. 

In a case where it is not quite clear whether Praise or Deprecation 
is really meant, a definite conclusion can be arrived at on this point by 
referring to the context; as, for instance, we shall find later on the sentence 
—“ We know not whether the Asuras are praised or censured,"— which is 
said on the occasion of the declaration: (referred to in the 9th Adhyaya)— 
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* If one sings the Rk, the Asuras come along, &o." It is doubtful whether 
this is to be taken as praising the action, in that it subjugates even the 
Asuras to the will of the sacrificer; or it is a deprecation of the action, in 
that it attracts such undesirable companions as the Asuras; and on this 
point, inasmuch as towards the end it is the singing of the Sama that is 
enjoiued, we conclude the "mer to bea depr ecation of the singing of the 
Rk verses. | 

In the case of all Atenevvt passages there are certain words that 
express either praise or deprecation ; and it is as taken along with these 
words that other passages (such as ‘He wept’ and the like, which do 
not express either the one or the other) come, indirectly, to indicate such 
praise or deprecation, Even in a case where we have no such words, we 
can admit of Indication, or, even of Indicative-Indication, on the ground of 
the (otherwise) Apparent Inconsistency. (That is to say, in the case of the 
sentence ‘the water is calm,’ we have no word expressive of either Praise 
or Deprecation; yet we find, close to it, the sentence ‘ He draws the fire 
either by means of the Vétasa branch, or by the Vaka@’; and on the ground 
of its proximity to this latter Injunction,: we take the former passage to 
indirectly indicate the praise of the Vétasa and the Vaka, which are laid 
down in the latter passage. Here we have pure Indication, while if we 
take the passage to be a praise of the drawing of fire, then it will be a case 
of Indicative-Indication). Specially as Injunctions and Prohibitions are 
always accompanied by Praise and Deprecation, respectively: whenever 
we find the one, we can —Á infer the other, and thereby complete the 
full sentence. 

The above explanations apply also to the passages occurring in the 
Mahabharata, and Puranas, &e. as with regard to these, we have the expresg 
injunction—“ One should recite these before persons of the four castes,"— 
which shows that they are the means of accomplishing certain desirable 
ends; and when we proceed to seek for this desirable end, we do not accept 
the mere recitation of the words as bringing about any result; and find that 
the true result lies in a full comprehension of the causes of Dharma, Artha, 
Kama and Moksha, as also of their contraries, Adharma, Anartha, Duhkha 
and Sunsara,—for the purpose of acquiring those of the former set, and 
avoiding those of the latter. 

And in certain portions of these works,—as in the chapters on ‘ Dana’ 
* Rajadharma’ and * Mokshadharma of the Canti-Parva of the Mahabharata 
—we meet even with direct Injunctions; while in others there are Artha- 
vüdas—in the two forms of ‘ Purakrta’ (those that describe certain actions 
as having been done by other good men) and ‘ Puradkulpa’ (those describing 
certain actions as having been done by good men in bygone ages). 

As for the other portions, those containing descriptions of events and 
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stories,—if we accept these in their literal sense, then, with reference to 
these at least, the Injunction of reciting them would become useless (as 
no purpose could be served by these mere descriptions) ; hence we take 
these to indirectly imply the praise or deprecation (of certain courses of 
action). And as these descriptions have been inserted with the sole purpose 
of such praise or deprecation, they need not be necessarily taken as absolutely 
correct with regard to facts. : : 

. Guided as they were by their study of the Veda, Valmiki, Vyasa, and 
others composed their works ou the same lines as the Veda (and hence it 
is that we fiud in the works of these men, as in the Veda, many apparently 
useless stories, &c.); and as those for whom these works were intended 
were persons of varying degrees of intelligence and diverse tastes, it was 
only proper for them to insert every kind of matter in their works (so 
that they might be of use to all men). Hence it is that in certain 
parts we find -pure Injunctions, while in others the Injunctions are mixed 
up with Arthavadas; and among these latter, too, some have only brief 
Arthavüdas, while others have extensive ones; the sole motive for this 
diverse procedure lying in the making of the work attractive to all men. 

Some of these Injunctions (in the Mahabharata, §c.), are based directly 
upou the Veda; while others are based upon considerations of ordinary 
pleasure aud pain, as experienced in the world. Similarly, among the 
Arthavadas, too, some are those that appear in the Veda, some are based 
upon ordinary experience, while there are some that are purely ima- 
ginary, like ordinary poetry. But all of these have an authoritative- 
ness based upon the fact of their praising (the enjoined Actions). 

As for those portions of the Purànas, however, which are not capable 
of beiug taken along with any Injunction, some of them are such as give 
pleasure in the mere listening to them,—such are the descriptions of the 
Gandhamüdana, &c.; and some, as for instance, the descriptions of wars, 
&c., serve to encourage the brave as well as the coward, and thereby 
serve a distinctly useful purpose for the Kings of men. In those cases, how- 
ever, where none of these is possible,—such, for instance, as the hymns to 


deities, which we do not find capable of bringing about any perceptible 
resulis,— we assume an unseen result. = i 


(Here ends the explanation of the main Siddhanta.) 


Says the Bhashya: Though such passages as ‘ Vayurvat kshépishtha 
dévata’ and the like, are not related directly to any actions, yet inasmuch as 
they can be taken along with an Injunction, they are accepted us authori- 
tative. —_— — ah Vadis e NEL M T 

Some people explain this passage in the following manuer : “ From 
“the assertion of the Bhashya—Why should there be a praise? Because 
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“without praise, how could people be attracted to, and perform, such ac- 
“tions’ ?—it seems that the Arthavada serves to bring about the perfor- 
“mance of an action by means of praises, or the avoiding of other 
“actions by means of deprecations ; and as it is these very facts—per- 
“formance and avoidance—that are expressed by the Injunctions, we 
“conclude that both (Arthavaida and Injunction) serve the same purpose. 
* And inasmuch as those that have the same purpose to fulfil cannot be taken 
* together, —hence in the case of such Injunctive affixes as are without any 
* Arthavüdas, ov such Arthavadas.as are without Injunctive affixes,—we can 
“tako them with reference to their own particular subjects exclusively ;: 
“and thereby accept them as Persuading or Dissuading from particular 
* eourses of actions. In those cases, however, where we have a mixture 
“ of both, as only one of them would suffice for the fulfilment of their common 
‘í purpose, it becomes necessary to reject one ; and under the circumstances, 
‘fit is always necessary to show preference to that which is more exten- 
“sive; and hence, in accordance with the maxim—that ‘one should 
‘ renouncs à single person for the sake of the whole family ’—we. come 
“to reject the Injunctive affix (in favour of the much more extensive 
** Arthavada) ; and not being of any use with regard to its main purpose, 
“the only purpose that the Injunctive affix can serve is to amplify that 
* Injunction (of actions) which is indicated by the Persuasion contained 
“in the Arthavada that has the sole purpose of nn it (by such -- 
“ Suasion ). 

“And as an instance of such — by the Injunctive affix, 
“we have the passage—satradudavasaya prshthacamaniyena yajéran’— 
“where the Injunctive affix in ‘yajéran’ has been explained as only 
“amplifying the performance pointed out by the past participle affix in 
“c T'davasüya.' 

“Thus, then, in the passage in question —'Vayavyam Çvētamālabhēta 
“ bhütikamah, Vayurvai kshépishtha d&vata'—when the Injunctive affix has 
“been set aside, all that is meant by it is the seizing and killing of the Qvéta 
“ consecrated to Vaya ; and it is this seizing that is spoken of (in the Bha- 
“ shya) as ‘ Vidhyuddega' (the subject of the Injunction). And as an action 
* ean be praised only after its connection with a desirable result has been 
« established, it is the sentence ending with the clause * bhütikümah that is 
* taken as referred to by the word ‘Vidhyuddega.’ 

* We interpret the Bhashya in the above manner, as meaning the set- 
* ting aside of the Injunctive affix, because if the Bhashya had meant that the 
** persuasion is accomplished by means of the Injunctive affix, then it should 
* not have put in the word * Uddéga’ (but should have simply said ‘Vidhéya’). 

* In reality, however, it is not possible for the Arthavada to be taken 
“along with the Injunctive affix, as pointed out in the Sara; and it is this 
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‘impossibility that is spoken of in the Bhadshya— The men. cannot be 
“ construed as that one desirous of prosperity should seize.’ 

“The assertion of the Bhüshya—because prosperity follows finca it— 
“ points out the relationship of the praise and the praised, that has been accept- 
“ed (in reference to the passage in question ) in preference to that of the 
* Injunctive and the Enjoined, which has been rejected. Thus alone can the 
«fact of the bringing about of prosperity be construed with the passage 
“(that is to say, when the fact of the seizing bringing about prosperity has 
“been laid down, the question naturally arises—how is it that it brings 
“about prosperity ?—and in answer to this we have the following Arthavada, 
* which serves to point out the reason for the said potency). 

“The Bhashya says—these two facts are entirely different; and the facts 
« referred to are the two relationships (of the Praise and the Praised, and 
“that of the Injunctive and the Enjoined), (and the sense of the Bhashya 
“is that if we admitted both these relationships in the passage in question: 
" as they are entirely different from one another, we would have a syntactical 
“split: consequently we must reject the relation of the Injunctive and the 
* Enjoined, and admit only that of the Praise and the Praised). a 

“Says the Bhashya—If we are asked, for what purpose we have the 
* Praise —...... ; and the sense of the question 3s that when you have set 
"aside the Injunctive affix (the action cannot be enjoined, and) what 
“ would be the use of praising that which is not enjoined ? Or, the ques- 
“ tioner may have in his mind the argument that, inasmuch as the persuasion 
* that you hold to be the purpose of the Praise can be accomplished - 
“ means of the Injunctive affix itself, there is no need for the Praise. 

* And the Teacher (2.e., the author of the Bhàshya),—bearing in mind 
* the fact, that even when the Injunctive affix has been set aside, our pur- 
“ poses are served by the Arthavāda alone, and that when both are possible 
“ preference is to be alee to p - — mee else, could it be 
“attractive ? . mo: ua cw 

“The questioner, — puts — his pantie more clearly : 
* * When the purpose of pointing out the performability of the Action has 
* been already served by the Injunctive affix, there could be no need for the 
“ Praise.’ 

“The Bhashya replies: Not so ; because in all cases where there is a 
“long (involved) sentence, the smaller sentences composing it have no 
“authority or significance of their own (that is to say, the meaning of the 
"latter cannot have any preference over, or stop the functioning of, the 
"longer sentence), exactly as when a higher number (twenty, fi.) is 
“spoken of, no importance is attached to the lower numbers (eight, ten 
‘t twelve, $c.) It is only when the smaller sentences are uttered by them- 
*" selves that they have any authority or significance ; because, in that 
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“ case, they do not stand in need of anything else ; as, for instance, the 
“small sentence— The cloth exists.’ But the mere fact of this small 
“sentence serving all necessary purposes when it is used by itself cannot 
“justify the conclusion that * in all cases (even where this sentence is used 
* as the part of a longer sentence) all that is wanted will be accomplished by 
* this small sentence alone.’ For a sentence is accepted to be complete only 
“ when it is not accompanied by such expressions as are significant (of a sense 
“ more extensive than that afforded by itself); and when there happens 
* to be such an expression, people who think over it intelligently find that 
* there is something wanting in it over and above the said expression, But 
“when this something is not perceived, the feeling of want (or defi- 
“ ciency) ceases (and we conclude that there is nothing more really want- 
“ing). Hence it is only where this something more is actually perceived 
“ that we construe the additional expression along with the former sentence; 
“while when it is not perceived, even though the expression may be 
* there all the same, we do not take it along with the original sentence; 
‘and it is only in such cases that the smaller sentence. can have any 
“significance apart from the longer one,—and not in the former case, 
« where it can have no significance of its own. | 

unbt;-ig with all this in view that the Bhashya SAYS ; When there are no 
« yaledictory expressions, the necessary persuasion is accomplished by the In- 
t junctive aia itself ; but when there is a valedictory sentence it is by means 
“of that that the persuasion ts fulfilled. 

“ Objection: ‘What you say is quite right, as regards such cases in 
« which the purposes of the longer sentence and the shorter are different ; 
*t ag for instance, in the case of The cloth (exists) and is red. In the case 
“in question however, the purpose of the two sentences (the Injunction 
*t and the Praise) being the same, isit right that the longer sentence should 
* be used to set aside the shorter one? This is what is meant by the 
** Bhashya passage—That longer sentence which subverts the injunctive potency 
* of the shorter sentence may well be got rid of, the mea being accom- 
“ plished by the Injunctive expression itself). z 

*'To this the Bhāshya replies: It is true that " persuasion will be 
“accomplished by the Injunctive expression, even without the valedictory sen- 
“ tence; but as a matter of fact this latter does exist, etc. The sense of this 
* is that the above objection should have been addressed to the author of 
“the Veda (if there were such a one)—namely, that, when it was possible 
“for him to express the persuasion by the shorter Injunctive sentence, why 
** should he have had recourse to the longer Valedictory one. But as there 
“ig no such author, any such objection would be entirely out of 
“ place. 


“ In any case, the objection cannot have much force; for the using of a 
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“longer sentence for expressing that which could have been equally well ex- 
“pressed by a shorter one, would, at the worst, be only like going toa village 
* by & circuitous route (literally by the way round the pastures around the 
* village) ; and it could not be said to fail in its object, which would be 
* attained all the same, though with greater effort and fatigue. It is often 
“that we meet with such roundabout methods of expression; as, for in- 
“stance, though the single letter kha would be enough to signify Space, 
" we often make use of longer words, such as * Akaca’ and the like; and 
“certainly, we are not taken to task for doing so. In the same manner, in 
* the case in question, though the persuasion could be accomplished. by: 
“means of the Injunctive affix alone, yet the mine has made use of the 
* Valedictory sentence for the purpose. 

**''here is yet another explanation that may Be given: exactly as even 
“though there are many means of performing a sacrifice, yet it is only 
* when it is done in the way pointed out by the Mantra, that it brings about 
* the best results,—so, in the same manner, though the Injunctive persua- 
* sion could be got at by other means (such as the Injunctive affix, d&o.), 
* yet it is only when it is expressed through the agency of the Valedictory 
“ passage, that the Action in question can lead to the best results. 

* Another objection is raised in the Bhàshya ; * Even though the vale- 
* dictory expressions exist, yet as the preceding sentence is in the pon of an In- 
* junction, this Injunctive form cannot be disregarded. ' 

“The sense of this objectionis this: ‘What you say is all right, as re- 
* vards cages where the roundabout method is adopted before the shorter one 
* is known; but in the case in question, such is not the case; as the shorter 
* and simpler method, that of the Injunetive affix, which is also the more 
* efficient, 13 already used before the other is introduced ; hence exactly as 
* jn the instance you have cited, when one has used the word * Kha,’ he does 
* not, at that very time, make use of the longer word ‘ Akédca,’ so also in 
* the present case, when the necessary persuasion has been accomplished by 
« Nite: of the Injunctive affix, there is no need of having recourse to the 

valedictory expressions. It may be urged that in that case, these vale- 
4 diam expressions would become — useless. But what of that ? 
“ Let them be useless. ’ 

“The reply to this is "- we have mnn ond above the useful- 
“ness of these valedictory expressions ; as a matter of fact, they can never 
* be absolutely useless; as we have already shown that when the purpose 
* of persuasion is capable of being served by both (the Injunctive affix and 
* the valedictory words), inasmuch as the latter is perceptibly capable of 
“ being construed with the former, we accept its mi (on that — in 
* preference to that of the former. 

“The Bhdshya puts forward another me ‘ The persuasive Inj unc- 
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“ tion may be comprehended by means of the Injunctive sentence independently 
“of the valedictory words.’ 

* An opponent objects to this objection being raised over again, it 
“ being already included in the former objection. But there is a difference 
* between the two: the former was brought forward with a view to the 
* total rejectiou of the valedictory words; whereas the sense of this second 
“ objection is this: ‘Though the compound sentence, as a whole, may be 
“taken as signifying Praise, yet it cannot be denied that the first part of 
“it signifies a distinct Injunction ; and if the expressive potency of the In- 
* junetive be once set aside, there being no means of reviving it, it would 
* come to be absolutely incapable of any significance.' 

* And to this objection we make the following reply: IJtis true that 
* the first sentence has an injunctive potency: but this potency can very 
* well be discarded ; specially as the fact of its being discarded in one place 
“ cannot deprive it of its expressiveness in all cases; and conversely, the 
“fact of its having manifested itself in one place does not necessitate its 
* manifestation in every other place. As a matter of fact, in the case in 
“ question, when the valedictory expressions signify something entirely 
* different, then the potency of the previous Injunctive is fully operative ; 
* whereas when the former expression manifests a potency of its own, 
* which sets aside that of the latter, this latter entirely disappears, lest 
* there be a.syntactical split. It is this probable syntactical split, already 
* noticed before, that is again pointed out by meaus of the present ques- 
“tion and answer (in the Bhàshya). Hence we conclude that, inasmuch 
* the purpose served by both (the Injunctive and the Valedictory expres- 
“ gions) is exactly the same, the necessary persuasion should be taken as 
“ fulfilled by means of the Praise expressed by the latter. 

“Says the Bhashya: Stutigabdah stuvantah kriyam prarocayamana 
* anushthatrnamupakarishyanti kriyayah (1.e., the valedictory expressions in 
* praising the Act, tend to make it attractive, and thereby help the actions 
* of the agents). 

*In regard to this, a grammatical difficulty is raised: The word 
“ anushthatr should have had the Dative affix (in accordance with Panini’s 
“ Sutra I—iv—33), as it denotes the persons for whom the actions are made 
“attractive. It cannot be rightly urged that the said Sūtra mentions the 
“particular root ruc?, while in the sentence in question we have an entirely 
* different root roci. Because, whether the root be ruci or roci, the sense of 
“ attractiveness remains the same, and that is the only condition laid down 
* in the SZtra (for the application of the Dative). Nor can it be argued 
“that the Genitive affix is due to the fact of the relationship expressed 
" being general, and not any special relation (such as that of the Dative). 
“Because this cannot be rightly asserted, when we actually have a 
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“ particular relation (that of being attractive) distinctly mentioned. Con- 
“sequently we must construe prarocayamünü with kriydyah ; and as for the 
* persons to whom these Actions are made attractive, the context naturally 
* points to the performers. Or, Anushtatrnüm may be taken with upakarishy- 
* anti (the meaning being that they help the performers), the word kriyayah, 
“in this case, being taken as the Ablative—the meaning being that the 
* valedictory expressions serve to make the action attractive, much more 
* strongly than is done by the Injunctive expression (the word kriyā being 
“taken in the sense of Injunction). Or lastly, the word kriyāyāh in the 
“ Genitive may be taken to mean for the sake of the Action. 

* [n the sentence kancidurtham stuvanti, &c. (in the Bhashya) the word 
“ tstuvanti, is to be taken as a present participle (Plural, Neuter) ; and the 
* meaning is that while eulogising a certain object,—viz.: the object meant to 
“be laid down, or something related to it—they lay down the Action or 
“something else related to it; and this laying down is by means of the 
* Praise; hence the authoritative character of the Arthavüda passages can 
“be established, only by discarding the Injunctive affixes.” 


The above interpretation of the Bhäshya is not accepted (by the 
orthodox Mzmünsaka; and that for the following reasons): When the 
Injunctive affix is discarded, there is nothing to express the Injunction of 
the action; and as such there would be nothing that would be in need 
of the Praise. For there is, in this case, no amm on our pani to learn 
the method of the Verbal Bhavana. 

Though it is possible to assume a desire to learn the "—— and "T" 
of the Bhavana, yet this, too, could only be with reference to the method of 
the Injunction; because the Praise is only meant to help the Injunction ;— 
the only difference of this why of the Verbal Bhavana from the method of 
the Injunction lying in the fact of its being expressed in different words. 
Then, again, even this want is possible for the person only after he has been 
énjoined or prompted to do an Act, and not when the Action is merely 
mentioned (by name). For certainly, when the mere action, the seizing of the 
Cvéta consecrated to Vayu, is mentioned, so long as it is not asserted 
whether this seizing should be done or not, there is no desire to know 
whether the Action is praiseworthy or otherwise. And when the idea of 
such praiseworthiness is not desired, the Arthavada passages themselves 
literally only describing certain facts, would not imply any such (Ok 
cellence, &c. i 

And as for the denotation of the verbal root itself, there is no chance of 
any person having any relations with it, or having any desires with regard 
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toit; because all these desires, &c., belong to the Bhavana. Aud as this 
Bhavana will have been set aside by the discarding of the Injunctive affix, 
what would be there that could be in want of anything ? 

Hence when all the three factors will have been set aside (along with 
the Injunctive word), we could have no ideas, either of Prosperity as the 
result, or the Sacrifice as the means, or anything else as the method. 
Under these circumstances, even if the excellence of the Action should 
happen to be expressed by the Avríhavüda,—unless this declaration of 
excellence be capable of being taken as an answer to the query as to 
why the Action should be performed,—the mere recognition of the fact 
of a certain Action being good,—unless this fact is recognised a3 a reason 
for its performability,—could not give us any idea of the performability 
of the Action. Even if, somehow or other, a notion of performability 
(Kartavyata) were got at, the meaning got at would be ‘pragastah kar- 
tavyah’ (i.e., the Action should be made praiseworthy) ; exactly as we have 
the expression ‘ Patah kartavyah’ (the Cloth should be made). 

And so long as a direct Injunction of the Action is not assumed, all 
such notions would be absolutely useless. And certainly to reject a direct 
Injunctive expression, and then to assume such Injonction indirectly, 
through the Avthavüda, would be a very objectionable method to follow. 
Then, too, inasmuch as the necessary Injunction is already directly ex- 
pressed by the Injunctive expression, there can be no reasonable ground 
for making any indirect assumptions of it. The Injunction could be 
indirectly got at by means of the Arthavada, only if it had not been ex- 
pressed by other more direct means; and as, in the present instance, it is 
clearly pointed out by the direct Injunctive expression, there is no such 
inconsistency (to avoid which we should assume an Injunction by indirect 
means). 

So, too, if the Arthavada, by itself, did not serve a distinctly useful 
purpose in the persuasion,—as in the case of mere descriptions of events,— 
then it could be discarded. But we have already shown above that 
it does serve a useful purpose in the persuasion, and as such it is not 
discarded; and hence if the necessary persuasion could be accomplished 
by other means, then there would have been no need of the Arthavada. 
But, as a matter of fact, the persuasion, finding no other means of ita 
accomplishment, seeks the help of the Arthavdada itself. 

And in all matters relating to the Veda, the assumption of worda 
is based upon the sole ground of the apparent inconsistency of certain 
well-recognised facts; and from this assumption of words follows the neces- 
sary accomplishment of the objects. Hence the persuasion could only lead 
to the assumption of the Injunctive word, and not to that of actual Injunc- 
tion, But on the occasion of such assumption of the Injunctive word, the 
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direct appearance of such a word, in the shape of ‘ àlabh&ta (should seize) 
would bar the way to the inference of any other expressions ; exactly as in 
the case of the passages dealing with the ‘Aindra’ and the * Vàyvya, as 
soon as the injunctive sentence—‘ Soména yajéta’ (should sacrifice with the 
Soma)—presents itself, no other sacrifice is assumed. 

Then, again, it is only when two sentences express the same meaning 
that there can be either a rejection of the one by the other; or they 
may be taken as optional alternatives. But iu the case of the Injunctive 
word and the Arthavida, we find an absolute difference between their 
meanings, the former dealing with that which is to be helped (by the 
praise), and the latter with that which helps (7.e., the Praise) ; and as such 
we cannot but take them ape. construing them together into a single 
complex sentence. 

If there were a — aside of the Injunctive affix, thed imm would 
be no trace left of the fact of the action being for one's own sake or for 
that of others,—a fact that is pointed out by the number, &c., of the 
nominative agent (which in the present case is expressible only by means 
of the Injunctive affix). 

It may be argued that what we set aside is only the factor of injunction, 
and not the ideas of the number, &c. (denoted by the Affix). But this is 
not possible; because if the affix be retained for the purpose of denoting 
the number, &oc., it could never fail to denote the Injunction also. And what 
has been once denoted and duly cognised can be rejected only in two ways: 
(1) either on account of its being not in contact with the Injunction,—as 
in the case of the ‘oneness’ of the vessel (Vide. III-i-12 et seg,)—, or (2) 
on account of its being a mere explanatory description—as in the case of 
the Homa done for the sake of one who wants the sense-organs. The 
Injunction, however, cannot itself be said to be not-Injunction (hence the 
first condition is not applicable to the present case); nor can it be taken 
to be a mere explanatory description ; because till the Injunctive expression 
is uttered, that which it enjoins has not been enjoined or pointed out by 
any otber means. As the fact that is pointed out by the passage in 
question, is not in the form that—‘the seizing of the Cwéta dedicated to 
Vayu, which should be done, is good or praiseworthy,'—but in that— it 
should be done, because it is good or praiseworthy.’ 

In the example of the Udavasünzya that has been cited above, the 
participial affix ‘ktvā, while indicating the mere Action, independently 
of any notions of Injunction or Prohibition, has clearly pointed out 
(literally, attained the position of) the Injunction; and as such it cannot 
serve asa proper example. For if it did not point to the Injunction, then 
the denotation of the verb itself would fall into the place of the object to 
be accomplished ; and as such it would become absolutely useless. 


AUTHORITY OF THE ARTHAVADA PASSAGES. . 35 


Thus we find that the Arthavada can be said to be taken along with 
the Injunction, without in any way subverting the Sutra. 

Hence has the Bhashya declared: The real indicator of the Injunction 
extends up to the expression ‘desiring prosperity’ (in the sentence ' vayavyam 
evttamalabhéta bhütikümah'), which shows that the Injunction itself is 
included in it; for if the Bhàshya did not mean the Injunction to be so 
included, it would have declared the meaning of the verbal root only to be 
the indicator of the Injunction; but the mere fact of the meaning of the 
verbal root embodying an action is not enough to justify us in holding it to 
be the indicator of Injunction. Consequently, we conclude that it is the 
Injunctive Affix alone, which, as signifying the Injunction, is held to be 
the indicator of Injnnction. As it is not possible for the Arthavada to be 
taken along with that which is pointed out by the Injunction (which is a 
particular Action), the Bhashya has added the word ** Uddéga”’ to the Sutra 
(the expression ‘ Vidhyuddéca’ meaning the indicator of Injunction, which, 
being in the form of the Injunctive affix, can be taken along with the Artha- 
vada). The addition of the clause extending up to the word ‘desiring 
prospertty’ is made with the purpose of affording an occasion for the Praise, 
after the Action has been comprehended- as bringing about a particular 
desirable result. 

Objection: “Under the circumstances, in a case where the verb is in 
the present tense (f.i. * Dadhnà juhoti’ ), there being no desire to seek 
after any other thing, the estes passage gag not be taken along 
with it." 

Reply: Though it is so, yet no otter means of cognition being 
applicable, the Arthavada comes to be connected with the Injunction, 
which is assumed [to be pointed out, either (1) by the instructions of method 
(contained in the Brühmana passage in connection with the sentence 
* Dadhnà juhoti,” or (2) by the fifth verbal mood (Let), or (3) by the 
Apparent Inconsistency of the Present Tense, which remains inexplicable 
without the assumption of the said Injunction]. 

Even in a case where we assume an Injunction, on the sole strength of 
the Arthavada passage, our only refuge lies in the Apparent Inconsistency 
(or Inexplicability of the Praise contained in the Arthavdda). And so 
long as we have these resources at our command, it is not right to have 
recourse to the uselessly elaborate processes (detailed above, by the 
Opponent). 

It has been urged above that if this interpretation be accepted, there 
would be a syntactical split on account of the sentence being made to ex- 
press two distinct relationships. But we have sailed clear of this objection 
by putting the sense of the passage in this form: One should seize the 
Gvéta, on account of such seizing being good or praiseworthy. This does not 
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give rise to any syntactical split, because that which is enjoined stands in 
need of Praise (for the sake of persuasion) ; and as such, there being no 
necessity for haviug recourse to any breaking up of the sentences, the two 
factors (viz. : the Injunction and the Praise) can very well be taken to- 
gether. Then, again, if the delineation of such distinct relationships were to 
be marked down as causing a syntactical split, then the pointing out of 
such factors as the Means, the Result, and the Method (as is done by all 
Injunctive passages) poat also uere to be E as gini rise to such 
a split. 

It is in — with these facts that we should take the Bha- 
shya passage: This relationship is not what is meant to be expressed. That 
is to say, the former half of the passage by itself is not meant to be 
taken as expressing the Injunction with all its accessories ; because in that 
case, the Injunction having been duly accomplished by the former half, it 
is only indirectly, through this Injunction, that the Persuasion, meant by 
the latter half, could be accomplished ; and this process being much too 
complicated, a syntactical split would be inevitable. 

The question (in the Bhashya)— What is the use of the Praise ?”—is 
put with a view to the fact of the necessary persuasion having been accom- 
plished by means of the former (Injunctive: passage. 

And the reply that is given—How else could there be a persuasion ?— 
is based upon the fact of the Injunction being helped (in its potency) 
by the Persuasion expressed in the snbsequent Arthavada. 

The sentence in the Bhashya beginning with nanu prügapi explains 
what has gone before. 

The passage na hi, &c., means that it is only when there is no direct 
Praise that the Injunctive passage can be assumed to have the double 
signification (of the Injunction as well as the Praise) ; and this assumption 
is not allowable when the Praise can be expressed by another sentence. In 
that ease, if the Arthavada be neglected, the Injunction of the action to 
be performed by one desirous of prosperity would remain incomplete. 

The clause yathà patah has already been explained above. 

The passage--Vidhigabdena tadà prarocanü—serves to point out the 
manifold purposes served by the Injunction and the Praise. 

The meaning of the objeetion—''nanvevamapi, &c.”—is that, * when the 
Injunction itself is capable of persuading, why should it require an 
Arthavüda passage to do this P" 

The reply to this is given by the sentence—sa/yam, &c. That is 
to say, it is only when there is no valedictory sentence,—and not when 
there is such a direct sentence,—that the purpose of the Praise can be 
held to be served by the Injunctive sentence itself. This purpose is 
none other than Praising; and it cannot be said to be served exclusively 
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by the Arthavada alone; because the object praised being pointed out by 
the Injunctive sentence, and no praise being possible without the object 
that is praised, the Injunctive sentence must also be accepted as serving 
the purpose of Praising. But it isonly when there is no Arthavada 
passage that we have recourse to the highly complicated process of attribut- 
ing the signification of both (Injunction and Praise) to the Injunctive 
sentence exclusively. 

The sentence—‘ nanu satsvapi, &c., is to be explained as before. 

Then we have the sentence-—aio'smüdvidhéh, &c.; and the meaning 
of this is that we comprehend the Praise not from the Injunctive sentence 
itself, but from such sources as the Genitive case-ending, the supplemen- 
tary sentences (in the shape of the Arthavada), and the like. 

Then there is another objection—'! nanu nirapékshadapi,” &c.; and the 
sense of this objection is this: ‘‘ When in certain cases, even in the absence 
of any mention of the method of the particular Action enjoined, the Injunc- 
tion is accepted to have the capability of urging men to that action, where- 
fore should it stand in need of anything else (that may be sought to be 
expressed by the Arthavada)? And hence, as a matter of fact, even when 
such Arthavada passages actually exist, it is best to disregard or reject 
them." 

The Author of the Bhashya replies to this objection in a jocular style: 
This may be the case where we have the Injunctive expression appearing 
alone, by itself, independently of all else ; because in that case, there would 
be no contradiction. But this is not possible in the case in question; be- 
cause in this case, the Injunction is expressed by certain words that stand 
in need of other factors (as Praise and the like). Any single sentence can 
be accepted as laying down or expressing only one relationship of a certain 
thing; hence if we make the Injunction indicate the two factors (of In- 
junction and Praise), then there would be an inevitable syntactical split. 

The sentence—esha hi guno, &c.—shows the persuasive force of the 
Arthavada, as eulogising the factors pointed out by the Injuuctive sentence. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the Aríhavüda passages have a 
distinct purpose to serve, as helping the Injunctions, by being taken along 
with these latter. | 


Sutra (8) The connection of long-established tradition also is 
equal. 


With a view to justify the word ‘ca,’ the Bhashya has introduced the 
Sutra with the objection: “The Arthavadas may be accepted as entirely 
useless." 

And the reply is that this cannot be; because the aforesaid reasonings 
have shown that they serve a distinctly useful purpose. 
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Or, the passage supplying the reply may be interpreted as—This canno 
be (tanna), because of the usefulness having been shown in this (aforesaid ) 
manner (evamarthüvagamül), and also because the connection of tradition, &c., 
&c.,—the Sutra being thus construed along with the reply to the assumed 
objection. 

There are certain rules and regulations (Dharmas) laid down with regard 
tothe study of the Veda; and these have the sole purpose of keeping up the 
traditional system ; because the regulations are distinctly laid down in 
the Smrtis, as calculated to preserve such a system; and, secondly, 
because the said regulations can have nothing to do with such other 
human ends, as the attaining of Heaven, and the like; nor have we any 
authority for postulating a different purpose for these regulations, and 
for rejecting the fact of the proper accomplishment of the traditional course 
of study, which in itself is admitted to be distinctly useful, and is most 
closely connected with the said regulations. In connection with the tradi- 
tional system of study, the strict observance of these regulations serves 
the distinctly useful and much-needed purpose of removing obstacles from 
the way of such studies ; and we admit the fact of these regulations serving 
the purpose of removing the obstacles, on the ground of these having been 
laid down with this avowed purpose ; specially as any other use that may be 
assumed could not, in any way, help in the process of study. For if the 
attainment of Heaven be assumed to be the purpose served by the said 
regulations, then these would come to be the means of accomplishing a 
direct purpose of the agent (and would have nothing to do with the proper 
completion of Vedic study). 

It may be assumed that it is only when the Veda is studied in 
accordance with the said regulations that the sacrifices can bring about 
their proper results (and as such the Regulations serve the purpose of help- 
ing in the proper accomplishment of the results of sacrifices). But, in 
that case, the Regulations would have only an indirect use, helping some- 
thing (the sacrifice) very remote from itself. For these reasons, we cannot 
but conclude these Regulations to serve the extremely useful purpose of 
helping a man in the proper accomplishment of his study of the Vedic 
texts (by the removal of obstacles). 

Then, again, we do not want the obstacles to be removed from the way of 
a thing that is absolutely useless. Because obstacles to such useless things 
are always desirable ; so as there may be no useless trouble in accomplishing 
that which does not serve any useful Pu (but, on the other hand, 
hinders it.) . i : 

Thus we find that inasmuch as the "ne passages are treated, by 
students, with as much respect and attention as the Injunctive passages 
which are apparently useful, we must accept the former also to be equally 


AUTHORITY OF THE ARTHAVADA PASSAGES. ` 39 


useful. And as the said Regulations are based upon the Veda (and these 
are observed equally with regard to the Injunctive and the Arthavada 
passages), this equal regard must be regarded as authorised by the Veda 
itself. And this regard could not be possible, unless the Arthavada passages 
actually served a useful purpose; and thus, we arrive at the general fact of 
the Arthavada being distinctly useful. And then, in accordance with the 
reasoning embodied in Sira I—iv—30, finding these passages to be capable 
of signifying Praise, we come to the conclusion that they serve the useful 
purpose of praising (that which has been enjoined in the Injunctive pas- 
sages). 

It is with a view to all this that we read in the Bhashya: The remem- 
brance is quite strong. 

Or, this passage may be taken as pointing to the fact that the useful- 
ness of the Arthavada passage can be inferred from the fact of all men 
keeping up a firm hold (or remembrance) of the text of the whole Veda, 
which could not have been possible unless all men had been fully con- 
vinced of the usefulness of the whole of it (the Injunctions, the Arthavddas, 
the Mantras, &c., all included). The fact, too, of people having this firm 
conviction of its usefulness is implied by certain sentences; and as such 
it cannot be said to be (based upon mere Inferential assumption, and as 
such) wanting in true authoritativeness. If it were not so, and people 
considered certain portions of the Veda to be useless, they would neglect 
such portions, and study only certain portions of it—either the Injunctive 
passages alone, or the Arthavadas alone. And in that case, there could not 
be a firm remembrance of the portions thus neglected. But, as a matter of fact, 
we find that people have a firm remembrance (of the Arthavada passages, 
as much as that of the Injunctive passages) ; and hence we cannot reject 
these as useless interpolations. And from this too, we cannot but admit 
them to be distinctly useful, 

The Sutra may also be interpreted in another manner: The Vedic 
text —“The Veda should be studied "—of which the sole purpose is the 
establishing of a long tradition (of study), and which has becn chiefly 
instrumental in bringing about the eternal tradition of Vedic study,—refers 
equally to the Arthavada and the Injunctive passages; inasmuch as both 
of these equally constitute the Veda; and hence, in accordance with the 
arguments propounded above, there being no chance for their usefulness 
apart from the accomplishment of certain purposes of man, the Arthavdda 
passages must be accepted as capable of expressing Pravse, and thereby 
serving the useful purpose of praising (au Action which has been laid 
down as bringing about a certain desirable result, and thereby persuading 
the man to its performance). 
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Sutra (9) The aforesaid objections are not applicable; be. 
cause there would be a contradiction only if these pointed out an 
action; but as it is they do not point to an action; and hence there 
is no incongruity. 

With this Sūtra begins the refutation of the objections urged (in the 
Pirvapaksha Sutras) against the authority of the Arthavada passages. 

The objections that have been urged above—viz.: the contradiction of 
the Scriptures and facts of ordinary perception, §c.—against the assumption 
of Injunctions in connection with Arthavadas,—we do not find to be 
applicable to our theory. 2 - l | 

Or the Stra—when * aprüptüm ' is read as ‘apraptam’—may mean 
that we do not find the above explanation of Praise to be open to the said 
objections. 

And the reason given is that if the sentences ( Arthavàdas)-—-that 
speak of the ‘weeping,’ ‘ cutting out of the fat,’ ‘misconception of the 
quarters, ‘theft,’ ‘uutruthfulness,’ &.—-were taken as laying down 
certain Actions to be performed, then alone could there be a contradiction 
(of Scriptures or of ordinary facts of perception). But, as a matter of fact, 
we do not take these sentences in their literal sense ; nor do we supply into 
them words from without, in order to make them signify a direct Injunc- 
tion; all that we hold them to signify is Praise only; and certainly, there 
can be no contradiction in this; and hence there can be no incongruity in 
our theory. 

Or, the expression (in the S#lra)—Cubdarthustu—may be taken to 
mean that the Arthavada passage serves the purpose of helping the Injunctive 
words; and as such, not being connected with the performance of any 
action that may be mentioned in itself, it does not come to be put into 
practice; and as such it cannot be incongruous. — 

There are three different readings of the Sütra: (1) Apraptancanu- 
papattim,—in this case the words ‘we find’ have got to be supplied; the 
meaning being—we find the said objection to be not applicable, yc. (2) Aprap- 
tancanuppattim,—in this case we have to supply the words ‘our explana- 
tion’; the meaning being—our explanation is not open to the said objection. 
(3) Aprüpià canupapattih,—the meaning in this case being-—The objection 
is found to be inapplicable to our theory,—the words ‘ found in our theory ' 
being supplied from without. 


Sutra (10). It is indirect description. 
[This Sutra meets the objections urged in Sutra (1).] . 
A question is now raised: “ The Arthavada may be taken along with 
the Injunction, when both of them refer to the same subject; but how can 
they be said to be so related, when their subjects are totally different” ? 
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The reply to this is that there can be an indirect relationship between 
the two. As for instance, when a certain object connected with a certain 
Action is praised, that praise indirectly applies to the other relatives of the 
same Action also; or, when a certain object has got to be praised, we 
. praise the source from which it proceeds. And as both in the Veda and 
in ordinary parlance, the praise of one object is found to be applicable to 
another object related to it, this indirect method of praising a thing is 
often resorted to. And as such, the fact of the subject-matter of the 
Arthavada and the Injunction being different cannot in any way affect our 
aforesaid conclusions. 

The signification of such Praises will be exemplified and explained later 
on ;—e.g., when the water is praised as calm, it is indirectly taken to signify 
the fact that anything connected with, or proceeding from water, being a 
Source of calmness or peace, would remove the troubles of the sacrificer. 

The present Sūtra by itself directly meets the cases of the three 
Arthavadas: (1) ‘He wept, and from his tears silver was produced '; 
(2) * Prajapati cut out his own fat’ and ‘ The gods having ascertained it to 
be a sacrifice to the gods knew not the quarters.’ And the following Sütras 
too will be taken as briuging forward oma escate in Support of the 
conclusions arrived at under this Sara. 

As for the means of ascertaining the fact of the Arthavadas under ques- 
tion having secondary or indirect significations, only a few of them will be 
explained now; the rest will be explained in detail under Sara [—iv—23. 

In the case of the Arthavada—“ He wept, &c.”—each factor of the Artha- 
vada is to be taken along with each factor of the Injunction, because of their 
mutual requirements. That is to say, the word ‘ He’ (‘sah’) refers to the 
subject spoken of ; because this word always denotes the subject treated of. 

Or, the expression ‘tatpratyayat’ (in the Bhashya) may be taken as 
pointing out the fact of the pronoun ‘ tat’ being well-known to refer to the 
subject in hand ; and hence whenever the word “Sah” is used, it imme- 
diately points to its base ‘Tat,’ and thence to the subject spoken of. 
Hence the construction of the aforesaid Arthavada passage should be thus ex- 
plained: ‘That which followed as his tears is the ‘ Silver.” And all this 
is said in support of the subsequent deprecation and prohibition (of the 
giving of silver); and hence after the Prohibitory Passage (that silver 
should not be given), it is only natural that we should have the Deprecatory 
Passnge under question. 

The Bhüshja cites the said deprecatory passage: ‘One who gives 
silver at the Varhi-sacrifice, falls into some trouble (that makes tears flow 
in his family) before the year closes. The reason why this trouble befalls 
the giver of silver is next explained : The effect always being similar to the 
Cause, if one makes'a gift of silver, which is a product of weeping, it is 
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only natural that it should bring about an effect similar to itself, in the 
shape of some tear-producing (heartrending) calamity ; and from all this 
it follows that silver should not be given, 

And thus we find that the Artkavida— He wept, &oc."— serves, a 
distinctly useful purpose, being, through the said Deprecation, supplement- , 
ary to the Prohibition of the giving of silver. 

This Indirect Assertion too is based upon words,—the fact of weeping 
(Rodanu) having been inferred from the mere verbal sound of the word 
‘Rudra.’ And the silver comes to be deprecated on account of the mere 
assumption that if drops of tears, could be solidified, in as much as they are 
white, they would be like silver (and as such this metal being similar to 
tears, should not be given); or, silver may have been spoken as produced 
by weeping, on account of the fact of an expenditure of wealth (of which 
silver always forms the principal portion) bringing tears to the eyes 
of persons related to the spendthrift. 

And thus we find that in some way or other a due comprehension 
of the Deprecation invariably helps us in getting at the real Prohibition ; 
and as such it does not matter, if the Arthavade is unable to point out the 
Prohibition directly. 

The same process of construction is also applied to the passage speak- 
ing of Prajàpati having cut out his fat. This passage is taken as praising 
a good action, thus: ‘A good action is performed even at such personal 
discomfort as the cutting out of one’s own fat,—what then can be said with 
regard to the spending of one’s external possessions over a good action’ P 
For instance, even in ordinary parlance, we find people eulogising the ex- 
tremely charitable, as that * he gives a way even his very eye-balls.’ 

It is true that the passage in itself describes a certain event; but no 
Vedic passage has any authority in its mere descriptive form ; there is always 
an element of truth in the Praise that is signified by it; and hence the 
passage having been recognised as true, in reference to this Praise, which 
is found to serve a distinctly useful purpose, it does not stand in need of 
having its signification transferred to a mere description, whieh, even if 
true, could be of no use (in regard to Dharma). 

Or again, the Arthavadas may be taken as parts of the Verbal Bhavana 
(of an Injunction); and even then, their sole use would hie in the giving rise, 
in the mind, to the idea of engaging in a certain action (‘may I do this’) ; 
and in this, the literal signification of the passages (as cousisting of mere 
descriptions) could have no use (the aforesaid idea being aecomplished by the 
mere recognition of the excellence of the Action, independently of any 
descriptions of persons or things). (And in such cases as ‘He wept, and from 
his tears silver was produced,’ the literal meaning is apparently contrary to 
all sense-perception, and as such totally inadmissible). But in the case of 
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such passages as point to the fact of Heaven being attained by means of the 
performance of a certain sacrifice, it is a well established fact, that there 
is no contradiction (of any facts of ordinary perception). 

Nor can it be urged that there can be no proper Praise or Deprecation 
indicated by such descriptions as are apparently false. Because the implied 
Praise or Deprecation is always distinctly comprehended (even when the 
description is false). Asa matter of fact, it is only in the case of real des- 
criptions of facts that we find people saying—“ What is the use of inferring 
from it a Praise or a Deprecation, the Description itself is quite true, 
and admissible P" It is in the case of the false descriptions—where 
that which is generally known to be bad is described as good, or vice versá, 
—that people reason thus: *(1) Inasmuch as this sentence describes as 
good that which is generally known as bad, it is clear that it persuades 
me to have recourse to it; and (2) inasmuch as it describes as bad that 
which is generally believed to be good, it distinctly dissuades me from 
it"; and having reasoned thus, they engage in the eulogised course of 
Action, whieh he finds himself unable to abandon. 

Then again, it is admitted on all hands that the Veda is absolutely 
authoritative ; and it is also a well-recognised fact that the kuowledge of 
the excellence or non-excellence of an Action known to the man is of help 
in his (i.e, is utilised by him in) engaging in it or avoiding it; and in 
the ease of the Arthavada passages, we find that such knowledge is 
brought about by the Veda itself; and hence we are led to the conclusion 
that we must regulate our actions accordingly. 

Even in the ordinary world, we find that there are certain actions, 
which, though bringing about other results, are held by trustworthy per- 
sons to impart to the performer an excellent Memory (or Intelligence) ; 
and when seeking to persuade a person to do that act, they point ont to him 
the Action as leading to many other desirable results, such as wealth, good 
luck, &e., even though this may not be quite true. And having performed 
the Action, as urged by such descriptions, the man actually obtains the real 
result (Excellence of Memory). Though the person prompted knows full 
well that all the results that ave described to him do not really follow 
from the Action, and are described to him in accordance with his own incli- 
nations, yet being convinced of the impossibility of trustworthy persons 
prompting him to absolutely useless (or harmful) Actions, he concludes that 
though all the results described may not follow, yet something desirable is 
sure to follow from the Action; and accordingly he engages himself in 
it. 

In the same manner, in the case of the Veda, though the real result 
may have been spoken of in the Injunctive passage itself, yet the Artha- 
vada, even though describing only imaginary results, may serve the pur- 
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pose of making the enjoined Action more attractive to the Agent; and 
as such it does not matter whether the results described in it are false or 
real; specially as its sole use lies in the persuading of the Ageut to do the 
Action (enjoined), which is &ecomplished equally well (even when the 
Results described ave only false). And even though the results described 
in the Arthavüda are recognised to be false, yet the learned people do not 
abandon the Action praised by it; because they are fully cognisant of the fact 
that the result that will surely swai is the one mentioned in the — 
tive passage (and this is quite desirable by itself). | 

For these reasons we conclude that the fact of the description — false 
does not in any way affect the question. For instance, when a man mis- 
taking a piece of shell for silver, picks it np, and if in picking up the shell, 
he comes across a piece of real silver, he is not said to have been wholly 
deceived (as to the silver). And as in this case, we have the sliell as the 
real substratum of the notion of silver, so some such real substratum of 
truth can always be found (in the case of the false descriptions contained 
in the Arthaváda), through the similarity of Verbal sounds. 

That is to say, in the case of the Arthavüda —' Prajdpati cut out his own 
fat and offered it into the Fire, and there appeared the aja (unborn one or goat), by 
making use of which people obtain cattle,"—the word ‘ Prajapati’ may be taken 
as denoting the Elements, as these support (* panti’) the creation or living beings 
(‘prajah’); ‘ Vapa’ (‘fat’)=the innermost essence of these Elements—-as 
Rain and the Jike; and this was offered into the ‘ Fire’ which=(1) the 
fire of Lightning (into which Rain was offered), (2) the fire in the body (in- 
to which Air was offered, as the Air moves within the body, exactly as the 
offering does in the fire), and (3) the ordinary fire (into which its rays are 
offered, as it is into the fire that the rays become extinguished) ; thence 
came ‘ the unborn,’ by which are meant the seeds, &c., which are generally 
believed to be eternally continuous ; aud having got there, men obtain cattle ; 
because all animals are only different modifications of the various grains. 

And this interpretation will supply the substratum of truth in the said 
Arthavada passage. 

But though this interpretation makes the passage appear as a truth- 
ful description, yet 1t entirely loses its eulogistic character; and hence we 
proceed to explain the passage in such a way as to represent it as truthful, 
and at the same time, accomplishing its appointed purpose of Praising. 

On the strength of the Mantras, Arthavadas, Puranas, and Itihasas, 
we accept the fact of there being a Creation and a Dissolution of the. 
Universe. Hence we deduce the following meaning from the said passage : 
‘At the beginning of the Creation, Prajapati—who is spoken of as the Lord 
of Creation, on account of His former righteous deeds—finding no other 
animal at hand, changed himself, by mere will-force, into the form of an 
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animal, and then cut out the fat out of his own body, &c., &c.; and before 
the offering, &c., were quite finished, a hornless animal (aju— goat) rose 
from sacrificial fire.’ This description indicates the fact of the particular 
sacrifice being so quickly efficacious as to bring about its result immediately 
after (or even before) its completion; and that it was for this reason 
that Prajapati took such a lot of trouble over its performance. And in 
this, the descriptive element (as well as the Praise) is quite true. Nor 
does the description of this particular event make the Veda necessarily 
non-eternal ; because like the signs of each succeeding season, it is possible 
for the same action to be repeated at each beginning of the Creation. 

Similarly too, in the case of the passage—“ Déva va: devayajanam, Sc.” 
—the word “ Devàh " those who shine with cleverness in actions, viz., the 
Sacrificial Priests; and these Priests, having comprehended the Dévaya- 
jana, and finding the actions in connection with the Soma to be entirely 
different to what they had been used to, during the performance of the Darga 
and the Pürnamüsa, become bewildered as to the course of action to be 
adopted ; and as such they are spoken of as ‘ not knowing the Hast from the 
West, &.’ Thus it is that even in ordinary every-day life, when a man 
is bewildered as to the course of action to be adopted by him, he says: 
‘The quarters (East, West, &c.), appear to me confused.’ And it is as 
helping to remove this bewilderment that the Aditi sacrifice is praised 
(by means of the said Arthavida passage); and the bewilderment is 
removed on account of there being an interval of time for ascertaining 
the real character of the subject (on which the man is bewildered). That 
is tosay, during the time that the man is going through the performance of 
the well-practised primary actions in connection with the ‘Prayantya,’ he gets 
-time to recollect his wits about the Actions that are to come next (about which 
there is generally a confusion in the minds of the performers). Other- 
wise (if the said actions were not performed), and there were no interim 
between the two Primary Actions, the agent would not have time to 
concentrate his mind upon what he would have to do next. And as this 
interim is afforded by the ‘ Aditi’ sacrifice, it is this that is praised as 
helping to remove the confusion in the Agent’s mind. 


Sutra (11). (The indirect signification is) based upon form, 
and upon the character of the greater part. 


[This Sutra meets the first two objections urged in Sztra (2).] 

(The meaning of the Sūtra is that the mind is spoken of as ‘ thief,’ in 
the Arthavada passage, on account of its “form”; t.e., just as the thief 
has his form or body concealed, &c.,so lias the mind also; and thus the name 
of “thief” is applied to the mind only indirectly or figuratively. So also 
speech is spoken of as ‘liar,’ on the ground of the speech of people, for 
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the greater part, consisting of lies only; and hence the character of the 
speaker is figuratively attributed to the speech itself). 

In ordinary life, whenever something has got to be done, what the 
person does is to form a determination in his mind, and then to express it in 
words or speech, and then to do it; and as such even though the Mind and 
the Speech are very closely related to the Action to be performed, yet 
they are spoken of as of much less significance than gold, because they have 
the character of the thief and the liar respectively. (The said Arthavada 
appearing in the wake of the Injunction that one is to keep some gold in his 
hand). Ifthe signification of the passage rested merely in the said Depre- 
cation (of Mind and Speech), it could only point to a Prohibition ; and it is 
only when signifying the Praise (of gold) that it can be taken along with 
the said Injunction; specially as it is only the supporting of the Injunction 
that is found to serve a visible purpose; as will be explained later on, 
under Sutra X—viii—7. 


Sutra (12). Because of the greatness of distance. 


[This Sätra meets the third objection urged in Sütra (2).] 

The Arthavàda—' During the day the smoke only is perceived '—oceurs 
in support of the declaration that * During the day, the Fire goes away to the 
Sun. And as to the question—why should this declaration be made ?—, 
we reply that it is with a view to eulogise the Injunction with regard 
to the mantra recited at the Agnihotra—viz: “ Süryo jyotirjyotih. suryah 
swühà is to be employed at the morning offering, and Agnirjyotinjyotir- 
agnih swühà in the evening offering," where we have mantras having their 
implications intermixed with one another. 

Question: ‘“ How can these implications of the said mantras be said to 
be intermixed, when we find them referring to two distinct deities, Agni 
and Sürya ?" 

To this question, some people make the following reply: “ The word 
‘Jyotih’ in the mantra ‘ Agnirjyotih, &c., signifies the Surya, while in 
the other mantra it signifies Agni; and as such the significations of the 
two mantras become intermixed,” 

But this explanation is not quite satisfactory; because i word 
“ Jyotih” signifies Light in general; and as such can be taken as qualifying 
both the Agni and the SZrya; specially if the word were synonymous 
with any one of these two, it could not be used with reference to the 
other. That is to say, in a case where any two words are synonymous, 
- 3f one of them is used, another is not used along with it; so that if the 
word 'Jyoth' were synonymous with * Sūrya, it could not be used in the 
mantra of the morning offering—“ Suryojyotih, $c." ; while if it were syno- 
nymous with “ Agni,” it could not be used in that of the evening offering. 
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Hence we conclude that the mantras have been wrongly cited. The 
proper mantras to cite here are: " (1) Agnirjyotinjyotih süryah swaha, (2) 
Süryo jyotirjyotiragnih swaha” (the former being enjoined as the mantra to 
be employed in the evening libation, and the latter in the morning one). 
And it is this Injunction that can be taken as eulogised by the Arthavada 
in question; because the Injuuction serves to set aside, in this case, the 
general rule that the mantra is to be employed in accordance with the 
implications of the words composing it; and as such the Injunction being 
one of intermixed implications, it comes to be supported by the said 
Praise. And the reason for this intermixture is laid down as that, ‘during 
the day, Agni (Fire) enters into the Sürya (the Sun), while during the night 
the Sun enters into the Fire’; and hence it follows that the offerings are 
not to be made only to the deities pointed out in the mantras. 

In this explanation too, the former mantras (cited in the Bhashya) 
serve as examples of the Injunction that is set aside by the latter Injunc- 
tion; and the latter mantras quoted by us, to which the praise of the 
Arthavüda refers, were not quoted by the Bhdshya, because they are 
pointed out by the mention of the fact of “the implications being inter- 
mixed" (which could not refer to the mantras quoted). 

Or, it may be that the Arthavdda in question occurs between the two 
sets of mantras (the one set quoted in the Bhdshya, and laying down the 
libations to be offered to the Deities mentioned in the mantras, and the 
other set quoted by us, where the implications of the two mantras are 
mixed up in the Injunction). For the latter Injunction we may have 
some other Praise; the Praise in question referring to the former (which 
lays down the moruing libation to be offered to the Sun, and the evening 
oue to Agni) ; and this praise may be explained thus: Inasmuch as during 
the day the Fire enters into the Sun, the Sun is the only light ; and similarly 
as at night the Sun enters into the Fire, Fire is the only light ; and as such it is 
necessary that the morning libation should always be offered to Surya 
and the evening one always to Agni. 

Question: “ But how is it that the passage speaks of the smoke alone, &c. ? ”? 

Answer: The explanation of this lies in the fact, that during the day, 
when we look at the Fire burning a£ a great distance, we see the smoke only ; 
while at night we distinctly perceive the light (and not the smoke) ; and as 
such this statement of a well-known fact serves as a sort of basis for the 
aforesaid Praise. 


Sutra (13). Through the failings of women, the son is often 
found to belong to the man. 


[This SZíra meets the fourth objection urged in Sutra (2).] 
It is laid down that,—''during the recounting of the Pravaras (the 
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particular Rshis among one’s ancestors) the sacrificer should say—Dévak 
pitarah, &c." ; asa praise of this recounting of the Pravaras, we have the 
declaration that even a non-Brahmana becomes a Brahmana by this recount- 
ing. 

Against this some people raise the following question: “In the case of 
those whose Br&áhmanical character is well-known, the acquisition of the 
said Brahmanahood would be useless (and as such the recounting of the 
Pravaras cannot be necessary for well-recognised Brahmanas).” 

It is in anticipation of this question that we have the declaration—“ We 
know not whether we are Brahmanas or non-Brahmanas.” The mention of 
the known as the ‘unknown’ implies that it is hard to be known; because 
that which cannot be known easily is as good as unknown; and certainly, 
the fact of any person being a Briahmana is extremely difficult to ascertain, 
on account of the failings of the woman. 

But even in the case of the woman’s failings, if the son always belonged 
to the mother or to her master, the caste of these two being always well- 
known, there would be no difficulty in ascertaining the caste of the son ; 
the caste of the Parents also being ascertained by that of the grand-parents, 
and so on and on, the caste of all the ancestors from the very beginning of 
time, could be easily ascertained. But we find such declarations in the 
Smrtis as—“ The mother is only a leathern bag, the son belongs to the 
father"; and as in the case of the woman having been led astray, it is not 
easily ascertained who the actual “father” is,—and it being quite possible 
for him to belong to a caste other than that of the woman,——the offspring, 
in this case, would be one of an uncertain, or even a mixed caste. In the 
Veda too, we read—*' one should carefully guard this thread (of caste),"— 
which shows that the caste is liable to be lost; aud as such this passage 
could be explicable only if the caste of the offspring be accepted to be 
regulated by that of the man. Because if the caste were uot liable to such 
changes, it would remain intact, even when not guarded ; and as -— there 
would be no use of the Vedic Injunction just quoted. 

Thus we find that there is an occasion, or use, for the said Praise (of 
the recounting of one's Pravaras) ; the meaning of the Praise being that a re- 
counting of the Pravaras or Ancestors of universally recognised Brahmana- 
hood shows that the person so recounting is a descendant of such great 
Bralmanas; and thereby he himself comes to be recognised as a true 
Brahmana. | EM aie 


Sutra (14). There is a desire for present comfort. 


[This Sätra meets the fifth objection urged in Stra (2).] 
That which appears at the present time is spoken of as “ akalika” ; 
and certainly that which does not take much time to appear is what is 
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desired by all men. And hence in the making of the sacrificial House, 
the making of windows is particularly eulogised; because the windows 
serve the immediately useful purpose of allowing an easy exit for the smoke, 
and thereby remove one great cause of discomfort to the persons connected 
with the performance of the sacrifice. Whereas the final Result—Heaven, 
&c.—that would follow from the sacrifice, can appear only after the lapse 
of some time. 

And hence the meaning of the Aríhavada—'* who knows whether 
there is a Heaven, &c. ”—is that, who knows now whether the great result will 
follow from the sacrifice ?—because, the means of knowing that the result 
will come lies in the scriptures; while we know from direct sense-per- 
ception that the letting out of smoke brings immediate relief; and hence 
it is in comparison with this latter fact, that the fact of the sacrifice lead- 
ing to Heaven has been spoken as “ unknown " (or doubtful),—a process 
which only tends to eulogise the making of windows. 

The form “ akalika” (signifying that which has its beginning - end 
at the same time) is in accordance with Pánini's Stra “ akalikadadyanta- 
vacanaá " [ V —i—114]. 

Some people read “ Akalka " ; and in that case the word means that 
which does not take time in its appearance. The word “ kala " —remoteness 
of time: “ kalika” =that which appears at a remote point of time (kàla 
+ than); and hence that which is not so is “ akàlika. ” 


Sutra (15) It is a praising of the knowledge, 

[This Stra meets the objections urged in Stra (3).] 

The Arthavadas—“ His face shines,” and ** His children become weal- 
thy ”—appearing in connection with the passages enjoining study, they 
eaunot be taken as laying down the results of an Action; they must be 
taken simply as descriptions of the ordinarily perceived facts of the face 
becoming beautiful and the person obtaining horses. 

For the beauty of the face, there is not only one standard. Such pecu- 
liarities as the symmetry of form, the general pleasing properties, and the 
peculiar loveliness of sheen, pertain to the faces of woman ; while in the case 
of learned persons, itis when they are found to be making excellent declara- 
tions, in keeping with good form and reason, that their face is said to be 
* beautiful." And hence, in this case, the word “shines or becomes 
beautiful" need not be taken in an indirect sense, the direct meaning beiug 
quite compatible with the fact of the passage being a praise of the 
learned person. 

And as for the declaration that “his children become weathly, "—the 
wealth referred to may be the wealth of Brahmic glory ; and though in this 
ense the word would be taken in a figurative sense, yet that could not 
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militate against the fact of the passage being taken as a praise of the 
learned. 


Sutra (16). The mention of ‘all’ refers only to that which the 
agent is entitled to. 


[The Sūtra meets the objections urged in Stra (4)]. 

The Arthavüda—that by the Pürnàühuti one obtains all that he desires— 
referring to a particular action in connection with the preparation of the 
fire, it cannot be taken as laying down certain results, But it can be 
taken as a praise of the Pürnáhuti,—the substratum of truth in this Praise 
being found in the fact of the character of the consequence being attributed 
to the means ; that is to say, the meaning of tlie sentence—'* He obtains all 
that he desires "—is that he obtains the fire in all its forms, these being the 
general means of the perfor mance of ull uctions bringiny about all desirable results. 

And the Sūtra may be explained in the following manner: Inasmuch 
as the person has duly laid the Fire, he is eutitled to the performance of all 
actions, which are the means of obtaining all that is desired; and it is 
with a view to eulogise this fact of his being entitled to the performance 
of all actions, that the passage in question has figuratively used the 
word ‘all’ with reference to the actual obtaining (of the results that 
would follow from all the actions, to the performance of all of which the 
person offering the Pürnàahuti becomes entitled). 

The following objection may here be raised: ‘There are certain 
“results, such as the reaching of the Akdga and the obtaining of celestial 
* damsels, which are absolute impossibilities; and these would also be 
* included in the category of ‘all that is desired.’ But certainly, for these, 
“it is not possible to be described as actually coming about, even figura. 
“tively, through the means, in the shape of any action laid down in the 
“Veda. (That is to say, in the case of the results that are laid down as 
“following from certain sacrifices enjoined by the Veda, it is possible to 
“explain the word ‘all’ referring to them, as referring to the Actions 
“bringing about these results, to which the person becomes entitled ; on the 
* other hand, in the case of the said impossible results, which are also 
* included in ‘ all,’ we cannot take the word ‘all’ as referring to the Actions 
“bringing about these results, &c., &c.; for the simple reason that there 
“are no Actions laid down as bringing about the said results).” . 

There being a great deal of truth in this objection, we offer another 
explanation of the Sdira: In ordinary parlance we often come across such 
assertions as—'' all the rice has been cooked"; and in this case we do not 
mean all the rice in the world, but only that which had been set apart for 
being cooked for a special purpose. In the same manner, when the Veda 
says: "one who offers the Purnahuts, obtains all that he desires," all that is 
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meant is that the person becomes capable of obtaining all the results that 
follow from the Actions that are performed in connection with (conse- 
erated) Fire. And as such there can be nothing incongruous in the said 
Arthavada. 


Sutra (17). The result being accomplished by means of Actions, 
there would be a difference in the results in accordance with the 
measure, or extent of the Actions, as in the ordinary world. 


The assertion made in the Stra would be of use in the consideration 
of such sacrifices as the Agnihotra and the like, all of which lead to the 
same result, in the shape of the attainment of Heaven. All effects being 
similar to the cause, all the results that would follow from the mere 
Pūrnāhuti, would be in small measures. And hence for one who would 
want to obtain the results in great measures, the Veda lays down other 
Actions—such as the Agnithotra and the like; and hence the Injunctions 
of the Actions cannot be said to be useless. 

Against this the following objection is raised: ‘In the ordinary world 
“we actually perceive the results of such. actions, as the cultivating of fields, 
« &e., to be in keeping with the causes; while in the case of the Purnahuti, 
“the matter resting altogether upon the authority of the scriptures, inas- 
« much as no distinct result is specially mentioned (as following from it), on 
“ what basis can we make the said specific assumptions with regard to its 
“results? For as a matter of fact, there is no difference between the 
“Heaven as attained by means of the Agnihotra, and that reached by 
“the Jyotishtoma; nor in such a transcendental matter, can we have any 
“ functioning of Inference ; (and as such we cannot admit of any difference 
“ between the result as obtained by means of the Pürnàhuti and the same 
“as acquired by means of certain other sacrifices).” ! 

To this we make the following reply: The specification that we have 
assumed is based upon the strength of the Injunction itself. That is to 
say, if the result obtained by means of the simpler Action were exactly 
equal to that obtained by the more elaborate Action, then, in that case, the 
desired result having been obtained by means of the former, no person would 
ever be inclined to the more elaborate and difficult one; as says the proverb 
—‘If one can find the honey in his own house, why should he go to the 
distant mountain for it?’ And hence the Injunction (of the elaborate 
Action) would lose all its efficiency (which only lies in urging people to 
Action) But as a matter of fact, the efficiency of the Injunction 
can never be set aside; and as such the very Injunction of the elabo- 
rate Action points to the fact of its results being greater than that 
of the simpler Action,—as is explained under the Sara I—iv—30. Conse- 
quently as the assumption of the particular result of the Viçrajit sacrifice 
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is accepted as authoritative, so also is the differentiation of the measure or 
quality of the result (following from the Piürnàhuti as differing from the 
same as obtained by means of other Actions). 

And when of two actions, one is greater than the other, even though 
no difference in their results is directly mentioned, yet there must always 
be a differentiation of the extent of the results, based upon their respective 
positions. That is to say, in a case where the subsidiaries are mentioned 
in the same order as the Primary, that which is mentioned first is performed 
with the first Primary, and soon ; and exactly in the same manner, in the case 
of Actions, when the smaller Action is performed, the result that appears 
in its connection is always of the same character (7.e., small); and so on 
with the great Action, it is only a great result that appears; and thus we 
find the results differentiated on the ground of their respective positions. 

We also meet with direct scriptural declarations that support such 
differentiation. For instance, with reference to the Caturmasga Homa, we 
have the following Arthavada with regard to its result: ** When one 
performs the Agnihotra, he obtains a result ten times that of the household 
sacrifice, in a single night w-w e 6 e che xt. ee Y 
By the due performance of the smaller "ibd for ten years, the person 
obtains the result equal to that of a single performance of the Darga— 
Pürnamüsa" ; and this clearly shows that the smallness or greatness of 
the Action makes the result also small or great respectively. 


P 


Sutra (18). What has been said above applies to the last two 
(Sutras of the Purvapaksha De 


Just as the deprecation of Speech and Mind have been shown to 
signify the praise of gold, so also the prohibition of the laying of the Fire 
on the bare ground would, in accordance with the Sūtra X—viii—7, mean 
the praise of the placing of a plate of gold on the ground, and not a mere 
prohibition, And the prohibition of the laying in the sky or in the Heaven 
may be taken as the statement of a bare fact, laid down with a view to 
support the prohibition of the bare ground. The meaning of the passage 
would thus be that—‘ just as the laying of the fire is known to be impossible 
in the Sky or in Heaven, so also is it on the bare ground without a plate of 
gold,'—this being the praise of the use of the golden plate. 

As for the mention of non-eternal things in the Veda, this has already 
been explained under Sara I—1—31. 

The use of this discussion lies in the consideration of the Ratrisatra 
sacrifice, in connection with which the Pdérvapaksha is that the result 
of this saerifice is the attainment of Heaven, while the orthodox view 
(Siddhànta) is that its real result is that which is mentioned in the 
Arthavada passage relating to it. 


ADHIKARANA (2). 
[Treating of the Arthavada passages that have the form of Injunctions. | 


Sutra (19). “It would be an Injunction, as laying down some- 
thing not known before; because a mere description would be 
useless." 


Those Arthavadas that contained mere descriptions of facts having been. 
explained above, we now proceed to consider those that appear in the for m 
of Injunctions. | 

And with regard to these, the following are the grounds of doubt: In 
the former Adhikarana it has been shown that as the Arthavüdas serve no 
purpose directly by themselves, they have to be taken in the indirect 
sense of Praise. But in that ease, even the Praise would be as good as 
useless. As for the factor of Injunction, however, it cannot be got at from 
any other source; while it has been already shown above that Persuasion 
(which is the avowed object of Arthavádas) can be got at through the 
indications of the Injunctions themselves. And again, in all cases, the In- 
junetion is the primary, and the Praise the secondary, factor; consequently, 
when a certain assertion can be taken as related to the primary factor, 
it must be taken as such (and not as related to the secondary); and 
it is only when the indication of the Injunction has been fully aecomplished 
that there can beany use for the Arthavada. And it is while the Injunction 
is being comprehended, that all the factors of the Bhavana present 
themselves; specially so the factor of the Result, as it is the first and 
the most important factor (in the Bhavana, and as such the first to be com- 
prehended, in the indication of the Injunction). It is with a view 
to these facts that the Pürvapaksha in the Sütra speaks of its laying down 
something not known before; and hence it is in comparison with this — it 
declares the mere expression of Praise to be useless. 

At the very outset, of the discussion, however, the following objection is 
raised against the Adhikarana as a whole: “ We have a consideration of 
“such Injunctions and Arthavadas of Results, later on, under the Satras 
“TV—ii—1 et seq; and as such it is not proper to introduce the same dis- 
“ cussion, in this place," 
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1. To this, some people make the following reply: ‘As the diseus- 
sion that is repeated in the Fourth Adhyāya is introduced here for the 
first time, the above objection should be raised with reference to that 
Adhyaya and not to this.’ 

This may be true enough; but if by postponing the discussion till the 
Fourth Adhyàya, we can procure a better reply to the objections against 
Arthavadas, it is only right that we should seek for it there. Inasmuch as, 
however, it was equally reasonable for that same reply to have been given 
on the present occasion, there could not be much harm in its being put for- 
ward here. _ 

2. Others reply to the said apii 3 as follows: It is. only the 
denial of the fact of the passage cited being an Injunction of Result that is 
explained in the Fourth Adhyāya, whereas in the present Adhikarana, it 18 
the character of the Arthavàda that is denied (in the Parvapaksha) ; becausé 
the clause—it. would be.an Arthavada (in. the Stra Iv iir be 
taken as denying the fact of its being an Injunction. 

But this explanation is not right; because those Arthavada passages, 
that would be denied (in the Fourth Adhyàya) the character of Injunctions, 
and would thereby become open to the charge of uselessness, have already 
been shown, in the foregoing Adhikarana, to serve the distinctly useful 
purpose of praising ; as has been shown with regard to the sentence—'* His 
face becomes beautiful, &c.” 

3. Some people meet the aforesaid pw Ie It is only right 
that sentences like ‘ Vayu is the eftest deity’ should be taken as Praise; 
but the case of such sentences as the one cited in the present instance 
is different; and though the present Adhikarana serves to make it à mere 
Praise, denying it the character of an Injunction,—yet there is something 
left to be done; and it is this: just as the character of Injunction is denied 
to the said passage, so also can. the character of Praise be denied to it, as 
the case of the present passage is not similar to that of the former passage; 
and hence it is absolutely necessary that we should accept it as an Injunc- 
tion, so that any dissimilarity to passages appearing at a different time 
would not affect its position ; and it is this latter point that is very nightly 
raised in the Fourth Adhydya. 

But even this explanation is not quite satisfactory; because even 
though the collective argument, that there is a clear disagreement with the 
Veda, may be a new one, and as such, in this much, there may be no 
repetition, yet the bodies of the Adhikaranas remain the same. As for the 
‘disagreement’ (or dissimilarity), too, there is none of these that has not 
been met and explained under Sutra I—ii—10; and hence these very argu- 
ments could be brought forward again, whenever any such e. eement 
would be put forward against any Arthavada passage. i 
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.4, With a view to all this, some people offer the following explana- 
tion: The present Adhikarana, in its Pürvapaksha, speaks of " Injunc- 
tions " in general, without any specifications ; while in the Fourth Adhyaya, 
we have the expression “ Declaration of the Result" (* Phalagrutih") ; and 
hence the passages considered in the present Adhikarana are such of the 
Arthavadas as have the form of the Injunction of all such factors as the 
Substance, Property, Action and the like; while those treated of in the 
Fourth Adhyàya are only those that have the form of the Injunction of 
the Result only. For instance, Sütras 23 and 24 of this Pada, are 
found to refer to such instances as—‘‘ The Horse has its origin in the 
water, and the Cane also has its origin in the water, " and the like (which 
treat of the mere forms, &c., of Substances) ; and if the present Adhikarana 
also referred only to such Arthavadas as have the form of an Injunction of 
Result, the citing of the said passage would be entirely irrelevant. | 

But though it may be so, yet in that case the subject matter of the. 
Adhikarana in the Fourth Adhyàyo would be only a particular phase of 
that of the present Adhikarana ; and so would be included iu it; and as such, 
the repetition would remain unexplained. Consequently some people dis- 
regard the examples cited in the Bhashya and set about citing other in- 
stances, with the restriction that under the present Adhikarana they cite 
only those Arthavadas that have the forms of the Injunctions of the Sub- 
stance, &c., while under that in the Fourth Adhydya they cite those that 
have the — of the Injunction of Results. 

But upon this, we have to make the following observations: Is it abso- 
lutely necessary to have two Adhikaranas that we should put this restriction 
upon the examples to be cited? Then again, as a matter of fact, a mere 
difference in the examples cited does not make the Adhikaranas necessarily 
distinct ; because in that case, there would be no repetition in a case where 
certain discussions, having been carried on with regard to the sacrificial post 
as made of the Khadira wood, should be repeated again with the sole difference 
thatin the latter case the post as made of the Udumbara wood would be cited 
as the instance. As a matter of fact, the snbject matter of Adhikaranas 
being, not any particular examples, but certain rules (and arguments in 
support of the rules), it is only when there is a difference in the rules treat- 
ed of in the two Adhikaranas that these can be accepted as distinct. And 
as for the Arthavddas having the form of the Injunctions of Substances, all of 
these too are not considered under the present Adhikarana,—some of these 
being considered under Sutra [—iv—23, some under Sütraus IITI—iv— 1, et seq ; 
some in the shape of ‘ Parakrta’ and * Purakalpa’ under Adhydya VI, some 
under 1 X —ii—29, and others, having the form of the Injunctions of the Jar- 
tilaand the Gavidhuk, in Adhyaya X. And hence what we should say in reply 
to the aforesaid objection is that such repetition is not very objectionable. 
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Or, we may justify the two  Adhikaranas on the following four 
grounds :— 

]. One aud the same rule has one part of it discussed under the pre- 
sent Adhikarana, and another part in that of Adhyāya IV. 

2. Thesubject-matter of the the two Adhikaranas may also be explain- 
ed to be entirely different. What is done under the present Adhikarana is 
that all Arthavada passages having the form of Injunctions are shown to be 
Arthavadas, and not real Injunctions. While under the Adhikarana in Adh- 
yaya IV, the purport of the Pürvapaksha is this: ** When an Injunction has 
“been pointed out by the Arthavada, it stands in need of a certain result 
“(for the sake of which it would lay down an Action); even though the 
“result that appears in the Arthavada is mentioned with another osten- 
* sible purpose (that of Praising), yet this result is found to be related to. 
“it more closely than any other declarations of the procedure of sacrifices ; 
“and when such relationship has been once ascertained, a specification 
* of the relationship becomes a compartively easy matter. Otherwise we 
* would have to assume the Relationship itself as well as its specific form ; 
“and hence we conclude that just as the Injunction of the Ratrisatra 
* sacrifice is one that enjoins the particular result—the obtaining of fame,— 
* go too, the passage speaking of the ‘ Ju/à made up of leaves’ cannot but 
“ be taken as an Injunction of the particular result—the not hearing of any 
“ evil report with reference to one’s self." And the Siddhdnta arrived at is 
that when it is possible for the passage to be taken in the light of another 
purpose (7.e., of Praising), it is not right to attribute to it two purposes 
(that of enjoining the Result, and Praising); and as such the passage in 
question must be taken as a pure Arthavada. 

The same process may be employed in differentating the present Adhi- 
karana from those dealing with Nivita, $c. (IlI—iv—1 et seg). Or, these 
latter may be taken as consisting of some considerations and argumentations 
with reference to certain supposed objections and questions based upon 
the Purvapaksha of the Audumbura-Adhikarana (the present one); as in 
these a question is raised as to whether the Arthavada, that is accepted 
to be an Injunction, refers to the Agent or to the Sacrifice; and then the 
conclusion arrived at is that it isa pure Ar/havàüda. So also in the case 
of the Adhikuranas on Parakrti and Purákalpa (as explained in Adhyàya 
VD) a fresh questiou is raised as to whether the Action, (the eating of 
müsha f.i.) that is mentioned in the Veda as having been done by a great 
man of old, is to be done only by the descendants of that great man, or by 
all men (and it is this extra question that is treated of in the Adhikarana 
in Adhyiya VI). The discussions with regard to “ Üha" aud “ Bàdha, " 
as contained in Adhyayas IX and X, are also of a similar character (4.e., 
dealing with extra questions) And as for the Sara I.—iv —929, it merely 
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points out the several grounds for accepting a Word in its secondary or 
indirect signification. And as such in none of these do we find any use- 
less repetition. - 

8. Or, the difference between this ADM and that in AdAyàya IV 
may be explained on the ground that the present Adhikarana treats of 
only such passages as have the form of the Injunctions of Results, in which 
the factor that expresses the Praise is distinct from that which mentions the 
Result; as for instance, the passage cited in the Bhashya. The sentence, 
* The wdumbara is powerful and so also are the animals, which signifies 
Praise, is distinct from the sentence ‘ For the increase of power ' (appearing 
at the close of the passage) which points out the Result (that follows when 
the saerifieial post is made of the Udwmbara wood) ; while in the Fourth 
Adhyaya, the discussion is. with reference to those cases, in which the 
same sentence ur be ann either as Praise or as & pronum of the 
Result. 

4 Or, Jastly, the difference between the two ama radon: may be 
explained thus: The first Sutra of the Adhikarana in the Fourth Adhyàya 
[IV—iii—1] lays down the fact of the passage being for amother's purpose 
(pararthaivat) as the reason for the conclusion arrived at; and as it is 
only a well-known reason that can be brought forward in all discussions, the 
passages that can serve as instances for this Adhikarana are only those 
that are well-known to be for another’s purpose,—e.g., the passage “one 
whose Juhū is made entirely of leaves, &c." In this case it is necessary that 
the fact of being made of leaves should be distinctly mentioned with reference 
to the Juhi; as the former is incapable by itself of having any independent 
relation with the result. It is a general rule that whenever a certain 
property (or qualification) is laid down, with special reference to a 
particular result, it stands in need of a proper receptacle (or substratum) 
for itself; we cannot get hold of any such receptacle, apart from the 
context (in which the said passage occurs). And hence, if the passage— 
"5 one whose Juh is made of leaves never hears any evil spoken of himself "— 
be taken to imply the injunction —that one should think of obtaining the said 
result by means of the particular property of leafiness,—the question naturally 
arises: wherein is this property to exist (as the mere abstract property by itself 
can be of no use)? What is the object (which, having the property of leafiness, 
would accomplish the said result)? It cannot be the Juhi; (1) because that 
would lead to a split in the sentence; (2) and until the Action has been 
found (in which the Juhù is to be used) the Juha itself is not an accomplished 
. (fully comprehended) object (and as such cannot be taken as bringing about 
any results); nor is there any authority (in the sentence itself) for con. 
necting the Juhi with any action. 


And thus (not having all the necessary factors fulfilled, if we accept 
8 
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the aforesaid construction or explanation of the sentence) we are forced to 
have recourse to another explanation (or construction). We find that the 


said sentence occurs in the same context as the sentence—‘‘ one pours the - 
libations by means of the Juhé” ; and when we come across this sentence, | 
it becomes necessary for us to know the kind of the Juhi that is to be | 


employed ; but the sentence itself does not afford us any information on 
this head ; and this want of information is found to continue until the men- 
tion of the fact of its being made of leaves ; and as until this information is 
obtained, the use of the former sentence (“ Pours libations by means of the 
Juhi”) is not fully comprehended, the latter sentence (declaring the fact 
of the Juh& being made of leaves) comes to be recognised as subsidiary to 
the former (declaring the fact of the libations being poured by means of 
the Juhi made of leaves). Thus then, all the information that is wanted 
in connection with the Juha having been obtained in this very sentence, 
there is no reason for the assumption of a result. And as such it is only 
‘proper that the sentence should be taken as an Arthavada., (Mn. is the 
upshot of the Adhikarana in Adh. IV). 

In the present Adhikarana, on the other hand, we a jam our 
example, the declaration of the fact of the sacrificial post being made of 
the Udumbara wood, which is met with in the context treating of the 
-animal to be sacrificed at the subsidiary sacritice; and the fact of this 
‘declaration being for another’s purpose is not fully recognised ; and as such 
this could not form the subject of the Adhikarana in the Fourth Adhydaya. 
Specially because, in the present case, unless the post has been already 
recognised (from other sources), it is not possible to have any declaration 
of its character ; and the recognition of the post is accepted as fulfilled by 
means of the sentence treating of the Primary Sacrifice, which speaks of the 
post as made of the Khadira wood; and as such all the information (even 
that of kind or material), that is wanted with regard to the post, having 
been obtained by means of this passage itself, there is no use for any 
injunction of another material (the Udwmbara wood) for it; and conse- 
.quently the sentence (speaking of the post as being made of the Udwmbara 
wood) is taken (by the Purvapaksha) as only an injunction of the Result 
(attainment of power) As for the information with regard to the 
substratum of the property of being made of Udumbara wood, this too is 
supplied by the mention of the “post,” in the sentence enjoining the 
Primary Sacrifice; and as such this too does not affect the former conelu- 
sion. Thus then, we find that, prior to the ascertainment of the sentence 
being for another’s purpose, it is absolutely necessary to connect the action 
„therein spoken of with a certain definite result,—this connection being 
ascertained by means of other arguments (than those based upon the 
-fact of a sentence being for another’s purpose, as done in Adh. IV). 


EE — 
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And as such the introduction of this present Adhikarana becomes ne- 
cessary. 

There is yet another theory with regard to these two Adhikaranas: 
Both the sentences—the one dealing with the fact of the post being made 
of the Udwmbara wood, as well as that speaking of the JuhZ being made of 
leaves—can serve as examples, in both Adhikaranas (the present as well as 
the one in Adh. IV). And inasmuch as two different factors of the Bhavana 
are treated of in the two Adhikaranas, they cannot be said to be mere 
repetitions of one another. Both of them are equally capable of being 
connected with certain means and consequences, only when they are put 
forward in their full efficiency, and not otherwise. And in the Adhi- 
karana in Adh. IV, the discussion is based solely upon the factor of **conse- 
quences,” and that of the * means" is either purposely disregarded or taken 
for granted ; and the discussion then turns mainly upon the following ques- 
tion :—Is the Result capable of being rightly pointed out by means of words 
that speak of it as being accomplished at the present time, without any 
mention of the word “Kama”? While in the present Adhikarana the dis- 
enssion is with regard to the factor of the ‘‘ means,” that of the “ conse- 
quences ” being either disregarded or taken for granted; and the discussion 
turns upon the following question:—In the absence of any Injunctive 
affix, is it possible for certain Substances, Properties or Actions to be 
laid down as the means of obtaining definite results? Whatever may be 
pointed out in a certain form, it stands in need of the cognition of a certain 
definite co-relative, and comes to be related with such a one, as ex- 
pressed by another word. And hence when a certain sentence has been 
recognised as pointing out the Consequences, the rest is taken to indicate 
the Means; and vice versá; thus both factors being ascertained in their true 
forms. Consequently, the factor of the ** Means” that is considered under 
the present Adhikarana, comes to be connected with the factor of the 
'" Consequence”; and it is this connection as here indicated that is 
accepted, in Adh. IV, as a well-established fact, and serves as the reason 
for the conclusion there arrived at. Conversely, the indication of the factor 
of the “Means,” that we have in Adh. IV, is here accepted as a well- 
established fact, and is only slightly touched upon. And thus the two 
Adhikaranas are not mere repetitions. | 

Objection: ‘‘ But in that case, the present would be a discussion with 
regard to the indication of the Injunction,—and as such could not have 
any connection with the Adhikarana on Arthavada." 

Reply: This does not affect the case; because the signification of the 
Injunction is got at through the Arthavdda. That is to say, if the Action 
spoken of were, in the very first instance, comprehended as being enjoined, 
then the passage could not have the character of the Arthavdda ; but as it is, 
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it is only through the Praise (as signified by the passage) that we compre- 
hend the Action as being enjoined; and as such the -— of the 
Arthavada is not denied to the passage. 


The sense of the PURVAPAKSHA embodied in the Sütra is this: 
“That which is declared in close proximity to the Result, cannot but be re- 
* cognised as the Means, even though it is not expressly laid down as such ; 
“ because on hearing of the Result, our only desire is to know the Means. 
* And hence, just as in the case of the mention of the Result, we at once 
* comprehend the Sacrifice to be the means, on account of the expression 
* * Vagena’ (‘by means of sacrifice’) directly presenting itself to our mind ; 
“go in the same manner, the mention of the Result, in the case of the 
“ passage in question, would at once bring to our mind, the expression 
*  Audumbaréna' (‘by means of the post made of the Udumbara wood’). 
“ For, what could a direct Injunction do? It could only prompt the agent 
“to action. And as this prompting is.done by the mere mention of the 
* Result, what would be the use of a distinct direct Injunction? Or, the 
“ passage may be taken as merely pointing out the connection of a certain 
* Result with that which has been enjoined in a passage laying down the 
* procedure of a certain Action. Or, the Injunction may be taken as 
* expressed by the fifth Mood, Lét. And it has also been already explained 
"that the Injunction may, in certain cases, form only a part of the 
“ Arthavada. 

“ Hence we conclude that the Dative ending in ‘ Avarudhyai' denotes 
* purpose; and as such the Result is pointed out (by means of this affix) 
“even more clearly than it would have been by the word ‘ kama’ itself ; 
* and hence it is with reference to this Result that the passage enjoins the 
** post to be made of the Udwmbara wood. (It is in this way alone that the 
“ passage can be interpreted as an Injunction). It can never be an Injunc- 
“tion of the Result ; because it is shown under II—i—1 e£ seq that there can 
“never be an Injunction of the Result. As for the sentence—' The Udum- 
“ bara is power '—it is a distinct Praise of the particular wood; and there 
‘is nothing incongruous in this. Consequently, inasmuch as it is possible for 
“ the passage as a whole to be taken primarily, or directly, as an Injunction, 
“it is not right to take it in its indirect sense—making it indicative of 


“ mere Praise.” 
Sutra (20). * Obj: ‘As in ordinary parlance, so here also.’ 


‘* Against the above we may have the following arguments: ‘ In ordi- 
“ nary experience, we find that people never make use of the slightest expres- 
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“sion, without some purpose. As for instance, in ordinary parlance we 
“meet with such assertions. as: This cow should be brought, it gives a 
“large quantity of milk, §c., yc. And here the former sentence— The cow 
“ should be brought—laying down something to be done, the latter sentence 
“is taken asa praise of the cow, which lends more force to the former 
* direction, and thereby prompts the person concerned to speedy action. And 
“the mention of the fact of the cow giving much milk is never taken as 
“the injunction of any transcendental result; as it is a directly perceptible 
* faet in itself; and hence it cannot but be taken as the praise of the cow. 
“The same reasoning can be employed in the case of Vedic passages also. 
* And as for having recourse to indirect indication, as no direct assertion 
“is possible, there can be no objection to it.’ 


Sutra (21). € Reply: Not so; because it is known before- 
hand.” gma -- | 


“To the last Süíra, we make the following reply: The instance that 
“ you cite does not apply to the present case. Because a Praise depends 
* upon certain conceptions derived from other means of knowledge; and as 
“the operation of such other means is possible with regard to the facts of 
"ordinary experience, we can accept such ordinary assertions in the sense 
“of Praise. Inthe Veda, on the other hand, as we have descriptions of facts 
“ not otherwise known, people would have no faith in them; as even in 
“ordinary parlance, people do not believe a person who describes what is 
* absolutely unknown. 

“Says the Bhashya: Pürvavacanüdiva; and this may mean that 
“ people do not have any confidence in descriptions of unknown facts, 
“exactly as they have none in the Injunctions of facts already known; or 
“it may be taken as a simile of contraries, the meaning in that case 
“being that in the descriptions of unknown facts people do not have the 
“confidence that they have in those of well-known facts. 

“ And then again, the mere mention of the fact of the cow giving much 
“mill does not serve to persuade the person; it is only when he 
“actually sees the cow giving much milk, that he is persuaded to take it. 

“In the Veda too, finding the Arthavada to be false, the person would 
"begin to suspect the authenticity of the Injunction connected with it; 
"and as such, he would not undertake the Action. And one, who would 
“neglect the Injunction and seek for the Arthavāda, would be taken as an 
“ unbeliever of Injunctions. And if one has no confidence in Injunctions, 
“ wherefore should he have any in the concomitant Arthavada ? 

“ Then again, in the Veda, we find a disagreement from the actual facts 
“of experience ; as for instance, the passage in question praises the action 
"as fulfilling a reservation of power at the present time; while no such 
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“reservation is perceptible;and thus this declaration of the Veda would 
“be exactly similar (in falsity) to the description of a cow as giving much 
“milk, when as a matter of fact it gave no milk at all. 

* As a matter of fact, the Udwmbara is not found to have the character 
* of (strength-giving) food, which, for this reason, cannot rightly serve as 
* the Predicate of the Minor Premiss; nor 1s it found to be invariably con- 
* comitant with the appearance of power; and hence it cannot serve as the 
“ middle term (the subject of the Major Premiss). That whatever is food 
* 4s also sacrificial post is a fact recognised, neither in the Veda nor in 
“ ordinary experience; and as such the assertion is entirely absurd. 

* And thus, as by making it signify mere praise, we find it to be 
“incompatible (with facts of ordinary experience), it is much more 
* reasonable to take it as an Injunction than as a Praise, which stands in 
“ need of the corroboration of experience." 


In reply to the above we have the following :— 
SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (22). The fact of its being indirectly implied by the sen- 
tence has alreay been explained. 

The sentence—' the Udumbara is strength’—is to be taken together 
with the clause—‘for the increase of strength’; because it embodies a 
justification of this latter; and it is not a distinct Praise apart by itself. 
Because the mere assertion of the Udumbara being food does not serve to 
point out the fact of its being something excellently desirable for man ; 
while there is no doubt that the assertion—‘ for the increase of strength '— 
—serves to make the particular action specially attractive to him; and 
hence it is only right that the other sentence—‘ Udumbara is food '— 
should be taken as justifying and supporting the said attraction (or 
persuasion). "Therefore the whole passage may be taken either as point- 
ing out & definite result as following from the Action in question, or as 
persuading the agent to that course of Action. i 
And even if there were an Injunctive word, a passage like the one 
in question could not but be taken as an Arthavada; and it is all the more 
so, when the verb in the passage is only in the Present Tense, which has 
the sole purpose of accomplishing the Injunetion. And when we fiud the 
context distinctly pointing to a definite purpose in the shape of the effect 
that it has towards the fulfilment of the sacrifice,—what could be our reason 
for assuming a separate result, for the expression of which we have no 
direct word ? Nor canit be urged that, that which is indicated by the Context 
is always set aside by that indicated by the Sentence itself. Because in the 


PADA II—ADHI. 1I—ARTHAVADAS HAVING THE FORM OF INJUNCTIONS. ‘63 


case in question there is no contradiction of the one by the other. That is 
to say, it is only when two contradictory facts are indicated both by the 
Context and the Sentence, with reference to one and the same object, 
that there can be any rejection of the one by the other. But in the 
passage in question, we have the Context pointing to the injunction of the 
post being made of the Uduwmbara wood; and this Injunction takes within 
itself the persuasion expressed by the sentence ‘the Udumbara is strength’; 
and certainly, there can be no contradiction of the Context, which, in this 
case, is found to indicate the Injunction of the Udumbara, as qualified by 
the said persuasion. Thus then, there being nothing to indicate any Injunc- 
tion of the Result, there is no possibility of the Context being set aside; 
and as such we cannot very well disregard the signification of the said 
UT PEE 

(Even if the whole passage be taken as laying down a Result) the 
persuasion, which is held to be indirectly implied by the sentence, could 
never be accepted as being assumed through the implications of the Injunc- 
tion itself. Because in other cases it might be possible for the Injunction 
toimply a persuasion; but in the case in question, the Injunction itself 
is extremely weak (not being mentioned by any directly expressive Injunc- 
tive affix, &c.) ; and as such, what could it do with the persuasion ? 

Then again, that which has once been made to serve the purpose of 
praising (a certain action) can never rightly be accepted as having any 
action towards the pointing out of any results, like the acquiring of fame 
(said to follow from the Juha of leaves). In the case of the Hatrisatra, 
we have recourse to a highly complicated assumption, because there is no 
other way out of the difficulty; while in the case in question, we have 
already shown that a particular purpose (served by the Action in question) 
is distinctly pointed out by the Context. 

The particular species ( Udwmbara) is, by its very nature, known as a 
part of the more extensive class ‘Wood’; and it can never be taken as 
pointing to any Result. The word ‘ post’ (Y4pa) also denotes the piece 
of wood as affected by the sacrificial performance; and as such it can 
be taken as only indicating the post as it presents itself. And thus all the 
words being found to serve totally extraneous purposes, the sentence (con- 
taining them) cannot but be taken as an Arthavada. 

It has been urged above that, inasmuch as no other wood—Khadira, 
fjc.,— would be available, the * post’ does not stand in need of any mention 
of the special class of wood (the Udumbara). But this is not quite 
correct, because just as in the case of the Cyéna sacrifice, the distinct 
mention of Reed as the special kind of grass to be employed sets aside the 
possibility of the use of any other grass—Kuga and the like,—the use 
of which is indicated by the fact of their being employed in other 
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sacrifices; so, in the same manner, in the case in question, the distinct 
mention of * Udumbara’ would serve to set aside all other woods. Nor is 
there any means by which this setting aside could be avoided; specially as 
it is admitted, even when the making of the post of the Udumbara wood 
is taken as bringing about a definite result. 

The only difference, however, between us is this: In your case, the 
making of the post of the Udumbara wood being an action for the sake of the 
agent (as bringing about a particular result), while the Khadira, &c., are 
for the sake of the sacrifice (which is helped by the post), the former 
would set aside the latter only indirectly, by the mere chance of their 
being related to the object (the post); whereas according to us, both being 
for the sake of the sacrifice itself, there would be a direct co-subjectivity 
between them, which makes the setting aside, of the one by the other, more 
natural. 

And when a certain definite kind of wood has been laid down with a 
view to a certain result,—just as the curd is laid down as the material to be 
offered, with a view to obtain for the sacrificer efficient sense-organs,— 
there is no idea of the substratum of the Class (and for this also we cannot 
admit of any such results following). That is to say, itis the ‘ Animal 
sacrifice’ that is the primary action concerned; but this is found incap- 
able (of any relationship with the Udumbara wood) ; while the ‘ tethering 
of the animal,’ is found to be capable of such relationship, through the 
post (to which the animal is tethered) ; but this ‘ tethering ’ together with 
the post, does not form the primary action. Nor can the relationship, being 
found useless with regard to the primary, be transferred to its subsidiaries ; 
because it is only that which is laid down as helping the Primary that is 
held to be helpful to the subsidiaries ; which is not the case here ; as in the 
present case, we have a certain property (the Udwmbara-ness of the post) 
forming part of the Primary, which stands in need of a substratum for itself ; 
and though it has the Primary (Animal-sacrifice) in close proximity to it, 
yet, as this is not found capable of serving as the required substratum, 
we cannot but construe the Injunction in an altogether different manner ; 
and we can never — transfer the quem downwards "- the subsi- 
diaries). ptg 

Nor is the — iteelf - — of affording die required 
substrate; because if it be construed in a manner supplying this substra- 
tum, this would involve a syntactical split; because in that case the sentence 
would be declaring two relationships: (1) the relationship of the Property 
with the particular Result, and (2) that of the Property with its Substra- 
tum. And further, in that case, the property of ‘ being made of Udumbara 
wood’ would have to be taken, in two different forms, at one time (7.e., in 
the sentence ‘The making of the post of Udumbara wood brings about such 
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and such a result’) as the Subject, and at the other (7.e., in the sentence ‘ the 
post should be made of Udwmbara wood’) as the Predicate. Even if it be 
takeu as the Predicate in both cases, then too, while being taken along 
with the result, it will have to be disjoined from the post; whereas when 
taken in connection with the post, it will have to be separated from the 
result (and thus too there would be a syntactical split). 

As for the independent-spirited person who would take up the per- 
formance of certain actions, without any Injunctions, we can have nothing 
to say to him. The fact of any action bringing about a result desired by 
man is not recognised until an Injunction to this effect is met with; because 
prior to this, the sentence is wholly taken up by the laying down of the 
object to be accomplished, which, in this case, is the making of the post of 
the Udumbara wood. : 

It has been asserted that the connection of the Result would be laid 
down by the passage that would contain the necessary directions for the 
Action. But such a passage can have no reference to any result desired ` 
by man ; as will be shown under the Sutra * asamyuktam prakaranat’ [TII— 
iii—l11]. Forif it does happen to be laid down by such a passage, it comes 
to be an action for the sake of the Action itself (and not for that of man). 

As for the ‘ fifth Lakara’ (Let), as its form is similar to that of the 
Present Tense, its signification always remains doubtful ; (and as such the 
verb in the passage cannot be taken as the Injunctive Let). 

For these reasons, we conclude that the result, in the passage in ques- 
tion, is described only with a view to persuade the person to a certain 
course of action; specially because the verb describing it is found in the 
Present Tense; and also because we shall prove in the fourth Adhydaya, 
that, any passage, not distinctly containing the expression ‘ with the desire 
for such and such a result,’ cannot be taken as actually laying down the real 
result of an Action. And as for the passages like the one in question being 
always taken as mere Praise, it is no use enquiring as to the truth or other- 
wise of the means spoken of in them; because they are meant to serve the 
sole purpose of bringing about a certain cognition; and also because they 
are in keeping with the descriptions of certain qualifications. But even if 
they must be taken as real means, they may be taken to be the means of 
fulfilling the pleasure or satisfaction of the persons concerned, 


Swtra (23). In some cases, such Injunctions would be useless ; 
hence they must be taken as expressing Praise; and the same may 
be said with regard to all other passages similar to these. 


If the passages in question were Injunctions, then all the Arthavada 
passages quoted before would also be Injunctions of Materials, Accessories 
or Actions; for instance, the sentence ‘ Vayu is the eftest deity’ would 
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mean that one should make Vayu the eftest deity ; and the sentence ‘ The horse 
has its origin in water’ would mean that one should make the horse have its 
origin in water ; and similarly we would have such injunctions as—* One 
should make the Vétasa or the Avaka, originate in water,’ ‘ the water should 
be made peaceful,’ ‘the Udwmbara should be made strong,’ and so forth. 

And though some of the Arthavada passages are capable of being 
taken as Injunctions of Actions, yet the passages that we have been deal- 
ing with in the present Pada can never be taken as such; because some 
of the descriptions—such as those of Vayu, Vétasa and the like— are mere 
statements of facts in nature (and these cannot be made or brought about 
by man) ; and the Udumbara, &c., too, cannot be brought about by man, 
however much he might try (and hence there can never be any Injunctions 
for making these). ae 

The Bhashya proceeds to show what sort of praise the passage—(‘the 
horse proceeding from the water,’ &c.)—expresses : The connection of the horse 
with the water, which 4s pacifying, brings peace to the master of the sacrifice. 

The irrelevancy of this passage of the Bhàshya in the present connection 
has been explained away by some commentators by the flat denial of this 
sentence forming part of the Bhàshya text. E  ) 

The irrelevancy referred to is this: The passage does not mention any 
connection of the pacifying character with either the Horse or the Avaka, 
the Vétasa alone being mentioned; while this latter does not appear in the 
above explanation of the Praise. 

The true explanation of this, however, is the following: The Avaka, 
&c., have been cited as instances, only on account of their similarity to the 
Vétasa ; and the said explanation does not assert any relationship between 
ihe Horse and the Avaka ; all that it does is to declare these to be related to 
the water ; and as this fact alone does not indicate any Praise, there is a 
need of another Arthavdda passage; and this is pointed out, in the sen- 
tence—‘ the water is peaceful’; and it is this latter sentence that, having 
lost the character of an Injunction, expresses the excellent character 
of the water; and certain things, ordinarily well known to be connected 
with water (f.i., the Vétasa), come to be praised by this praise of the water 
only ; while others (f.i., the Horse), come to be praised, through the declara- 
tion of their relationship with the water; and the meaning of the praise 
thus comes to be that—* being related to the water which is known to be 
peaceful, the Horse also comes to be known as quiet; and hence the sacrifice, 
connected with this Horse, pacifies or removes all the troubles of the 
Master of the sacrifice; which shows that the sacrifice is an excellent one.’ 
In the same manner, the sacrifice that is offered to a swift Deity, brings 
about its results quickly ; and if the sacrificial post is made of foodstuffs, 
the sacrificer obtains plenty of foodstuffs. Such being the explanations 
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of the passages in question, we can say the same with regard to all other 
passages that may be found to be similar to these. | 


Sutra (24). When a certain expression can be rightly taken 
in its own context, it is not right to transfer it elsewhere; specially 
as such an Injunction would have no use with regard to that parti- 
cular sacrifice. 


The taking of such passages as Injunctions is also open to the follow- 
ing objection: In the case of the sentence—* That which is burnt becomes 
the property of the Rakshasas’ (a sentence found in connection with the 
Darga-Pürnamasa)—if we take it exactly as it is, then it can only be 
taken as enjoining another Deity (the Rakshasa) for the cake that is burnt ; 
and this would necessitate the removal (or transfer) of the Deity mentioned 
in the original Injunction (of the sacrifice). 

[If the word * Apakarsha' be taken as that Dish removes, then the 
meaning would be that ‘the newly enjoined Deity would remove the one - 
mentioned in the original Injunction.’ ] 

This setting aside could be possible, on the ground of its being for a 
definite purpose, —as we have in the case of the Abhyuditéshti—, but only 
if there were no other way of explaining the sentence. When, however, it 
can be taken in a different manner, no such setting aside can be allowable. 

Fighting shy of this argument some people might have recourse to 
a transposed construction of the sentence, —explaining it as ‘that which 
is to be offered to the Rakshasas should be burnt’; but as the ‘ Rakshasa’ 
is not mentioned as a Deity in the present context, the burning of the cake 
will have to be transferred to another context, where the Rakshasa may 
have been laid down as the Deity; and this would militate against the 
direct declarations of that context. Nor is such contradiction of the 
context allowable, when there are means of avoiding it. Hence we must 
take the passage as an Arthavida, which does not necessitate any such 
transference or removal. 


Sutra (25). If these be taken as Injunctions, there would be 
a syntactical split. 


In the passages in question, if, on account of the praise contained in 
the passages, the verb in the Present Tense were to be taken as being in 
the Let (the Vedic Injunctive), then, by the same fact, we would have to 
assume a particular result to follow from the Action laid down; and this 
would bring about a split of the sentence [for instance, the construction 
would be—(1) The post of the Udumbara wood is excellent, and (2) this 
should be made for the obtaining of power]. Hence we conclude that we 
cannot but take these passages as Arthavadas. 


ADHIKARANA (3). 


[Treating of such Arthavada passages as appear to contain reasons for the 
performance of certain actions]. 


Sutra (26), “They must be taken as putting forward reasons, 
because of usefulness and possibility.” 


As instances, we can have all the passages that appear—on account 
of the use of such words as ‘hi’ and the like—to contain reasons, though 
as a matter of fact they do not contain them—(for instance, the passage 
‘ Cürpena juhoti, tēna hi annon kriyaté).’ 

Some people object to this Adhikarana ; they argue thus: 

* If the character of the reason be said to be enjoined by the passage, 
“then these come in the same category as those dealt with in the foregoing 
“« Adhikarana ; if not, then the character of the reason that is spoken of here 
* must be taken in connection with the relationship of the Cürpa-homa ; and 
“as no such relationship can exist unless it is duly enjoined, for what could 
“ the reason be brought forward? If however, the passage be taken only 
* as describing a fact in nature, then this would be in the same category as 
“the sentence speaking of Vdyu as the ‘eftest deity. Thus then, in 
* any case, there appears no reason for introducing the present discussion." 

To this we make the following reply: As a matter of fact the 
passage in question does not lay down the fact of the latter sentence 
containing a reason for what has gone before; nor is it the mere descrip- 
tion of a fact in nature: what it really does is only to assert by Apparent 
Inconsistency, & certain fact, which serves to set aside a certain doubt 
with regard to the performability of an Action which has been laid down 
(in the previous sentence) simply as a well-established duty to be 
performed; specially as all Reasoning pre-supposes a certain well- 
established fact (which, in this case, is the performability of the Carpa- 
homa). And some people hold that this statement of the Reason also 
serves the purposes of an Arthavada, showing, as it does, why a person 
should perform it. Even when the sentence is taken as a pure 
Arthavüda, it contains within itself a statement of the Reason also; and 
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hence the Injunction comes to be taken as referring to the Homa by the 
Cürpa aud all other articles whereby food is prepared (such as the Darv? 
aud the like) ; and as such the latter sentence might be taken as bringing 
forward a Reason (as held by the Pérvapaksha) as well as containing an 
Arthavada (as held by the Siddhanta). 

On tbe main question then, we have the following :— 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“Says the Bhàshya : The fact of the Curpa being a means of preparing the 
“ food is brought forward as a Reason for performing the Homa with the Cürpa. 
“ And though what is directly enjoined is the relationship (of the Homa 
“with the Cürpa), yet the Reason that is brought forward for this relation- 
** ship could also refer to the Homa. 

* An objection is raised in the Bhashya: ‘A case (like that of the 
“ C'ürpa and the food), where the relation of cause and effect is not generally 
** recognised, cannot be rightly said to have been brought forward as a Reason? - 

* Some people explain this by pointing to the premiss that all Inference 
“must be one of cause and effect, as the Bhàüshya declares later on in 
* connection with the sentence—‘ One should offer a Homa of curd for the 
“ sake of one who wants to acquire a sense-organ.' | 

** But this is not correct ; because even in cases where there is no relation 
“ of cause and effect, as in the case of the asterisms of Krttika and Rohini, 
* following one another, we find that a perception of the former acts as 
“a reason (or means) for the cognition of the latter. 

(1) “ Therefore we must take the Bhàshya to mean only the relation- 
“ship of the comprehended and the means of comprehension, by the mention 
* of ‘the relation of cause and effect) It may, however, be urged that— 
“< even the relationship of the comprehended and the means of comprehension 
* being cognisable only by means of an Inference, it could not be asserted 
* with reference to a fact not universally recognised. True; but there 
* being another relationship prior to the general recognition of the fact, 
“all that is meant by the bringing forward of the said relationship of 
* the comprehended and the means of comprehension is simply to point out 
“ the particular relationship upon which all further Inferences are based. 

(2) “Or, the Bhashya may be taken as referring to the potentiality 
* of things, the meaning of the objection in the Bhāshya being that we 
“admit the character of true Reason only in cases where, at the time of 
* comprehending an invariable concomitance between the two things con- 
“cerned, we actually perceive in them a potentiality consisting of that 
“ causal relationship which consists of the relationship of the comprehended 
* and the means of comprehension. 
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(3) “Or again, the Bhaishya may be taken as only referring to the 
* specific instance cited,—the sense of the objection being that an invariable 
* concomitance between auy two things, can be based upon many relations, 
* such as those of cause and effect, master and servant, or on mere associa- 
* tion, and the like; and as none of the others are possible in the case of 
“ the fact of the Crpa as the means of preparing food being asserted as the 
* reason for performing the particular Homa, we must accept it to be based 
* on the causal relation only; and inasmuch as such causal relationship 
“ is not generally found to exist between them, the assertion that the latter 
“sentence puts forth a Reason for the Homa is untenable. 

“In reply to the above objection, the Bhàshya says—True it is, $c. 
* And the meaning of this is this : It is true that in the ordinary course of 
* business, before a person puts forward a certain Reason, he always seeks 
* to base it upon a well-recognised relationship ; but in the case of the Veda, 
“on account of the Apparent Inconsistency of the mention of a Reason, as 
“ expressed by the use of such words as ‘hi’ (because), and the like, we 
* assume the existence of another sentence expressing the relationship 
* (upon which the aforesaid causal relation could be based),—such a sen- 
“tence, in the case in question, being that ‘whatever is the means of 
* preparing food should be used in the offering of the Homa’; and in the 
“light of this sentence, the Reason (brought forward in the seutence * be- 
* cause the food is prepared by its means’) becomes quite relevant. 

“The Bhashya puts the question—what special purpose would be served, 
“ie, if the Reason should become relevant? The reply given is that the 
“use lies in the fact that it is only then that the Homa could be offered by 
* means of all things that are used in the preparation of food. 

* The BAdshya puts another question—‘ why’? And this question may 
* be taken as put by the Siddhanti ; or it may mean-—' How can the Darvi 
* &c., be the means of preparing the food’? The reply given is that—we 
* actually find these of use in the preparation of food ; and it is this usefulness 
“alone that is mentioned in the Sutra (by the word ‘arthavativa’). The 
* Bhüshya also adds—we can prepare the food by means of these also; and 
“this is what is meant by the word ‘ upapatti’ (‘possibility’) in the 
* Sutra. po TIN _ SEE ae P 

* Against this explanation an objection is raised—‘ It seems that, in 
“this way, the words (arthavattva and upapatti) are synonymous (and as 
* such both should not have been used).' 

* But the mention of both words may be explained as pointing to 
“the capability of the same fact being expressed in two different ways : the 
“sense being that that which is of some use in an Action may, in a way, be 
“ also spoken of as its means. Or, the word * arthavativa ' may be taken as 
* pointing to that which is expressed by the instrumental case-ending ; and 
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“inasmuch as it is the fact of the food being prepared, at the present time, by 
' means of the Cürpa, &c., that has been brought forward as the Reason 
“(which is not found to be applicable to the Homa, which is not found to 
* prepare any food at the time), the word ‘upapatti’ may be taken as 
“pointing to the possibility of the food being prepared by means of the 
* Homa; and this is what is meant by the Bhashya—‘ the food can be pre- 
“ pared by means of that also.’ 

* Another objection is raised in the Bhàshya : ‘The passage in question 
“ distinctly says that the food is prepared by means of it; why then, should 
* you say it can be prepared’ P 

“The reply given to this is that it is absolutely impossible to speak 
* of the Present Tense (because the Çürpa is not found to prepare the food 
“actually at the time that the Homa is being offered), 

“ Or, the Bhàshya may be taken as replying to a self-raised objection ; 
* the sense in that case, would be this: If the passage be taken as 
“refering, not to the Carpa, but to the Darvi, &c., on the ground of these 
“latter not being the means of preparing the food at the present time,— 
“then, the same might be said with regard to the Çūrpa also; and the 
*" passage would cease to be any Praise at all; hence just as the S?ddhànti 
" would make the passage out to be a Praise, exactly in the same man- 
“ner could we also explain it as only laying down a reason for the 
“ Homa. 

“The Bhashyu sentence following this is ‘ Hétau ca Crutih,’ &e.; and 
* ag this is quite irrelevant as it is, we must take it along with the closing 
“ sentences of the Bhashya. 

“Says the Bhashya—there can be only an indirect indication of Praise; 
“and this means that the sentence in question indicates the excellence of 
* the Homa, indirectly, through the fact of its bringing about a universally 
* desirable result in the shape of food. 

“And in this case, the sentence—' C'rpéna hi annan kriyaté’—is to 
“be taken as only describing a fact of nature, the general preparation of 
“food with reference to the particular object, C'rpa. 

* Or, the Sa/ra may be construed in the following manner: If we take 
* the sentence as laying down a Reason, we have an * arthavattva ’—1.e., it 
“ serves a much more useful purpose than if it were a mere Arthavada ;— 
“and even though the relationship between the Crpa and the preparation 
“of food is not quite recognised, yet we have its ‘wpapatti’ (proof 
“or possibility) based upon the assumed Vedic sentence referred to 
“ above. 

“For these reasons, we conclude that the sentence in question must be 
“taken as laying down a Reason for the performance of the Homa by means 
“of the Cürpa." 
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In reply to the above we have the following :— 
SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (27). It is a Praise; because of its being preceded by 
verbal authority ; while there is no Injunction of another. 


The Instrumental case-ending in the word ‘ Qürpena! direetly points 
to the performance of the Homa as to be done by the C'rpa ; and as such 
having the direct support of the Veda, it cannot be urged,—either as a mere 
acceptable alternative, or as an optional alternative, or as & companion 
alternative,—that the Homa is to be performed with the Darvi, &c., the 
instrumentality whereof is only pointed out by Inference, Because the 
Homa having all its requirements fulfilled by the Carpa, does not stand in 
need of any other thing ; and as there is no direct Vedic text laying down 
the instrumentality of the Darvi, &c., the mere recognition of the instru- 
mentality of the Cürpa (as pointed out in the Vedic text) shuts the way 
of the inference of any Vedic texts (in support of the instrumentality of 
the Darvi, &c.) This is what is meant by the expression—There is no In- 
junction of another,—(i.e., of the Darvi, &c.) 

As for the pointing out of a reason (for the performance of the Homa 
in acertain way), this becomes accomplished by the Praise itself; and as 
such by taking the sentence as pointing out such a Reason only, we «m 
court the necessity of having to assume unheard of instances. 

Then again, the direct assertion of the Carpa (as the instrument to be 
employed) falling within the scope of the Injunction, being found to 
be distinct, and not having any other purpose to serve, it canuot be 
altogether neglected. Hence, there are only two ways of taking the expres- 
sion —because it prepares the food :—(1) this expression having no direct 
connection with the Injunction ‘this should be done,’ we can take it 
as indirectly indicating the fact of the Çūrpa possessing an excellent 
quality; or (2) it may be taken as directly expressing this latter 
fact. Any way, the expression by itself is incapable of being taken as 
laying down a Reason in support of the Injunction ; and hence it comes to 
be taken as mentioning the reason for the excellence which stands in 
need of the support of a Reason that happens to be mixed up with the 
force of the Injunction, and of which the object of the Injunction stands in 
need. The meaning of the said expression thus comes to be: The Curpa is 
an excellent instrument, because it prepares the food. Both of these explana- 
tions are capable of being supported by well-recognised instances, and 
as such do not necessitate the Inference of any unheard of Vedic texts. 
Because it is a universally recognised fact that, (1) that which is excellent 
deserves to be done, and (2) that, that which is a means of rare the 
food is excellent. 


ARGUMENTATIVE ARTHAVADAS. "3 


The sentence—‘ there is no Injunction of another’ may be explained in 
another way: According to you, all that is a means of preparing the food, 
will be the objects of Injunction; but Darvi, &c., are not the means of 
preparing the food ; because it is the action, of cooking f.i., that is known 
to be the direct means of the preparation of the food. This introduces the 
next Síra, 


Sutra (28) Obj.: "Any praise of that which is useless is 
not allowable.” — 


Some people might argue— If cooking, &c., are the means of pre- 
paring the food, the Cürpa cannot be recognised as the means of its pre- 
paration; and as such there can be no such praise of it, as explained above.” 


To this we make the following reply :— 


Sutra (29. Reply: But there is a use for it; inasmuch as 
it forms part of the Injunction; as even in the ordinary world. 


According to us, there is a distinct use which forms the object of the 
praise,—this use consisting in the fact of the C'ürpa being the means of 
the preparation of food. Inasmuch as it forms part of another sentence, 
the mention of such instrumentality is found only to serve the purpose 
of another (7.e., the Injunction), and thereby has only a secondary position ; 
and as such, it must be taken as thereby describing a certain fact, with 
reference to another object that forms the object of the Injunction. Such 
description again can be only of a fact that is well known; and conse- 
quently we find the very words (of the Vedic text) distinctly pointing to 
the conclusion that the sentence describes only such useful instrumentality 
of the Carpa as has been met with in ordinary experience ; (and as such 
the instrumentality of the Çürpa cannot be denied). 

This also explains the use of the present tense (in ‘ Kriyaté’) ; but 
even though the present tense has been used, yet it is an admitted fact 
that, whether something is to be done (in the future) or has already been 
done (in the past), whenever we have got to describe, or praise, such an 
object, we speak of it as being done (‘ Kriyaté’). As to why the present 
tense has been used in a Praise,—all that we can say is that it is due to 
the fact that men, as a rule, are more attracted to the present than either 
to the past or to the future ; and as a matter of fact, it is only by recalling 
the fact of the effects, that a certain action brings about at the time that 
it is performed, that people are attracted to it, even at other times; 
consequently with a view to praising the Carpa, we have the sentence 
‘it prepares the food.’ 

Or, we may take thesentence as praising the Curpa, after having trans. 
ferred the present character of the capability of preparing the food to the 
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preparation itself (which would justify the use of the present tense in 
‘Kriyaté’) ; because people are attracted more to what is actually manifested 
than to any latent capabilities; and as such the Praise could be duly 
effective only when describing a fact as actually manifested in the present, 
and not when merely pointing out a capability. 

On the other hand, in your theory, inasmuch as you hold the "A. 
to contain the Injunction (of a Reason), there would be a distinct harm done 
by the non-comprehension of the instrumentality of the preparation of food 
and the present char idi (with direct — - the f— 

* Why so" ? i oaa 

Well, because, there can be an ren of an Atm vial - not 
been got at by any other means; and hence in the case of an Injunction, the 
acceptance of anything apart from what is directly expressed by it is not 
allowable. This is what is meant by the Bhashya:—In the Injunction, 
there is no need of the meaning of any other words, because it is only in 
the case of indirect indication, that there is a need of the help of the 
meauiugs of other words. And it would be necessary to assume the word 
in the present tense (‘ Kriyaté’) to indicate the meaning of a word in the 
past (* Aka@ri’), and in the future (* Karishyaté’), or that of a word denoting 
the present character of the Capability (such as ‘ Gakyaté') ; and it is only 
when the word * Kriyaié’ could be taken in accordance with these assump- 
tions, that the Instrumental case ending in ‘ Qürpena' could be taken as 
denoting direct instrumentality. As a matter of fact, however, instances 
of such assumptions have never been met with; and as such they cannot 
be allowable. 

If, again, the words be taken in their direct signification, then, it would 
not be possible for the Veda to enjoin anything as capable of being 
brought forward, while it would be pointing out either the present time 
or the chief Instrument. That is to say, the Homa is not capable of being 
performed either by the Qürpa, $c. while these are actually being 
employed in the preparation of the food, or by the cooking which is held to 
be the chief Instrument (or means) of the preparation of food. Therefore, 
in both cases, the theory is absolutely untenable. 

According to our theory, on the other hand, inasmuch as the sentence 
in question is taken only as explanatory of the foregoing, the words can be 
taken in their indirect significations. For instance, in ordinary parlance, 
we find such an expression as Balavàn Dévadattah, where though the affix 
‘ Matup’ (in Balavin) has been laid down to be in the sense of Hacess, 
yet we do not find it clearly expressed as to in comparison with whom 
Dévadatta is strong; and the direct signification of the word ‘balavan”’ 
would be that he is the strongest among all living beings; but this is not 
possible because, as a matter of fact, there are many stronger animals, 
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such as the Lion, &c.; hence we take the word to signify the presence of a 
strength greater only than that of those animals that are known to be 
weaker than Dévadatta. Exactly in the same manner, we can speak of the 
Cürpa as the ‘chief instrument’ (in the preparation of the food), in com- 
parison to such objects as the plough and the like, which have a much 
more remote instrumentality in that preparation. 

It may be argued that—‘ in that case such comparative signification of 
the word would come to be its chief denotation; and it is for this reason 
that the word ‘ ?alavün, used with reference to Dévadatta, is not admitted 
to have any indirect signification.” 

This is true enough, when the word 'bolavün' is used with reference 
to Dévadatta, in comparison with weaker persons in general; but when the 
word is found to be incapable of referring to certain weak persons in parti- 
cular, it would directly give rise to an idea of Dévadatta being stronger 
than even those who possess greater strength; and in that case, if we take 
the word to point to the fact of Dévadatta being stronger than those 
weaker than him, then this would be taking it in an indirect sense. In the 
same manner, when the fact of being the means of the preparation of food 
is taken to be brought forth as descriptive of the Cürpa, which forms an 
object of the Injunction,—then (1) such description may be taken in its 
direct signification—that the (arpa is the more important means (or Instru- 
ment) in the preparation of the food, than the remoter instruments in 
general; or (2) it may be taken in its indirect signification, inasmuch 
as no such remoter Instrument is mentioned; and the meaning would 
be that the (arpa is the one principal instrument in the preparation of food 
(which is not true). 

In accordance with your theory, on the other hand,the sentence being 
an Injunction, and as such laying down something not got at by other 
means, the fact of the Curpa being the principal Instrument, as also its 
present character, would have to be taken as mentioned with reference to the 
Action in question ; and as such there would be no ground for any Compari- 
son or Secondary (indirect) character; and hence there would be a greater 
difficulty in the interpretation of the sentence. And thus there is no 
equality between the two theories. 


Sutra (30). If it were a Reason, it would be restricted (to 
the Cürpa only); because of the specification. If it be urged that 
through singularity (the Darvi, &c. would also be taken as refer- | 
red to), — then, in that case, there would be an indecisiveness of the 
Injunctions. 


This Sutra admits, for the sake of argument, the position of the 
opponent. Even if the sentence were an Injunction of the Reason that 
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Injunction could not be taken as referring to the Darvi, &c. Because it is 
distinctly with reference to the C'ürpa that the sentence lays down the 
Reason, in the shape of its being an instrument in the preparation of food. 
And specially as such instrumentality is not recognised in ordinary experi- 
ence, the only resource that we have, for taking the injunction to refer to 
the Darvi, &c., also, is to assume a Vedic text bringing forward an instance 
in support of the sentence in question. But for assuming such a text, the 
only ground that we can have is the apparent inconsistency of another 
direct Vedic text. (the sentence in question); and as a matter of fact, this 
apparent inconsistency cannot justify the assumption of anything more 
than what is absolutely necessary for the consistency of the Vedic text in 
question. 

Then again, the connection of the Cérpa with the Homa having been 
laid down, the mention of the properties of any other things would be no 
reason for such relationship; and hence it would be necessary to mention 
a certain quality of the C'rpa alone,—viz., its instrumentality in the pre- 
paration of the food; and on account of the proximity of the description 
of the quality to a mention of the Curpa, we "— that the description 
refers to the Curpa alone. 

* Even in ordinary parlance, we always find that when a certain property 
is mentioned in connection with a certain object, the quality is cognised, first 
of all, only as belonging to that object (as for instance in the argument ‘ Fire, 
because smoke’; the smoke which is the Reason is cognised at first, as resid- 
ing in the particular mountain only); and itis only when the corroborative 
instance comes to be cited (‘Whatever has smoke is fiery, as the culinary 
hearth’) that we come to recognise the fact that it is the. smoky substance im 
general that is meant; as otherwise, with the particular case alone, there 
could be no unified collective idea of the presence of fire (that is to say, 
unless we have an idea that wherever there is smoke there is fire, we cannot 
deduce the presence of fire from the presence of smoke). 

- In the Veda, the Reason is not cognised as appertaining to what has 
to be proved by it, either in its genuine or specific form ; the particular sort 
of relationship has always got to be assumed in accordance with Apparent 
Inconsistency. And in the case in question, we find, (1) that a definite 
particular object (the Cürpa) is distinctly mentioned, (2) any generic instru- 
mentality is not ordinarily recognised, and (3) there is no reason for reject- 
ing what is directly mentioned: and hence all the Apparent Inconsistency 
that there ean be in the case is limited to the particular case (of the Carpa 
being employed in the Homa and its being the instrument for preparing 
food); and as such it can justify the assumption of only that text whieh 
would show an instance corroborating that particular case only; because it 
would be, in the absence of this particular instance only, that the mention 
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of the Reason (with regard to the Cürpa) would remain inconsistent. On 
the other hand, if we omit to assume the fact of the Homa being connected 
with such other implements as the Darvi and the like, there is nothing, 
either directly perceived or mentioned in the Veda, that would remain 
inconsistent (for want of such an assumption). Therefore the only instance 
that we could assume would be in some such form as—‘ whichever Cürpa is 
found to be instrumental in the preparation of food, is also used in the 
offering of the Homa.' 

The inference of such a text would be what is technically known as 
the ‘ Vigéshadrshta’ Inference. For instance, even in ordinary experience, if 
the smoke that is perceived is recognised as proceeding from a particular 
grass, the fire that is inferred is also that proceeding from the burning of 
that grass, and not Fire in general; and again though the root ‘gam’ is 
generally recognised as denoting to go; yet when perceived, in the word ‘ga’ 
(cow) f.i., after the word has been found to denote the particular animal with 
dewlaps, &c., it comes to be recognised as pointing to the ‘ going” of the 
cow only, and not to that of ali moving things. Exactly in the same manner, 
inasmuch as the Reason—the Instrumentality iu the preparation of food 
—has been mentioned in distinct connection with the ‘ Çūrpa, it cannot be 
regarded as pertaining to any other things. 

Thus then, the meaning of the sentence would be this: ‘ Whichever 
Qürpa is found capable of preparing the food should be used in the offering 
of the Homa’; and any other objects, the Darvi, &c., cannot be included in 
this. For instance, when a strongly blown fire is mentioned as the Reason 
for burning, it points to the fact that, if not. strongly blown, the Fire would 
not burn, and not that the conch-shell, when strongly blown, would burn. 

Thus alone could any definite interpretation be arrived at. 

If however the ‘ Instrumentality in the preparation of food, as men- 
tioned with reference to the C'arpa, be taken as pointing to its concomitant 
—"^iz., the great genus (** Instrument in the preparation of food ") —, then, 
whatever is perceived in the world could, in some way or other, be spoken 
of as an ‘instrument in the preparation of food’; and as such, there being an 
indecisiveness (as to the Instrument really meant), the sentence could be 
iaken as referring to all the objects connected with the Homo; and hence 
the expression ‘instrumental in the preparation of food’ would be abso- 
lutely useless. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the sentence cannot be rightly 
taken as laying down a Reason; and as such we must take it as containing 
a Praise (of the Curpa as the one thing to be used in the offering of 
ihe Homo). 


ADHIKARANA (4). «o^ ` icd 
[Treating of the Mantras] © ^ — ^ 


Sutra (31). “Because the Scriptures lay down directions (for 
the use of mantras, they cannot be meant to convey any mean- 
ings)" (A). 

Finding the word ‘ Anartha’ mentioned in the Pürvapaksha in con- 
nection with the mantras, some people put forward the question of this 
Adhikarana as—‘ Have the mantras any meaning, or are they — 
meaningless’ ? 

But this is not quite the correct form of the question conside here. 
Because all words are distinctly found to convey some sort of a meaning; - 
and as such there can never be any question as to their having a meaning ; 
for instance, Fire being found to actually burn certain things, we do not 
proceed to consider whether or not it is capable of burning. As a matter 
of fact, in all cases, the potentialities of words are inferred from the effecta 
that they actually bring about; and in the case of mantras, we find that 
as soon as they are pronounced, they convey a certain definite meaning. 
Nor are the Pürvapakshas on this point capable of being answered by the 
single Stra 1—11—40. 

For these reasons, considering the above question insppsogtit the 
Bhashya lays down the question in the following form: “ Are the ‘mantras 
meant to convey a meaning, or are they not so meant" ? 

. It may be argued that for the aforesaid reasons, even this qm 
cannot be a fit object for discussion. But this is not true; because even 
the sentences that have a definite meaning, we find to be of two kinds 
(some being pronounced for the purpose of conveying some meaning, while 
others are pronounced only for the sake of the verbal expression). And 
as a matter of fact, though the utterance of the sentence, and the convey- 
ing of its meaning, always go hand in hand, yet it is possible that the 
desire of the speaker may lie in only one of these; and in this there is 
some sort of a difference between the two; for instance, when a person 
desires to express a certain fact, the utterance of the sentence comes as a 
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matter of course; whereas when he desires only to express the mere verbal 
forms of sentences, the expression of the meaning comes about only 
by the way (through the exigencies of tle force of concomitant circum- 
stances); as we find in the case of Japa, and the repetition of mantras for 
the curing of poisons. Aud hence there is an occasion for discussion on 
this point. 

Objection : “But what connection has this question got with the 
“treatment of the means of knowing Dharma” ? 

Reply: We have already considered the Péirvapaksha that the Veda 
having the sole purpose of pointing out the Actions to be performed, that 
which is not found to serve such a purpose must be concluded to be useless 
and untrustworthy ; and hence the question of the authority of the mantras 
in the matter of Dharma being only a phase of this previous Pérvapaksha, 
the answer that we have given on the former occasion would apply to this 
case also; and as such there can be no need for bringing up the question of 
the authority of the mantras. Specially as we all know that when even 
such apparently incohereut sentences as—‘ He wept and from that was silver 
produced ’—are capable of being somehow or other made out to be an 
authority with regard to Dharma, there can be no doubt with regard to 
the authority of the mantras. And hence all that we have got to consider 
now is the question of the particular uses of the mantras. ' 

That the mantras are neither Injunctions nor mere Valedictory sentences 
will be shown by the Author himself later on, when it will be pointed 
out that they cannot be Injunctions, because they have not the form of 
an Injunction ; and that they cannot be Valedictory sentences, because there 
can be no Praise of that which is laid down elsewhere. Then the only 
use that is left lies in the employment of the words of the mantras; 
and hence it is only natural to consider the question as to their being used 
for the purpose of conveying some meaning, or for that of giving evpres- 
sion to the mere words, In the case of the Sümas too, though they have 
no meanings, yet we can have a doubt as to whether they are pronounced 
merely for the sake of being pronounced, or for the sake of giving 
expression to the letters composing them. 

A question might here be asked—“ How could the Pirvapaksha ac- 
count for the use of such mantras as are not connected with any direct 
direction in the Veda (and are used only in accordance with their own 
meanings) " P 

To this, some people make the following reply: “It is with a view 
to stop the use of such mantras that the Purvapakshi proceeds to establish 
the fact of the speaker having no desire to convey any meaning by 
the use of mantras, because he knows that no one ever uses mantras 
that have no meanings. Thus it is that the sentence in the Bhashya—do 
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the mantras help by the mere utterance—which savours of being the declara- 
tion of a well-established fact—ceases to be absolutely incoherent. And 
the evil motive lurking in the mind of the Pürvapakshé is somewhat like 
this: ‘If the S«ddhànti should declare that the mantras help by mere utter- 
ance, then I shall be able to show to him that such mantras can never be 
used. And the Pérvapakshi, in the Bhashya, in pointing out the use of 
the mantra ‘ Varhirdevasadandàmi, is found to be denying the fact of the 
mantra being used on the occasion of the chopping of grass; and what hé 
means by this is to strike at the very usefulness of the mantra.” 

Or, it may be that the Piérvapaksha accepts the fact of the mantras 
being actually used, as being in accordance with the theory of persons 
knowing all about sacrifices; and hence not discussing this, it takes up 
another discussion. And as for the question—' How is it that the theory 
of persons knowing the details of sacrifices has been left aside, and its 
correctness or incorrectness has not been tested’ P—, the reason why this 
point has been disregarded is this: That the mantras are actually used is 
& fact firmly established by the mere fact of their being accepted as such by 
all the best men of the three higher castes,—exactly like the works on Smrtt; 
this fact cannot be set aside; and henceit is the very source or basis of this 
fact that we proceed to consider. And.-if the Pürvapaksha theory turns 
out to be the correct one, then, there being no other authority for the 
said fact, we shall seek for it in the Inference of Vedic texts laying 
down the use of the mantra in question; while in accordance with the 
Siddhanta theory the Indicative Power and the Context of the mantra itself 
would serve as the required authority. | 

|  OnthePÜRVAPAKSHA (A) may be expounded in the following manner. 
“That the mantras serve a distinctly useful purpose of man is pointed 
“out by the very Injunction of the study of the Veda; and hence whatever 
* ig found to be in contact with the Darca-Pérnamasa and other sacrifices, 
“ either through syntactical order or through Context, is accepted as serving a 
“useful purpose; such for instance are the sentences dealing with the 
* Praydjas, as also the forms of the mantras. Of these the former are found 
* to serve a purpose, by a distinct. pointing out of what they directly signify 
“ (vig., the performance of certain minor sacrifices) ; and hence though they 
“have certain verbal forms of themselves, they do not serve any purpose, 
* through these verbal forms. As for the mantras, however, they are found 
“to be expressing meanings, that are not of any use in the sacrifices; and 
“as such we ĉan have no need of these, so fur as their meaning is con- 
“cerned; as for the purposes of Praise, Injunction, and Remembrance, 
“these are found to be fulfilled by other means; and hence we cannot 
* but conclude that the only purpose that the mantras can serve is in the 
“ use of their mere verbal forms, as is also pointed ovt by the passages 
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“that lay down their uses. As for the Injunction of the study of the 
“Veda, this too, having its purposes fulfilled by the more proximate 
“verbal text of the mantras, cannot extend to the more distant deno- 
“tation (or meaning) of these mantras. In the case of the passages 
“dealing with the Prayajas, &c., also, though our first impression is that 
** of these also, it is the verbal text only that is to be employed,—yet, such 
*' use is concluded to be improper, when it is found that they express certain 
“facts, that are distinctly useful in the actual performance of the sacrifices. 
* No such facts, however, are found to be expressed by the mantras. Then 
“again, it is only when the verbal text is not found to be of any use that we 
“conclude the purpose of a sentence to be in what it signifies; in the case 
* of the mantras, however, we find that it is their verbal texts that serve 
“distinctly useful purposes. And even if the meaning of a sentence be 
*held to be more important than its verbal form, it is only to the word 
"that a person has to be directed first of all; because the meaning is 
“expressed after the word has been used, And hence we conclude that 
"jt is the mere verbal form of the mantra that is of use (in the per- 
“formance of sacrifices). And it is in view of these facts that we have to 
“take the following Pürvapaksha Sutras. 

“In consideration of the order of the Siddhanta Sitras, we should 
“change the order of the examples cited, from the ‘ Abhryadana’ down- 
“wards. The Bhdashya, however, has not paid any heed to the order of the 
“examples, because it was thought that the discussion would be equally 
“clear, wherever the examples might be cited, and hence he begins with 
“the mantra— Urupratha, Uruprathasva,’ &c. 

“Says the Bhashya: Just as one who has eyes, yc. And the meaning 
“of this is that though a person who has his eyes intact, yet having his 
* vision blurred by some cause or other, when he is found being led by 
* another person, the irresistable conclusion is that he does not see with his 
“eyes; and exactly, in the same manner, when a person comes across the 
“text of a mantra, though his first impression is that it has a certain mean- 
“ing, yet, as soon as he finds another sentence laying down its uses, he 
“naturally concludes that the mantra, itself, has not the capability of 
* indicating its own use; and this distinctly shows that the meaning of the 
“ mantra is tobe disregarded altogether; for if any importance were attach- 
“ed to the meaning, the use of the mantra would be indicated by the mantra 
“itself, through such a meaning. 

“ An objection is raised in the Bhashya: ‘The mantra may have the 
“character of an Arthavada,—that is to say, as a Praise of the Injunction of 
** the mantra inferred from the exigencies of its indicative Force and Context.’ 

“ The reply given in the Bhàshya is that it is not so; because Arthavadas 
* have been shown to serve the purpose of Praising only when taken along 
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* with Injunctions ; in a case however where the Injunction, whether direct 
* or inferred, appears apart from the passage in question, there being no 
“ Praise found in proximity to the Injunction itself, the necessary persua- 
“ sion is accepted as being acomplished by its own force; and as such, there 
* being no need for any other persuasive agency, no remote Praise can serve 
“ any useful purpose with regard to that Injunction. 

“ Similarly, too, in the case of the Abhryadana mantras, their very form 
* points to the fact of their being employed at the action in question; and 
* ag such the subsequent direction that * one is to hold by all the four’ is 
“useless. Even if this direction served the purpose of indicating the 
“ number ‘four’ (which is not indicated by the mantras themselves), the 
“ number thus indicated would be that which appertains to the mantras, and 
“ not. to the Action ; because the property of one thing cannot be transferred: 
“to another. The number too, not being an Action, could not be taken to be 
“laid down as an auxiliary to the Action. 

«Thuas then, the construction of the sentence would be somewhat in 
* this form: * These that are four in number, by means of these, one should 
“hold the Abhryas’; bat these were four, even before the declaration; 
* hence the assertion would be absolutely useless. And further the number 
“not being auxiliary to the principal Action, and there being no collective 
“ word, the potentiality in question would have to be accepted as appertain- 
* ing to each of the four Abhryos; and as such there would be nothing to 
* get aside the contingency of these being taken as four optional alterna- 
“ tives. 

* [n accordance with our theory, however, the peculiar transcendental 
“result being only capable of being indicated by the repetition, there 
* would be no means of ascertaining its existence, before all the four had 
* been held ; and as such, it is only proper that these four should be taken 
“ collectively. 

“In the case of the sentence—Imamagrbhnam, &oc., ityacvabhidhana- 
“ madatté,—as for the holding of the reins of the Horse and the Ass, 
“it is distinctly indicated by the exigencies of the circumstances; and 
*as such there can be no injunction for the holding of these. And as 
* for the mantra too, its use is indicated by its very form; and as such 
* the direction ?tyàgvübhidhanmmüdatte cannot be of much use. 

* An objection is raised in the Bhāshya— The direction would serve 
“the purpose of rejecting the holding of the reins of the ass.’ 

“ And the reply given is— na gaknoti parisankhyatum, parisancakshano 
“hi, &c., &e. That is to say, in the word ‘ parisankhyd,’ the prefix ‘pari’ 

“signifying rejection, the word must be taken as denoting the idea of such 
aa@igetion or exclusion ; and this idea could refer either to the holding of the 
* reins of the ass, or to il using of the mantra at such holding ; and both these 
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“alternatives are open to three objections, viz: (1) if the direction be taken 
“as an Injunction, then the said idea of the rejection would be that ‘such and 
“such reins are not keld’; and in this the Injunction would be abandoning 
“its own original meaning or purpose (of laying down the holding of certain 
* reins) ; (2) it would be necessary to bring in the meaning of another 
* sentence—that the reins of the ass are not to be held (which is not signified 
“by the sentence in question) ; (3) we would have to set aside the 
“employment of the maníra at the holding of the ass’ reins, though such 
* employment is indicated by the form of the mantra itself. When how- 
“ever, the direction is taken as indicating a certain transcendental result, 
* (as we hold) it could be taken along with anything we please, being ex- 
“actly like a blind man. In the sentence ‘ ityagvabhidhanimadatté, if there 
" were a certain definite relationship between the word ‘7ti’ and the 
“word ‘agwabhidhanim, then it could be taken as indicating the re- 
“jection (of the holding of the ass’ reins). As a matter of fact, however, 
“there is no such relationship; because all case-nouns having the pur- 
“pose of accomplishing the work of the Verb, there can be no mutual 
“relationship among themselves; and for this very reason, the sentence 
* too would be connected with the Verb only; and this is only one; and the 
“exigencies of the context and the particular transcendental result apper- 
“tain equally to both holdings (those of the reins of the horse and the 
* ass); and hence there can be no Par?sankhyà or exclusion, 

“The Bhashya sums up the whole discussion thus :—Thus we conclude 
“that the mantra, * Varhirdévasadandami,’ cannot be taken as pointing 
“to the fact of the mantra being employed in the chopping of grass. And 
“we find that the Principal Direction (laying down the procedure of 
“ the sacrifice) itself distinctly points out all mantras to be employed at the 
* Principal sacrifice; and as such having no use apart from the perform- 
«ance of this sacrifice, they could never have any connection with the 
* subsidiary Actions. Nor would there be any chance of the mantras being 
“repeated in the wrong place; because the occasion of their use is 
“fixed by the order of the context in which they occur ; and hence there 
* could be no chance of people ignoring the conditions of the sacrifices, and 
“ repeating at once the whole of the Anuvaka or Adhydya (of the Veda 
* dealing with the sacrifices). 


Sutra (32) (B) “Also, because of the fixed order of the 
sentences." 


“Tn the case of the mantra—' Agnirmürdhà, &c.,'—the sense that would 
* be got from this form of the sentence would be exactly the same as that 
* obtained, if the sentence were read as—‘ Murdhagnih, $c.' ; and as such, 
* any restriction or fixity of the order of the words would be useless (if any 
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* meaning were desired to be conveyed by the mantra). If, however, we take 
* the mantras as being repeated only with a view to a certain transcendental 
“result, following from a repetition of the words in a fixed order,—then 
“ there would be no ground for believing the same result to follow if the 
“order of the words were changed ; and as such the restriction of the order, 
“in this case, would serve a distinctly useful purpose. If it be urged that 
* there is a certain transcendental result that follows from the cognition of 
“the meanings of each of the words in the particular order in which they 
** occur in the mantra,—then (we reply that) such a result would be accom- 
“ plished by the mere repetition of the text of the mantra ; because the 
“ particular order of the cognition of the meanings of the words depends 
* upon such repetition only. 

“In a case where the restriction is found to serve a visible pur- 
‘ nose,—for instance, the restrictions of roots, affixes and compounds, that 
" we meet with in connection with such words as * Indragni,’ * Nilotpalam,’ 
«C Rüjapurushah, ‘ Oitraguh, * Nishkaugambih,’ and the like—it is only 
** proper that we should have one; as, otherwise, the words would either be- 
* come incorrect, or signify something totally different, or become absolutely 
“ meaningless. The sequence of the words in the aforesaid compounds is 
* in accordance with such rules as that—' in a Dvandva compound the word 
“that begins with a vowel and ends with the letters of the at pratyahara 
“should be placed first? (Panini II—ii—33), and the like; and hence the 
“compound ‘agnindraw’ would be grammatically incorrect; and the 
* compound ‘ Purusharajah’ would have a meaning different from that of 
** Rajapurushah’; while the word ‘ Kaugümbinih ’ would be absolutely 
* meaningless. If we meet with the word ‘ Agnindrau' in the Veda, we 
“should explain the anomaly as being a peculiarity of the Veda, or formed 
“in consideration of the fact of Agni being taken as the more important 
“deity of the two; when, however, both of them are considered to be 
“of equal importance, ‘ Indrügn?' would be the only correct form. 

“It may be urged that— in the case in question also, any change in 
“the order of the words would make the sentence lose the character of a 
“ mantra.’ But this would be the case only if no meaning were desired to 
* be conveyed by the mantra; while (if the meaning were desired to be 
* conveyed, then) inasmuch as a change in the order of the words would 
"not make any difference in the meaning of the mantra, we do not know 
‘fon what ground it could be said to lose its true character. 

'* (1) And thus the present Stra could be taken as pointing to the fact 
“of the character of the mantra being established with regard to a certain 
* sentence, on the ground of the order of the words being fixed. (2) Or, it 
“ may be taken as laying down the fact of a mantra being used at a sacri- 
“ fice in accordance with the rules laid down in a particular context, as a 


| 


MANTRAS, ; 85 


“reason for holding that no meaning is desired to be conveyed by the 
“ mantra ; because if any significance were attached to the meaning of the 
“mantra, there would be no such differentiation, in the case of the same 
“mantra, as that, ‘this belongs to one sacrifice and that to another,’ (3) 
* Or, it may be taken to mean that, inasmuch as the denotative power of all 
“ sentences—whether occurring in mantras or in ordinary parlance—is 
“the same, any such restriction as that a certain sentence is a mantra 
“cannot but have a certain transcendental result in view. (4) Or, the 
“reason propounded in the Sutra may be taken as that, inasmuch as the 
“ Deity could be thought of by such means as contemplation and the like, 
* the fact of there being a restriction that it should be done by means of 
“the mantra only, shows that this restriction is in view of a certain trans- 
* cendental result ; because as far as the visible results are concerned, there 
* appears to be no difference between the mantra and such other means as 
“contemplation and the like. | 


Sutra (33) (C) "Because of the directions pertaining to the 
learned." 


“ We find that there is an Injunction,—*' One should move about, 
* pronouncing agnid agnid’; and in connection with this it is urged that, 
“in accordance with the law arrived at inan Adhikarana of Adhyaya III, 
“ (Vide, I1I—viii—18) that an ignorant Priest is not in keeping with the 
“ injunctions of the Veda, it becomes necessary for the Priest to know the 
“ meaning of such words as ‘agnid’ and the like, before he begins the 
“ sacrifice itself ; and as such the direction accompanying these words could 
* not be taken as pointing out the meaning of these words because (as for 
“one who does not know the meaning, he is not entitled to the position of 
“the Priest; while as for the learned priest) the pointing out of the meaning 
* would be a useless repetition; and hence we conclude that the direction 
“must have been put forth only with a view to a transcendental result. 

“ Nor can it be urged that the mantra serves the purpose of reminding 
* the Priest (of the meaning of the words); because such remembrance is 
* found to be accomplished by means of the expert character of the Priest, 
" obtained from a thorough study of the Brahmanas. And as for the means 
* of manifesting this expert character, we could accept either the completion 
"of the previous action, or the duly studied Bràhmana itself, to be this 
" means ; and hence the mantras could serve no useful purpose in connec- 
“tion with this manifestation. 

“Even the particular Sanskàra (or Capability), that is held to be 
“ brought about by means of the mantras, could be none other than a certain 
“ transcendental result; and hence this dau" comes within the Pūrva- 
“ paksha itself. | 
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“ Then again, even when a meaning of the mantra is accepted, it is 
“not found capable of serving any visible purpose; so in this case also, 
“it becomes necessary to assume, in the end, a transcendental result. 
* Why then should not we assume such a one, in the very beginning, 
* holding it to follow from the mere utterance of the mantra" 


Sutra = e mere they speak of things that do not 
emish” = a 00 Do iy coo tem, PESEPOqn qutm ml 


“We find a certain mantra speaking of ‘four horns’; and certainly 
* we do not perceive any such thing, in any way connected either with 
“the Primary or the Subsidiary Sacrifices. Even though it might be 
"taken as figuratively describing certain things in connection with the 
“ sacrifice, yet as no such thing as the ‘four horns’ is found to be any 
tt object of the performance (of the sacrifice), there can be no use of 
“reminding one of such a thing. Specially as it is not quite clear when 
* and where the mantra in question is to be employed. While on the 
* other hand, it is quite clear, from the text of the mantra itself, and the 
“order of its words, that it has got to be repeated; and hence the 
s theory of the Pürvapaksha becomes duly established. 

* The mantras— Mà mà hinsth’ (‘Do not kill, &c., &c."), being laid down 
* with reference to the altar, where the offering-material is kept, cannot 
“be admitted to be uttered with any desire to convey a meaning ; because 
“such requests can never be proffered to an inanimate object (like the 
* altar); as it is absolutely impossible for the altar to ‘kill,’ it is simply 
* absurd to request it ‘not to kill.’” 


Sutra (35). "e E Reannua they are addressed to insensate 
things.” i» d. 


“We meet with such mantras as—‘ Oshadhé trüyasva' (Protect us, 
“O plant!), ‘Crrota gravanah’ (Listen, O ye stones!), which are ad- 
* dressed with the purpose of attracting attention to the action in 
* hand ; but no such attraction of insensate things is possible; nor can the 
* direction prompt men either to the protection of the animal, or to 
“the listening to the Morning Hymn; and hence if any significance is 
* attached to the meaning of these mantras, they are found to be absolutely 
“ useless.” 


Sutra (36). (F) “ Because there are contradictions in the 
signification.” — oe u ; ae 


* In the case of the Bina T E —we find 
“that the same object is spoken of both as ‘ Heaven’ and ‘Sky’; so also in 
“the mantra— Eko rudré na dvitiyo’ vatasthé,......asankhyatah sa hast yé 
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“rudrah, &c., &c., we find the same Rudra mentioned both as one and as 
“many; and these are clear cases of self-contradiction. 

* Then again, how could Aditi, & Deity, be either the Heaven or the 
"Sky? Nor can these discrepancies be explained away as mere Praise; 
* because it is only such Praises as are connected with certain Injunctions 
“ that are accepted to have any use; and as for the Praise contained in 
“the mantra, it cannot serve any — purpose; and as such we can 
* attach no importance to it." 


Sutra (37). (G) "Because there is no teaching ofthe meaning, 
as there is of the text of the mantras.” 


“Tt is a universally admitted fact that the Veda is studied for the sake 
“ of the performance of sacrifices; and as such only that part of it has 
“to be learnt by people, which is found to serve a useful purpose in 
“such performance. And as a matter of fact, we find that all revered 
“teachers learned in the Veda put forth their efforts towards the teaching, 
* to the students, of the mere Verbal Text of the mantras, and not to- 
* wards that of its meaning, though it is always in close proximity to the 
“text. And from this also we conclude that the mantras help in aie 
** performance of the sacrifice, by their mere recital. 


Sutra (38) (H) “Because their meaning is unintelligible.” 


“In the case of certain mantras, we find that the meaning of some 
“ words cannot be made out; while in others we find whole sentences 
* unintelligible. Nor can the meaning of the mantras help the sacrifice by 
‘its mere existence, if it happens to be lost sight of at the time of the 
* performance of the sacrifice. Hence we conclude that it is by its mere 
“reciting, which can always be done, that the mantra can help the 
“ performance.” 


Sutra (39). (I) "Because they speak of transient things.” 


* In accordance with the theory that the mantra is always used with 
“a view to the conveying of a certain meaning,—the mantra can only 
* point to that meaning, which belongs to it ; and we find that some mantras 
“are capable of signifying only non-eternal (perishable) things; for in- 
“ stance— What do your cows do in the Kikata country’? This mantra is 
“known to have been seen (propounded) by Vigwamitra, as is distinctly 
“ pointed out by a well-established tradition current among the students of 
“the Veda; at a certain time, he asked Indra for a gift of riches in 
“ order to enable him to perform a certain sacrifice ; and he is represented as 
“asking Indra; * Lord of the Three worlds, what are your cows doing in the 
“ Kikata country ' ?—the sense of the question being this—‘ the people of 
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“ that country are atheists, and regarding all sacrifices to be useless, they do 
“not perform any; and as such they do not milk the cows for the prepara- 
“tion of the Soma; nor do they warm the atmosphere (by the sacrificial 
“ smoke) ; and not warming the atmosphere they do not help in the bring- 
* ing of rain; therefore please carry the wealth that at present belongs to 
* Pramaganda, the king of the Kikata, to my country, the Naicagakha ; 
“(The ‘bha’ for ‘ha’ in ‘dbhara’ is a Vedic anomaly; or the word 
“< ábhara may be taken as equivalent to ‘ Vibhriht’ =fatien up for us] ; and 
` * go, * O Maghavan, fulfil this work of mine.’ [the long ‘ya’ iu ‘sandhay@’ is 
“a Vedic anomaly. | 

“If this meaning were desired to be conveyed by the mantra in 
* question, then this being distinctly found to be speaking of many tran- 
“sient objects, the Veda (containing this mantra) would come to have a 
* beginning, as composed by a human author; and this would wholly shake 
«its authoritative character. 

“ Nor can the mantra be said to have another meaning; as it is not 
* found to express any other. 

* For these reasons, we conclude that in the case of mantras, we 
* should attach no significance to the presence or absence of their meaning, 
“and must qup them as helping the performance of — by the 
* mere recitation." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (40) But there is no difference in the signification of 
sentences (in the Veda from those in ordinary parlance). 


The repetition of the mantra ending in the mere comprehension of its 
verbal text cannot, by this alone, be recognised asin any way forming 
part of the sacrifice; specially as the mere letters of the mantra, like 
the materials used, not forming part of the Procedure of the sacrifice, can- 
not be held to be comprehended by means of the Context. 

Similarly, the cognition of the meanings of the component words-also 
are wholly taken up by the indication of the meaning of the sentence 
(composed by them) ; and as such, this too cannot be said to be compre- 
hended by means of the Context. 

The only element then, that is left unutilised is the meaning of the 
sentence: and as such, it is this alone that can be regarded as pervading 
throughout the Context; and being of the nature of an action, it supplies 
an integral factor in the declaration of the method of the action; and 
thereby it attains the character of the Procedure, inasmuch as it serves to 
. remind us of that which has to be performed. 


MANTRAS, =” TN 89 


And in this case, there is no ground for assuming any transcendental 
result (as following from mere recitation). Because the only ground for 
such an assumption is the Apparent Inconsistency of something laid down 
in the Veda; and when this latter is duly justified on the ground of the 
mantra having a distinct meaning, there can be no ground for assuming 
any transcendental result to follow from it. Even when there might be 
au occasion for such an assumption, the transcendental result could be 
taken as following from a comprehension of the meaning of the sentence 
constituting the mantra, and not from the sentence itself, independently 
of its distinctly useful meaning. 

With regard to the visible and transcendental results of anything 
that has to be employed, we must bring forward evidences ; and in the 
case in question we find that the fact of the mantra having a visible use is 
borne out by the Indicative Power (Linga) of the mantra itself; whereas 
the fact of its having only a transcendental result can, at best, be supported 
by the Context alone. 

Then again, as a matter of fact, no amount of Context can rightly lay 

down the employment of a certain thing accomplishing that which it is 
absolutely incapable of accomplishing; and hence the long and short of 
the whole thing is that we should employ the manéra in the fulfilment 
. of that which is capable of accomplishing. And as for the fact of the 
mantra bringing about any transcendental results, we have no evidences 
of it, either in the Veda, or in ordinary experience. Consequently, the 
Context also would point only toa visible result for the mantra, thereby 
becoming quite reconciled with the Indicative Power of the mantra 
itself. - sí | "— 
Thus then, the usage of persons learned in the sacrifices becoming 
supported (by the mantra itself) there is no need of taking all the trouble 
of assuming any other grounds (for the usage). And hence it is only 
natural to conclude that it is the meaning of the mantra that is the chief 
factor (being of use at the sacrifice). 

An objection is raised: “It is not so: because the mere fact of a 
“certain visible result having been accomplished, cannot justify the con- 
“clusion that that is the sole use of the mantra ; specially as, if the mantra 
“does not bring about any result in itself desirable by man, the Injunc- 
“tion of the study of the whole of the Veda would become useless. Nor 
“ can it be held to be necessary to assume the usefulness of the meaning of 
“the mantra, on account of the facts urged in Saras 33, 34, and 35; and 
“when we cannot avoid the assumption of a transcendental result, in the 
" end, we must assume it to follow immediately from there repetition; for 
“ there is no reason for postponing it ; specially as the necessity of repeat- 
"ing the mantra is acknowledged by both of us; and it is this fact 

12 
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* that — rise to the assumption of the transcendental result in | ques- 
“tion.” 

To this, we make the following reply: In the performance of sacrifices, 
the only useful purpose that the mantra can serve lies in the indicating of some- 
thing auxiliary to the sacrifice. Though such auxiliaries are not capable 
of being used like the ordinary things of the world, yet the mere indication 
of the forms of these would help the performers of the sacrifice. Therefore 
we conclude that it is only those parts of the mantra—aa the words of 
address, &c., in the Vocative—that do not serve the purpose of indicating such 
auxiliaries, that can be said to be uttered, without any desire on the part of 
the speaker, to convey a definite meaning ; and this mere fact cannot justify 
us in rejecting the significance of the whole mantra; specially as there isnoth- 
ing in the world that is always of one and the same form and character. 

For these reasons, inasmuch as a theory must be in keeping with well- 
recognised facts, we must conclude that such mantras as—‘ Varhirdévasadan- 
dümi'—are always used with a desire to convey a definite meaning. 

As for the sentence ‘ta@ncaturbhiradatté (Vide Bhashya on Sütra 31) 
we offer the following explanation :— 


Sutra (41). The repetition is for purposes of qualification. 


Though the mantras are already got at by means of their own denota- 
tive power, yet the sentence in question, which lays down that ‘ the four 
mantras are to be repeated at the time of holding the reins,’ may be taken as 
laying down the number four. And hence, in accordance with the reasonings 
brought forward in connection with the passage—‘he purchases the Soma 
with an one year old cow, &oc.,'—the qualifications tend to limit one another ; 
and hence, if no collective potentiality be admitted, there could not be an 
Injunction of the holding of the reins with the mantras numbering four ; con- 
sequently it is clear that this Injunction is a direct result of the collective 
potentiality of the qualifications. 

Or, it may be that long before we proceed to assume, with reference to 
each particular mantra, a distinct Vedic direction, as indicated by the 
indicative power of the mantras themselves,—the direct declaration in 
the shape of the sentence (‘he holds it with the four mantras’) will 
have enjoined the mantras as qualified by the number four; and as such 
enjoining something not got at by other means, the sentence comes to be a ' 
pure Injunction. 

As for the pointing out of the mantras themselves, these could be 
pointed out by their own indicative power, even without the direction ; 
and as such the sentence in question could be of very little use in that con- 
nection ; consequently we take the direction to have the sole purpose of 
pointing out the number four, which is not got at by any other means. 
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Sutra (42). There is an exclusion. 


So long as the purpose of the laying down of the mantra has not been 
duly realised, and the treatmeut of the subject-matter remains deficient in 
certain points, whatever assumptions we might make, for the accomplish- 
ment of these purposes, must be accepted as having the support of the 
Veda; while when all deficiencies have been supplied, if we make the 
slightest assumption, it eannot but be absolutely without any authority. 
And we shall show later on that Indicative Power, Context, &c., have 
no authority of their own, unless they point to a direct Vedic text. 

It is with all this in view that the Bhdshya says—It is only when there 
as a sentence that the Indicative Power of Words can serve to point out the use of 
the mantra. That is to say, it is only when the Context enables to ascer- 
tain whether the mantra is to be employed in the offering of the sacrifice or 
in the holding of the reins, that the addition of tlie clause ‘ the reins of the 
horse ' can serve to restrict it. 

Says the Bhàshya : The construction of the Vedic direction is not that 
‘with the mantra one should hold, but that ‘he should hoid the reins of the 
horse’; and this refers to the relatiousbip of the verb,—no relationship 
with the noun being possible,—and not to mere relationship in general; and 
thus we conclude that the mantra is laid down as to be used, not in all 
holding, but in the holding of the horse’s reins. 

Or, it may be that what the sentence does is to bring forward the 
subsequent relationship of the noun in the Accusative case; because this is all 
that is necessary for the particular result aimed at (that is to say, the 
relationship is that of the particular Noun, and is perceived after the 
Injunction of the holding with the mantra of the reins of the horse). 

In any case the objections urged under Sutra I—ii—31 do not apply to 
our theory, if we accept the explanation thus put forward. If the direction 
contained in the Veda expressed exactly what is denoted by the mantra, 
then alone could we be subject to reproach. 

It may be urged that—‘in that case this comes to be an Injunction 
of something not otherwise got at; and as such it should not be spoken of 
as an Exclusion. But inasmuch as we speak of it in accordance with what 
it actually comes to be, the objection cannot affect us. Because in all 
cases, except where we have the word ‘ Parisankhya’ (Exclusion) itself, or 
the word ‘ Éva, the Veda does not exactly mean that it is a real Parisan- 
khyà (Exclusion) or Niyama (Restriction). Hence in the case in question 
it is an Injunction that is spoken of as ‘ Parisankhya, on account of the 
peculiar character of what it finally leads to. 

Question: * What then would be the difference among Injunction, 
Restriction and Exclusion” ? 
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Reply : An Injunction is of that which lays down something not got 
at by any other means; we have a Restriction where the thing in question 
is already got at partially; and we have an Exclusion where the thing is 
found to exist in two contrary positions. 

And thus we find that it is the Injunction itself, which, by certain 
qualifications, comes to adopt these three forms. 

For instance, (1) in a case where we find that the act in question has 
never been got at, nor is there any chance of getting at it by any other 
means but by the sentence in question, we cannot but admit it to be a pure 
order; and this is what is known as ‘Injunction’ proper; e.g., ‘ Vrihin 
prokshati.’ 

(2) In a case where it is found that apart from the sentence in question, 
the act is partially got at by other means, then the Injunction that mere- 
ly supplies the part that is wanting, serves as a restriction, and as such is 
known as * Niyama’ (Restriction) ; e.g., ‘ Vrihin. avahanti,’ where we find 
that the threshing of the corn being pointed out by the mere fact of its 
serving the purpose of preparing the rice, the mere threshing cannot be 
held to be the sole object of the Injunction, which must be taken as sup- 
plying the element that is wanting (not being got at by any other means); 
because unless this additional something were pointed out by the Injunc- 
tion, the mere preparing of the rice being capable of being accomplished 
by other means also, these other means would also come to be the objects 
of Injunction. When however, the missing element is supplied by the 
Injunction, then the preparation of the rice.comes to be only implied by 
ihe sentence secondarily, and not expressed by it directly. 

Nor can the Restrictive Injunction be taken merely as rejecting the 
other alternative (of preparing the rice by other means); because in that 
case it would be only a Parisaükhya. And the restricting of the means 
of the preparing of rice to threshing only is more proximate (to the sentence) 
than the setting aside of another alternative. So long as there was an idea 
of the rice being capable of being prepared by both means, there was no such 
restriction as that it should be done by threshing only; and hence when 
this restriction has been accomplished by the Injunction, all other alter- 
native methods fall off by themselves. And further, the Injunetion is 
not found to have been laid down after we had cognised all the methods 
of preparing rice; and as such none of these could be set aside by the 
Injunction ; for it is only that which has been cognised.to be applicable 
that can be set aside; in fact, it was prior to any such recognition that the 
person was prompted to an action; and in the prompting, the potentiality 
of the thing in question to point to many methods having been restricted, 
only one of these has been pointed out by the sentence in question; and 
as for the setting aside of the other methods, this is cognised only as a 
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necessary consequence of the former restriction ; and hence the sentence is 
not named iu accordance with this setting aside (or Exclusion). 

(3) In a ease where, prior to the direction contained in the sentence in 
question, both methods have been already coguised as applicable to the 
case in question,—and where there is a chance of both being employed,— 
we have a rejection of one of them in favour of another; and this is a 
case of Parisankhyd (Exclusion) ; e.g., the sentence already in consideration 
(‘ Agvabhidhanim, $c. ), and also in the case of the fifth alternative of the 
Grhamedhiya sacrifice. 

But in the case in question, the sentence does nob appear actually after 
both actions have been pointed out, because we have not assumed any Vedic 
direction for the holding of the reins of the ass; hence all that we mean is 
that if we had not the sentence ' i£yagvàbhidhànim, c.,' then, the mantra could 
be employed in the holding of the reins of the ass also. Specially as in the 
case of all direct assertions of the Veda, we do not take them as serving 
the sole purpose of barring the way of all assumed sentences; (that is to 
say, if it were so, then the sole use of the sentence in question would be 
in this barring, and it could not be taken as setting aside the application 
of the mantra to the holding of the reins of the ass) ; because what would 
be the use of having a sentence for à purpose (the barring of the way of 
assumed sentences) that could be served by other means? Hence for the 
sake of the Vedic sentence in question, we assume its purpose to lie in the 
setting aside of the — -- of Hery mantra to the holding of the 
Oai reinsi: te 

Thus then, taking for A for the sake of argument, the opposite 
contention, we offer the following explanation: If we had not the sentence 
in question, what would be the nature of the action performed? The 
mantra would come to be employed in the holding of the reins of the horse, 
and also in that of the reins of the ass. When however the use of the 
mantra is distinctly restricted by the sentence in question, all that we 
want to know being duly pointed out, no room is left for the assuming of 
Vedic texts laying down the common application of the mantra (to the 
reius of the horse as well as of the ass) ; and hence it comes to be definitely 
ascertained that the mantra is to be employed in the holding of the reins 
of the horse only; and thus there being no repetition, the sentence in 
question is found to serve a distinctly useful purpose. 


Sutra (43). Or, it may be an Arthavada. 


In the case of the sentence— With the mantra * O, magnificent one, 
become greatly magnified,’ he enlarges the cake,"—followed, at a certain 
distance, by the sentence, ‘by this the master of the sacrifice himself 
becomes magnified,'—though the latter, being, in a different place, cannot be 
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taken as eulogising the former injunction of the mantra, yet inasmuch 
as it is the magnifying or enlarging of the cake that forms the object 
of the Injunction, the whole sentence could be useful, only if it helped 
in persuading the agent to such enlarging; and it is in — of such 
persuasion that we have the latter sentence. s 

Objection: “ As the cake itself could not hia — — an 

enlargement (of the lump of flour), any Injunction of such enlargement 

would be absolutely useless." 

Reply: This is not necessarily the case; for if the dough happens 
to be rather loose, it would be advisable to enlarge it by the addition 
of more flour; and hence what the Injunction does is to lay down that the 
flour should be kneaded in such a way as to leave it capable of being 
increased (by the addition of more flour). And thus too, it becomes clear 
that the enlarging is to be done by the Adhvaryu priest; because the 
mantra in question, when repeated, comes to be known as ‘ Adhvaryava 
mantra,’ and thereby restricts itself to a particular agent. As for that 
which is implied by the mantra itself, inasmuch as that could not form the 
basis of any name (of the mantra), it could not by itself definitely point 
to any particular agent. Hence even though the meaning of the mantra 
could be wholly got at from itself, yet we must comprehend its meaning 
by means of one subsequent sentence. 

Thus then we find that the praising of the enlargement serves a 
distinctly useful purpose. 

Objection : “ In that case the praise of the enlargement being accom- 
plished by means of the sentence—‘ verily it magnifies the master of the 
sacrifice himself,’—the mention of the mantra would be absolutely useless.” 

Reply: Not so; because the valedictory sentence has been added with 
the sole view of praising the mantra alone; and the whole thing comes to 
this: The enlargement should be done; the mantra serves as a means of 
this enlargement ; and to the mantra are also added the words ‘uru tē 
yajnapatth prathataim’ (May your master of the sacrifice also become magni- 
fied!). And in that case, the sentence, * Verily the master of the sacrifice 
himself becomes magnified,’ comes to point out a sacrificial accessory (in 
the shape of a few words to be added to the mantra). 

The Bhàshya puts the question: ‘Is this then the sole purpose of the 
sentence’ (‘ Yajynapatimava, §c.’) ?—and answers it in the negative ; because, 
as a matter of fact it serves the purpose of praising, in accordance with the 
rule laid down in the Stra IV—iii—1. And though in the case in question, 
on account of the mantra being laid down as au Instrument (in the enlarging 
of the cake) we assume the fact of the master of the sacrifice being magni- 
fied to be the result following from the said enlargement, yet that which is 
described in the Brahmana cannot but be regarded as a Praise. - Specially as 
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the mantra also, having its use pointed ont by the indicative power of its 
own words, cannot, by itself, pointto a Result. Anything, of which the 
use is pointed out by the Instrumental case-ending, cannot but be taken as 
bringing about a particular result, ns otherwise any employment of it 
would be wholly inexplicable (apparently inconsistent). Whereas a text 
whose existence is inferred from the indicative power of certain words in 
the mantra stands in need of the mention of an Action, and as such comes 
io be recognised as to be used merely in the pointing out of the Action. 
Consequently, even a mantra that is so inferred should be taken as a Praise, 
consisting of the description of the principal result (following from the 
action in question). 

The Bhashya raises the question: ‘ How is it that the sentence in ques- 
tion uses the word prathayati, when there is no real prathana (increase) ' ? 

To this question an objection is raised: “ To which prathana does this 
“ question refer ?—(1) to the prathana of the cake that forms the object: 
“of the Injunction, or (2) to the prathana of the master of the sacrifice, 
“mentioned in the Arthavüda ? In both cases, the question is not 
“quite proper; because, (1) as for the prathana of the cake, inasmuch 
* as it is directly enjoined, there can be no question with regard to it; 
* amd secondly, the question could not be taken as referring to the 
“ prathana of the cake; because the reply that the Bhdshya gives to 
“the question is that—' the existence of the prathana is pointed out by 
“the mantra itself’ ; while as a matter of fact, we find that the prathana 
“of the cake is not so pointed out,—it being an entity in itself; and as 
“such the reply would be altogether irrelevant. (2) If again the question 
“ be taken as referring to the prathana in the Arthavada—the question being 
“just like the question with regard to the Arthavada (‘ He wept ’)—‘ How 
* when there is no actual weeping, &c., &c.' P—in that case too, the reply that 
«is given would be totally incoherent ; because the mantra being employed 
* by the Adhvaryu priest in the prathana of the cake, the prathana is dis- 
“ tinctly found to be connected with the cake, and not with the master of 
“the sacrifice. Therefore the passage containing the question cannot be 
“accepted as a part of the Bhàshya and must be regarded as an inter- 
“ polation.” 

But as a matter of fact whichsoever of the two alternatives be accepted, 
there is no incoherence in the question. (1) Granted that the prathana 
questioned about is that of the cake; we find that the procedure adop- 
ted by some sacrificers is that they employ the mantra in describing the 
cake, after it has been enlarged ; and it is one of these sacrificers that puts the 
question from his own standpoiut—* how is it that one enlarges the cake with 
the mantra, before the enlargement has been accomplished’? And the 
answer that is given half admits the contention,—it being, that ‘on 
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account of its being pointed out by the mantra’: that is to say, inasmuch 
as the enlargement, being an already. accomplished fact, could not be per- 
formed with the mantra, all that the mantra does is to describe it as an 
accomplished fact. 

Or, it may be that in the case of all objects, the operations of the 
Prompter are always preceded by those of the Prompted ; and the same must 
be the case with words also. So in the case in question, the enlargement has 
been said to be enjoined, for the sal of the — of - -— 
of the Praise. | 

* On this, the: following. — is — = No sein Injunctions is 
* possible; because there can be no object of Injunction in this ease. If 
* we had any cognition of the action of the Prompter, then alone could 
“it refer to an Injunction; but as a matter of fact no action of the 
* Prompted being mentioned, no action of the Prompter can be cognised ; 
“and hence, as unless the expression ‘should sacrifice’ has been pronounc- 
“ed, we do not make use of the words, ‘he sacrifices,’ so in the case in 
* question, so long as the (prompting) words ‘should enlarge’ have not 
* been uttered, we cannot say ‘he enlarges’; nor have we any Injunction— 
hii in the form that ‘the cake should be enlarged,’ or that: * the 

* mantra should be employed in its enlargement'; and in the absence of 
* such an LP iE the declaration *enlarges' must be regarded as an 
» absurdity." 

It is this declaration that is justified in the reply given in the 
Bhàshya : ‘on account of its being pointed out by the mantra.’ That is to 
say, the Injunction is contained in the Brahmana words ‘he enlarges,’ 
which contain the opening words of the — that express the action 
of the prompted (man). 

Says the Bhàshya—' He who utters the words be enlarged enlarges the 
cake’; and this simply shows that all that the Adhvaryu priest does is to 
fulfil the making of the cake. 

Though another reply that was possible was that the word can very 
easily accomplish the functions of the Prompter, even without making 
any mention of the action of the Prompted, whose activity is taken for 
granted,—yet the Bhashya has spoken of the fact of the priority of the 
mention of this latter, because of the richness of the materials for replying 
that it had at its command. 

(2). Or, the question may be taken as referring to the enlargement of 
the master of the sacrifice,—the sense of the question being that ‘all Praise 
having some sort of a basis, either in fact, or in mere words, what sort of a 
basis has the Praise in question got’? And the reply given is that the 
Praise is based upon what is described in the mantra. 

The assertion that ‘the Adhvaryu priest addresses the mantra to the 
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cake' does not refer to the actual enlargement of the cake ; but what it 
means is simply that the priest addresses the cake—' May the master of 
your sacrifice become magnificent. The particle ‘iti’ after ‘prathasva’ 
too is used in the sense of etcetera, and not as pointing to the mere word 
‘ prathasva,! The sentence—' He who says become magnificent,’ &c., means 
that ‘He who says may your sacrificer be enlarged’; the meaning of the 
sentence thus comes to be that—' one who says may the sacrificer become 
magnificent thereby actully makes him magnificent ’;—this meaning being 
got at by means of indirect (or figurative) indication. 

Or, the word 'prathayati' may be explained in its direct original 
sense of ‘speaks of the enlargement’; and thus it is upon this mention of 
enlargement that. the Praise may be said to be based. 


Sutra (44). The Assumption is not incompatible. . 


It has been urged (under Stra 32) that the utterance of the mantra 
ean have only a transcendental result. And for one who holds this view, it 
would be necessary to assume an altogether different transcendental result, 
that would follow from the particular order of the words in the mantra ; 
and inasmuch as we could also assume such a result to follow from the 
particular signification of the mantra, there can be no incongruity in this 
assumption. 

The same reasoning applies to the argument based (in the same Sutra) 
upon the fact of only certain sentences being recognised as mantra (as 
apart from other sentences having the same meaning). That is to say, 
even though there are other means of expressing the same meaning, it is 
only the particular form of a sentence that is recognised as a mantra. 
Yet the leaving off of the other means, (and the employment of the par- 
ticular mantra) could be assumed to bring about a definite transcendental 
result. And hence it is established that the mantras are meant to convey 
a certain meaning. 


Sutra (45). In reference to the directions (relating to the 
mantras), there can be no objection based upon the reproach 
attaching to the action (of signification); because it serves the 
purpose of purification. 

It has been urged under Sūtra 33 that, in the case of the sentence— 
* Agnid agnid viharét ’—there can be no significance of the mantra, because 
in that case it would express only what is expressed in the direction, which 
would be absurd; and that for this reason, the action of signification 
(with regard to the mantra) cannot be admisible. 

But this objection is not applicable ; because the direction in question 
serves the purposes of purification. That is to say, though the significa- 
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tion of the mantra is duly comprehended at the time that it is studied,» 
yet, inasmuch as the idea obtained at that time is not capable af continuing 
in the man’s mind, till the time when he is going to perform a certain 
sacrifice, it becomes necessary for him to recall what has been learnt before ; 
and what the direction does is to point out that the mantra alone is to be 
employed as the means for recalling that idea. 

_ Or, we may explain the clause ‘ sanska@ryatvat’ in the following manner: 
If the comprehension of the mantra had remained permanent, there would 
be no room for any directions ; in the case in question however, it is only 
2 slight impression of the former comprehension that remains in the mind ; 
and as such there is an occasion for a full manifestation of this impression, 
by means of the idea produced by the gaid direction; and hence the 
mantra cannot be regarded as meaningless. 


Sutra (46), The significant manfra is an Arthavada. 


The sentence ‘four horns, &oc.,' serves, through a Metaphor, to eulogise 
the sacrifice; and as such serves the purpose of encouraging the sacrificer 
at the time of the performanee. 

The mantra is employed in regard to the Butter, of the Hoty priest, 
in connection with the Vishuvat Homa; and inasmuch as (1) this Homa 
is related to Agni, and (2) the Day has the Sun for its Deity—it is Agni 
that is praised in the shape of the Sun. 

Thus then the “four horns” refer to the four parts of the Day ; the 
* three feet" to the three seasons, Winter, Summer, and the Rains; “ two 
heads ” =the two half-yearly periods ; “ seven hands " is meant as a praise 
for the seven horses of the Sun ; “ thrice bound ” refers to the three offering- 
times (morning, midday, and evening); “ Bull (vrshabha)" serves to 
eulogise the Sun as the cause of rain (vrshi?) ; “cries (roraviti)" refers to 
thunder; and the Sun, being known to all the world is spoken of as ** the 
Great God, who entered into all living beings”; and the meaning of this is 
that in serving the purpose of encouraging men He entered into their 
hearts. 

In this way then, the mantra is found to serve the purpose of recall- 
ing certain means of accomplishing a certain Dharma. 


Sutra (4T) On account of the expression being figurative, 
there would be no contradiction. 


It has been urged under Stra 36, that in such mantras as * Aditi is 
Heaven,’ we find a certain contradiction of facts. But the fact is that the 
sentence does not actually mean that Aditi is Heaven itself; all that is 
meant by it 1s the mention of Aditi; and the attribution of several proper- 
ties to this Aditi is with a view to the praise of that deity ; and the rela- 
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tionship of the two may be explained through figurative interpretation ; 
just as in the case of the Adhikarana on ‘Audumbara.’ (Adh. I, Pada iii). 


Sutra (48). The fact of (the learning of the meaning of 
mantras) not being mentioned in the sentence laying down the 
study of the Veda is due to the fact of (such knowledge) not having 
any connection (with the actual performance of sacrifices). 


Though the idea combated in this Stra has not been brought forward 
in the Pürvapaksha, yet, inasmuch as it is quite possible that it may be 
brought forward, the Stra offers an explanation of it. If, at the time of the 
study of the Veda, the mention of the meaning were of any use, then it 
would certainly have been mentioned in the Injunction; but as a matter of 
fact, such is not thé case; as it bears no connection with the actual perform- 
ance of sacrifices. And as for the getting up of the meanings (in the 
same way as the text is got up), this is not enjoined, because, the ascertain- 
ing of the meaning of a mantra, being like the ordinary acts of wash- 
ing, &c., is a much easier affair than the getting up of the mantra itself. 


Sutra (49). Moreover, there is an ignorance of really existing 
(meanings). 

It has been urged under S#tra 38, that the meaning of some mantras 
cannot be made out. But this is scarcely true ; because as a matter of fact, 
there is always a certain meaning present; and itis only when there is a 
certain diserepancy in the understanding of the man that he fails to com- 
prehend i. ^ 

The means of getting at the meanings of mantras are the following : 
(1) The use of the mantra, (2) the Context, (3) the particular hymn in which 
it occurs; (4) the Deity to whom it refers, (5) the Rsk: who propounded it, 
(6) such explanatory works as Nigama, Nirukta, Vyakarana, and the like. 
And the only reason why all these are kept up is that they help us in get- 
ting at the true meanings of mantras. 

And just as in the case of Grammar, as it always refers to well known 
"words, such agencies as those of ‘delesion,’ ‘ modification,’ d&c., are 
brought in only as means to an end (the explanation of already existing 
forms of words); and yet ignorant people think that Grammar creates 
new words by these means ;—so in the same manner, in the case in question, 
in the matter of the comprehension of the meaning of eternal sentences 
(composing the mantras), the mention of the names of the Rskis who 
propounded them,—though appearing to deprive the mantra of its eternal 
character—only serves as the means of getting at their real meanings. 

Then again, (1) we find that, while explaining a certain sentence, people 
‘often adopt the plan of speaking of the words as intelligent beings, and then 
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attributing to them certain functions of signification,—as when they say ‘this 
word says this while that word says something else’ and so forth; (2) and also 
when explaining a discussion, the two opponents are only assumed for the 
sake of a clear exposition of the two sides of the question; exactly of 
the same kind is the assumption that a certain mantra was propounded 
by such and such a Rshi. 

Or, it may be that the mantras were actually uttered by these Rshis ; 
but that does not mean either that they were composed by them, or that 
ihey were not known to other people and were brought out by them; 
but the fact is that, just as even now-a-days when a man wishes to say 
something, in order to strengthen his assertion, he quotes some old saying 
or verse instead of expressing the same idea in his own words,—so in the 
same manner, in the case in question, Bhrgu and other Rshis learned in 
the Vedas and having their minds fully saturated with Vedic sayings, 
quoted certain significant mantras, with a view to express their own 
thoughts, in their ordinary parlance, instead of framing their own sentences ; 
and it is owing to this that at present we come to take the mantras 
as inseparable from such meanings (as were expressed secondhand by 
these mantras); and it is thus that they come to be connected with non- 
eternal facts, &c.; and the recalling of the name of the Kshi is only with 
& view to show that the idea expressed is supported by authority. 

In connection with this, people relate a story to the effect that a certain 
Rshi, Bhütanca by name, in order to conquer old age and death, addressed 
the Hynns ‘ Srnyéva, &c.,' to the Acwins; and as towards the close of the 
Hymn, we find the words * Bhūtānço Cwindh Kamamapré,’ this shows 
that the Hymn was addressed by the Rshi Bhütanga to the Acwins. And 
as for the words themselves, ** Srnz’’=those that are driven by the Srni 
or the goad,—viz. : elephants; the broad *à' (in Srinya) is a Vedic form 
of the dual; *jarbhari' = having all the right parts of the body engaged in 
striking ; ‘ turpharz' — killing ; *naitüshan' fighting; or 'turphari naità- 
shan’ =striking and killing like fighting soldiers; * parpharika’ — bril- 
liant ones ; ‘udanyatih’ =the cátaka birds born during the rains ; *jémanau' 
= having plenty of water (jémana, which has the possessive force) ; and the 
sense is that, just as these birds are intoxicated on obtaining water, so in 
the same manner, these are ‘ madéra ’=intoxicated ; and may these two 
make one 'jarüyu marayu ;’ i.e., free from old age and death. "Thus the 
purport of the whole sentence comes to be this: ‘The Acwins—who strike 
at their enemies and kill them, as if they were two elephants urged by the 
. goad,—and though thus striking, they shine with beneficence; and being 
intoxicated with wine, justas the cataka birds are with water,—may these 
Acwins free me from old age and death ! ' 

The Hymn beginning with ‘ Amyak sātah’ proceeded: from the Rshi 
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Agastya; and he addressed it to Indra, with a view to obtain the wealth 
of immortality ; hence it is that in the following verse, we find the asser- 
tion—‘ May you, Indra, give us that wealth. And it is in the light of this 
sentence that the verse in question should be taken. The verse, then, is 
found in the Hymn addressed to the Maruts, recited on the second day of 
the Chandomat ; and the word ‘ amyak’ = companion, S formed from the 
indeclinable ‘ama,’ (the same that is found in the word ‘ amatya’) ; hence 
*amyaksü ' —amà (saha) ancati, ie. that which lives together; * Hshti* 
=a weapon thrown by the hand ; ‘asmé’=for us; 'san&mi ' — ancient ; 
' abhram ' — water, the Maruts; 'junanti'—sprinkle; *agnigcit' brings for- 
ward asimile; ‘atasé’=dry grass; ' eugukvàn' — burnt; and ‘ just as the 
water gets at the island, so do you get at the foodstuffs.’ When taking the 
sentence as a whole, the first word is to be taken with the third, and the 
second with the fourth ; and the pronoun ‘sa’ implies a corresponding * yat,’ 
in the third foot of the verse ; the meaning being that ‘ that which appears 
like Fire among dry grass, such a weapon of yours, your constant companion, 
extremely dear to you, has become ours, through your kindness; and those 
that sprinkle water in the form of rain, and hold all foodstuffs, as the water 
holds the island, these, being your dear friends, have become ours ; and thus 
having become like us please impart to us your immortality.' 

The Hymn ‘ kaya, &c., is also addressed to Indra, the meaning being— 
by a single effort, i.e., all at once, Indra drank, the ‘ sarünsi'—the vessels 
filled with Soma; * Kanuka’=desirous, the word being a Vedic modification 
of the word ‘ Kümuka, while the broad * à' indicates the particular case- 
termination; or the word ‘Kanuka’ may be taken as synonymous with 
: Kantakani, &oc., that have jeun mentioned in the Nirukta as synonymous 
with it. 

Thus then in the case of all -— it being found to 7 qi possible 
for learned people to get at their meanings even though they may not be 
generally known, yet there is nothing incongruous in the acceptance of 
these meanings in the Veda. And as such the fact of mantras having 
certain definite meanings cannot be denied. 


Sutra (50). The presence of the mention of transient things 
has already been explained. 


That is, under the Sutra I—i—31. The Master of the Sacrifices is 
always the petitioner, and Indra the person appealed to; and as for the 
word ‘ Kikata,’ though it is the name of a country, yet this country is not 
transient; or the word may be taken as synonymous with ‘ Krpanàh' (Misers) 
that exist among all people. ‘‘ Pramaganda”’ is the name of the usurer; be- 
cause such a one gives away in the hopes of getting back more in return 
(which is signified by the parts of the word ‘ pramaganda’), *' Nicacak- 
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hah ” =the impotent man; and the wealth that belongs to him is “ Naiçã- 
£ükha " ; and ‘as this wealth is of use in sacrifices, while they themselves 
do not perform any, therefore please make over all that wealth to me. The 
rest is clear enough. 


= Sutra (51). The teaching through expressive power shows 
that the mantra has the same meaning. 


In the sentence ‘ Agnéyydgnimupatishthaté,’ the fact of the word 
< Agnéyi’ pointing out Agni to be its Deity, through the indicative 
power of the word, distinctly shows that the mantra itself is capable of 
pointing to Agni. That is to say, the nominal affix in *agneyi' is one 
that is possible only when the compound means 'that whereof the Deity 
is Agni;’ and again it is a well recognised fact that that object (or Deity) 
which is directly pointed out by the mantra, is its own Deity; and the 
fact of the mantra belonging to any particular Deity cannot be established 
by the mere mention of the name of that Deity, in the mantra; for 
instance in: à mantra that is well known to belong to a single Deity, even 
though the names of many Deities may be present, yet that does not make 
the mantra pertain to these deities, And we cannot ascertain which Deity 
is directly expressed by the mantra, unless this latter be admitted to have 
& certain — and aaa also the mantras shi be vadit 
meaningless. ^ 


Sutra (52) So also is the Uha. 


As for an instance of dha, in the case of the sentence ‘the Mother 
grows not,’—as the growing of the age and fatness, &c., of the body of the 
mother is an apparent fact, it cannot be rightly — and hence, in 
Accordance with the rule laid down under Sitra Tita it is concluded 
that the denial of growth refers to the Word. But in case of the word, 
there can be no such growth as fattening, &c.; consequently the word 
t growth ' is taken in the general sense of ‘ more material ; ' and accordingly 
the denial is concluded to be that of the Dual and Plural numbers of the 
word. And such a denial is possible only when the sentence in question 
has a meaning, which points to the possibility of the mother, &c., of all 
animals being taken up, as also to the cognition of the presence of the 

* growth’ of other words. 
Though in the case of the Mother, Father, &c., these words being 


relative terms, and thereby pointing to their relatives, the difference. 


among them would be established by the difference among their respective 
relatives themselves, and as such there can be no &ha in this case;— 
yet, inasmuch as it is a well recognised fact that there can be no wha in a 
ease which is amenable to a definite law, while there is an 4ha in cases not 
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amenable to any law, it is clear that in the case in question, a certain 
meaning must have been desired to be conveyed by the sentence. For 
otherwise, all the particular transcendental results would follow from the 
same word without its being in any way modified. 

So also the sentence—*' tvam hi agné prathamé manotü, &c.,' shows that 
though the animal may be dedicated to another Deity, the Manotà hymn 
to be employed must be that which is sacred to Agni; and this meaning of 
the sentence would be possible only when the hymns sacred to other Deities 
—Vazyu for instance—could be pointed out by Üha. 

So also in the sentences ‘usränāäm méshünüm, &c., the mention of the 
various animals—which are really pointed out by Uha only—could not but 
have been with a desire to convey a definite meaning. Otherwise, there 
would be two distinct transcendental results—one following from the rejec- 
tion of the original word, and another from the assumption of another. 


Sutra (53). So also are the Injunctive words. 


In the Brahmanas we find certain Injunctions, which very often make 
mention of the parts of certain mantras by means of synonymous words ; 
and this also shows that the mantras express a definite meaning. For if um 
had no meanings, such Injunctions would be absolutely meaningless, 

For these reasons it must be admitted that the mantras are always used 
with a desire to convey a definite meaning. 


Thus ends the Second Pada of Adhyaya I. 


PADA III. 


TREATING OF THE SMRTIS. 


—— Q-—— 


ADHIKARANA (1). — Bos 
Authority of the, Smrtis. 


Sutra (i). “Dharma being based upon the Veda, all that is 
not Veda is to be disregarded." 


We have already established the usefulness, with regard to Dharma, 
of the Veda, consisting of Vidhis (direct Injunctions) Arthavadas (vale- 
dicts passages), and mantras. We now proceed to consider the case. of 
the Smrtis, of whose meaning and limits we are fully cognisant, as com- 
posed by such human authors as Mann and the rest,—and also the case of 
established Usages, not so compiled. And as there can be no discussion with- 
out a concrete example, we take up the Smrtis relating to the “ Ashtaka,” 
which is mentioned in the works of Manu and others ; and upon this we pro- 
ceed with the consideration of their authoritativeness or otherwise (with re- 
gard to Dharma). 


Note.—' The propriety of introducing this discussion here is explained in various 
ways: (1) We can form no idea of the authority of the Veda, until we have fully 
understood it in all its bearings; and as it is only by the help of the Smrtis and 
established Usage that it can be so understood, it is only right that the nature of these 
should be investigated. (2) Finding Smrtis and Usage to serve as authorities for 
Dharma, we might take exception to the conclusion arrived at, under Sütra 2, Pada I, 
that the Veda is the sole authority for Dharma; and in order to guard against this, 
it is to be shown that these are also based upon the Veda from which alone they derive 
their authority. (3) The subject-matter of this Philosophy has been declared to be 
the “Investigation of the nature of Dharma;” and after the authority for Dharma, 
in the shape of the Veda has been fully dealt with, it is only right that the nature of 
its other authorities should be considered. 

The consideration of the Smrtis precedes that of the “ Né@madhéya’’ (which is a 
portion of the Veda) because the latter do not in any way affect the former, though 
the former do at times help in the full comprehension of the latter. 
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The reasons for doubt as tothe authoritativenessor otherwise of these are 
thus explained: Inasmuch as these Smrtis are dependent (upon human 
authors), we conclude that their authority is not self-sufficient ; and as for 
the absolute falsity (or untrustworthiness), this is set aside by the firmness 
(of popular acceptance and trust in them). To explain—The Smrtis of 
Manu and others are dependent upon their memory ; and memory depends 
for its authority upon the truthfulness of its source; consequently the au- 
thority of not a single Smrti can be held to be self-sufficient, like that of 
the Veda. And inasmuch as we find them accepted, as authoritative, by an 
unbroken line of respectable people learned in the Vedas, we cannot con- 
clude them to be absolutely false either. And hence, it is only natural, 
that there should be a doubt on the point. 

On this question then, we have the following :— 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“The authority of the Smrtis cannot be accepted ; because it is only 
“ the cognition of some previous cognition that is called Smrti or Remem- - 
“ brance; and hence we can never consider it true, in the absence of such 
“ previous cognition. 

“To explain further: As a matter of ordinary experience, we find 
“that all remembrances appear with reference to objects that have been 
* previously cognised by Sense-perception, or some other means of cogni- 
“tion, and being always similar to this previous cognition, strengthen © 
“the idea of the object cognised. Now, we have already proved (in the 
“ Tarkapüda) that Sense-perception and the other means of right notion 
“do not apply to the notion of the capability of such actions as the 
““Ashtaka and the like, to "r ne ho e results, like 
* Heaven, &c. | 

* As for Verbal a too, though we find such authority (in 
"the Veda) for the Agnihotra, &c., we cannot find any texts in support of 
* the Ashtakà ; and as for the Medo of a Verbal Authority, inasmuch 
“as the object is not cognised by Sense-perception, such an assump- ` 
“tion would be a remote (and a far more complicated) operation than 
“ the assumption of a Dharma, without any such authority. To explain - 
“further: Sense-perception is the only means of knowing such texts; and — 
“if even when not so known, such an authority be assumed,—it would be 
“ far more reasonable to assume a Dharma, without any authority at all. | 

“ Nor can Inference help us in the assumption of a Direct Vedic In- 
“junction for the Ashtaka ; because Remembrance is not invariably con- 
“ comitant with such Direct Injunction ; nor do we know of anything else 
“that (being so concomitant) could lead to the Inference thereof. Just 
“as there is no inferential mark to prove the existence of Dharma (as hag 
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“ been explained in the Tarkapada, Ch. on Inference), so, for the same rea- 
* sons, we cannot have an Indonesia ree us to wed Leesa texts vit. re- 
“gard to the Ashtaka. | | l 2 

* Nor can we get at such Vedic a Tw: means of "Verhal mo 
* either eternal or produced; because we can have no confidence in any 
* newly produced Verbal Assertion; and as for an eternal assertion, no 
“such is possible (with regard to the Smrti, which is itself not eternal). 
* Though such texts, being amenable to Auditory perception, may be 
“capable of having their existence supported by human assertions, yet, 
“ inasmuch as human assertions are found to abound in deception, we can- 
“ not have.any confidence in them ; and as such cannot admit of the texts, 
“on the sole authority of these. Even at the present day, we find many 
* people declaring certain facts to be supported by the Scriptures, though 
“asa matter of fact, there is no such support. 

* Consequently people who have often been put into trouble by deceit- 
* ful people naturally have grave doubts as to whether Manu actually 
* found a Vedic text laying down the Ashtaka, &c,, and hence declared his . 
* Smrti to be based upon the Veda, or that without having found any such: 
* text, he only made the declaration, in order to inspire confidence in his- 
“assertions. And the mere fact of there being such a suspicion sets 
“ aside the authoritative character of the Smrtis. 

* And as for the Veda itself, this being eternal, can never set about 
“ pointing out a basis for the Smrtis, that have a beginning in time. - 
“ The mantra, &c., themselves can never serve as such bases ; because these 
“are devoid of any direct Injunction; nor can they point to any other 
“ reasonable basis, because they have other functions to perform. — 

* Nor do we find a total accord amongst the many compilers of the 
* Smrtis; themselves ; and hence on the mere strength of human assertions, 
* we cannot accept the Smrtis to be based upon previonaly cognised Vedic 
* texts. 

* Nor do we know what, sort of Vedie text these adis really came 
“ across ; we find that by the Arthavada and other such supplementary texts, 
“ many people have been led astray (e.g., the author of the Kalpasutras, Vide 
“ Adh. III). That is to say, if we were absolutely certain that Manu had | 
“ actually found Vedic texts in the proper form of Direct Injunctions, then 
s - We said assumption would have been possible; but as a matter of fact, 

‘even at the present day we find many people being led astray, by the- 
“ Arthavada passages, which have entirely different signidaations Gaia are 
“ mistaken as being Direct Injunctions). 

* And hence we have our wouspigiong with regard to Manu and othan 
“ also, — ; 
“ And as for "m m of ilie authority of "T -— imd "pon P. 
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contained in such portions of the Veda as have been lost to us, such on - 
“assumption would be like a case meant to be supported by the evidence 
* of a person that is dead ; and if such an assumption were accepted, people 
“would be assuming such an authority for anything that they liked. 

“ For these reasons we conclude that Vedic support for the Ashtaka is 
“not cognisable by Verbal Authority. 

* As for Analogy, it can have no application in the case of an object . 
* that has never been perceived, and an object similar to which has never 
“been recognised ; and as such, it cannot be the means of cognising a Vedic 

“ support for the Ashtakā. 

“ Though Apparent Inconsistency might be held to give an idea of such 
** Vedic support, yet such Inconsistency could be equally urged in support 
“of the untrustworthy character of the Smrtis; inasmuch as mistakes 
“are not impossible. If the Smrtis (Remembrances) were not possible 
* without an assumption of the Veda, then alone could they be accepted as 
“having a right basis (through Apparent Inconsistency) ; but as a matter 
“of fact, Remembrance is often found to be based upon (such untrust- 
“ worthy sources as) Dreams, &c.; hence finding the ground of the said In- 
* consistency not absolutely true, either Apparent Inconsistency or Inference 
“cannot be rightly brought forward (as giving rise to an idea of Vedic 
“ support for the Smrtis). 

“ Thus then such Vedic texts being found to be amenable to Negation 
"only (i.e, being found to be non-existing), though there may be other 
“ sources or supports (for the Smrtis), yet inasmuch as we do not find any 
* such support as we should like to — we conclude them to be absolutely 
“ baseless (and devoid of authority). - 

* Says the Bhàshya (in opposition to the above argumenta) : * Those 
“ who know a certain action to be fit for being done, how could they declare it 
“ to be incapable of being done ? And the meaning of this is that those who 
“know a certain action as fit to be done in a certain manner, and as leading 
* to a particular result,—or (simply) those who know the action as capable 
“of being performed,—knowing this, how could they, only for deluding us 
" say that it ought not to be done? Though it may be urged that one who 
* declares it as fit to be done may be different from one who declares it to 
“be unfit,—yet, how is this difference possible ? For, in any case, we have 
“a due comprehension of the Smrti, only when we know that the pro- 
“pounder knew and remembered it thus (the two factors belonging to 
"one and the same person). Or, the passage in the Bhashya may be 
‘ (better) explained thus: If Manu and others, knew a certain action (f.i, 
“ the Ashtakà) as not fit for being performed, how could they declare it to be 
“ fit for being performed, and thereby lead astray the people of the present 
* day, who have done them no harm ? ' 
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.* Says the Bhashya (in reply to this intermediate objection) : Because 
“of the impossibility of remembrance. The notion (of Ashtakà) that the 
* people later than Manu have cannot be said to be a Remembrance, because 
* they have never cognised it before; so, in the case of Manu also, if any 
* means of recognising it previously were possible, then there could be a 
“remembrance of it; and not otherwise (but we have already shown that 
“ none of the recognised means of right notion is applicable to the case; 
= “and hence we conclude that no remembrance was possible even for Manu). 

* [Says the Bhàshya, in answer to the question—' Knowing it to 
* be unfit for being done, how could Manu delude people by declaring the 
* Ashtakü as fit to be performed ?’|—A barren woman may declare that 
* a certain thing was done by her grandson; and then subsequently recalling 
“ the fact that she had no daughter, she could never believe her former assertion 
“ to be true; and to this an objection is raised: ‘How is it that the Bha- 
* shya has left off the Son or the Daughter, and cited the Grandson as an 
“example ?' The reason for this is the similarity of positions. That is 
“to say, Manu stands in the place of the Father, his previous cognition 
*stands in the place of the Son or the Daughter, and his remembrance 
* stands in the position of the Grandson ; hence (the sense of the Instance 
“is that) just as the woman having thought of the absence of the Daugh- 
* ter, concludes her remembrance of her grandchiid to be a mistake,— so, 
"in the same manner, Manu could conclude his remembrance (of the 
* performability of the Ashtak@) to be a mistake, when he would find that 
“it could never be cognisable by Sense-perception or any other means 
* of right notion (and as such there could be no incongruity in the fact of 
* his having, under a misconception, laid down the Ashtaka).’ 

* Says the Bhashya (in answer to the above arguments) : ‘Just as there 
“being an unbroken remembrance with regard to the Veda (it is considered 
“authoritative, so could the same ground be urged in favour of the Smrtis).’ 
“ [And though this argument refers to the Verbal text of the Smrtis, yet 
* the opponent takes it as applying to an unbroken remembrance of their 
Ber tin m and proceeds to reiterate the fact of there ii no basis 
* for them] : 

“The case of the Vedaii is neta Ps different T that of sita Pe it 
“is amenable to direct Sense-perception ; and hence having by its means 
“ cognised its existence in another person, exactly as one would cognise the 
" existence of the jar at a certain place, people learn it from him, 
"and then remember it: and others cognising it as thus remembered, 
“ get it up in their turn, and give it to others, who go on doing the same; 
"and so the process has gone on eternally; and as the remembrance 
“of every individual is preceded by a rightful cognition of it, there is 
“no want of proper basis in this case. All that is solely dependent upon 
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* the usage of experienced people, is the fact that the texts thus learnt and 
“ remembered are named Veda; but even prior to the recognition of the 
* name, people directly perceive it to be something entirely different in 
“character from other things, and (in the case of a particular Veda as 
“being learnt by a particular student) different from the other Vedas, 
“in the form of the Jgveda (for instance) as consisting of mantras and 
“ Brahmanas different from all other things. The names of all these are 
“ eternal; and by means of these, whenever, subsequently, they come to be 
“cognised, they are cognised by direct Sense-perception, as we have 
* already proved. 

“In the case of the Ashtaka, on the other hand, even when it is 
“seen as being performed by another person, and this performance 
“is cognised by Direct Sense-perception), there is no such basis for 
“any idea of its having a causal potentiality (in leading the performer 
“ to Heaven), like the action of the potter (which is actually seen to 
* result in the ready made jar). If it be the mere form of the Ashtaka 
* that was remembered by Manu, then other people would also have re- 
'* membered it, on having seen it with their eyes, like the ordinary action 
“ of cooking, as being performed by others. Butit is the causal potentiality 
“of the Ashtaka towards leading the agent to Heaven, that is said to be 
“ remembered (and is laid down as such) by Manu ; but no such capability 
“(of proceeding to Heaven) is seen to appear in another person (by 
** the performance of the Ashtaka) ; and as such we conclude the traditional 
"assertion of such causal potentiality of the Ashtakà to be like the 
“description of a certain colour handed down by one blind person 
* to another. . 

“Such a rude simile has been brought forward, because people are 
“impudent enough to attribute Veda-like eternality to all such asser- 
“tions, on the ground of an assumed eternality of usage. Though as a 
“matter of fact, in the Veda, we have an eternality of faithfulness and 
* authoritativeness; while, in the case in question, we have an eternality of 
“falsity and inauthoritativeness. Specially because (in the case of the 
“ description handed down by the blind man) the person that had the idea 
“in the first instance did not himself see the colour; and no authority 
" ean attach to that which is not cognised by one's own self independently. 
“Exactly similar is the case with the remembrance of the Ashtaka. 
“That is to say, we do not find any Vedic Injunction on which it is 
“based; nor can any such Injunction be inferred, when it has not had 
“any of its relations cognised (by Sense-perception). If the Smrtis 
“had been invariably propounded, on the basis of certain Vedic Injunctions 
“that had been found (by the Authors), then such Injunctions would 
"also have been handed down to us,—exactly as the subject-matter is said 
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“to be (by means of the Smrtis)—being pointed out as the source 
* from which Manu and others got their compilations. | 

* It may be urged that the people of old were fully satisfied with re- 
“ membering the sense, and having thus neglected the original text, this 
* became lost through negligence. But this is not right ; because it is not 
“possible that people should forget that upon which rests the authority 
* of the sense ; as the remembrance of the sense has no self-sufficient 
“authority (Jike the Veda). All men are cognisant of the fact, that in 
“ such cases, nothing can be accepted as authoritative, until its source is 
* found in the Veda; how, then, could they forget it so completely ? 

“Then again, how is it that Manu and others did not make the 
"same efforts to hand down the original Vedic Injunctions, as they did 
“in propounding their own compilations ? If even those Authors only 
“knew the sense, and had not found the original Veda, then we could 
* put the above question to their predecessors ; and thus the tradition 
* being found, at each step, to be without a basis (in the Veda), you would 
*" not become free from the charge of your Smrtis being absolutely baseless. 

* If it be assumed that they have a basis in the portions of the Veda, 
“that have become lost, then the authority of the Smrtis of the Bauddhas 
* could also be established, by means of a similar assumption. And people 
* would be utilising the authority of such assumed Vedic texts now lost, 
* in support of anything they might wish to assert. 

"If on the other hand, the Ashtakà had its authority in the Veda 
“as we have it, then other people could also find it, just as Manu may be 
“said to have done; and it would, in that case, be a more proper course 
* to learn such facts directly from the Veda ; and as such, the compilation 
“of the Smrtis would be absolutely useless (if al! that is said in the 
“ Smrtis were to be found by us in the Veda itself). 

“ Nor do we exactly know the nature of the Vedic passage that Manu 
* found as his authority (for the Ashtaka),—whether it was in the form of 
“a direct Injunction (and as such possessed of inherent absolute autho- 
“ rity), orin that of a mere Arthavāda (and as such of doubtful authority). 
" And, as a matter of fact, we find that, in the dark, however much a 
“ person may try with his hand, he can never distinguish white or black 
“(which could be done by the eye alone; and in the same manner the 
“ fact of the Ashtaka being enjoined in the Veda cannot be accepted un- 
“ less we actually find the Vedic Injunction in support of it). Nor can we 
* be convinced of its being based upon the Veda, by the declarations of 
* Manu himself (as that ‘the whole Veda is the source of Dharma’ and so 
“ forth) ; because it is just possible that he never found any Vedic texts, 
“and made these declarations, simply with a view to delude the people. 

* For these reasons, we conclude that the Smrtis are not autho ritative." 
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Sutra (2). ‘But on account of the agent being the same, the 
fact could be established by reasoning (Anumana). 


Asa matter of fact, we find that the Smrtis have been compiled by Manu 
and others in a correct manuer, unlike the compilations of the (Bauddhas), 
and also that the fourteen Sciences ( Purana, &c.), similarly compiled, give 
very correct explanations of their respective subjects. Consequently, inas- 
much as these Authors themselves are not to be met with now (and what they 
say is well said and as such cannot be without some sound basis), it becomes 
necessary to assume a certain unseen basis for their cognitions. 

And in this connection, only five assumptions are possible :—(1) that 
they were totally mistaken ; (2) that what they assert is based upon their per- 
sonal observation and experience ; (3) that they learnt it from other persons; 
(4) that they have wilfully made wrong statements, with a view to delude 
the people; and (5) the last and the most simple and reasonable one, that 
their assertions are based upon Direct Vedic Injunctions. 

This last is the most reasonable assumption, as it is this alone that is in 
keeping with actual facts (viz.: the authoritative character of the asser- 
tions of Manu). ‘That is to say, when it becomes necessary to make assump- 
tions of the unseen, we must try, as far as possible, to make only such as- 
sumptions as are not contrary to directly perceptible facts, and do not, 
in their turn, necessitate the assumption of other unseen facts. 

Now, then (1) if we assume the fact of Manu being totally mis- 
taken in the assertions he has made, this assumption would be contrary to 
the directly perceptible fact of his works being excellent compilations (and 
containing many correct and excellent teachings, &c.); and it would also 
tend to set aside the universally accepted authoritative character of his 
assertions ; and this assumption would also necessitate many other gratui- 
ious assumptions,—namely: (a) that the people of his own days accepted 
and followed the mistake propounded by Manu; (b) the means adopted by 
Manu, in order to prove to others that it is nota mistake, and so forth. 

(2) In the case of the assumption that the assertions are based upon 
the compiler's own personal observation,—(a) in the first place, we have to 
assume this observation itself ; (b) then we should have to assume an extra- 
ordinary faculty in the compiler, contrary to all that we know of among the 
people of the present day (by means of which they could directly perceive 
such superphysical entities as Dharma and the rest) ; and the possibility of 
any such extraordinary faculty, we have already set aside, in course of the 
refutation of the omniscience (of Buddha, vide Clokavartika Sutra 2, Karikas 
134 et seq.) | 

(3) Asforthe o assumption that these assertions are based upon those of 
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other persons, this has already been set aside (in the preceding S4/ra), as 
resembling a description of colour handed down by blind men; nor does 
any such baseless tradition ever attain any authority. 

(4) Similarly in the case of the assumption that Manu has purposely 
sought to delude people, we have to assume, in the first place, this fact of his 
purposely deluding people ; secondly, we have to assume his motive in thus 
seeking to delude people ; thirdly, the fact of people having fallen into the 
mistake; fourthly, the fact of the continuation of the mistake up to the 
present time, and so forth, we shall have to make endless assumptions. 
Then again, this assumption would mean the denying of the authority of 
the firm conviction (of the teaching, of Manu being true); and this would 
be a contradiction of a directly perceptible fact. 

(5) Therefore it must be admitted that, instead of these, it is far more 
reasonable to assume a direct Vedic Injunction (upon which the asser- 
tions of Manu are based). In this case, we have to assume only one unseen 
fact (the existence of such an Injunction in the Veda); and itis only with 
this assumption that all other facts of the acceptance of the Smrtis by 
the great and the learned become reconciled. 


And in the case of Manu, it is quite possible that there should be - 


Vedic Injunctions that served as the source of his conceptions. It is this 
that is meant by the Bhashya passage,— Tor this reason, it becomes possible 
for the three higher castes, to be connected with the Veda. In the case 
of the Mleccha, and others of that class, for whom there is no possibility 
of any contact with the Veda, when we meet with the assertions of these 
with regard to supersensuous objects, and we set about investigating the 
source of these, there is no chance of the Veda ever being found to be their 
source; and as such we are obliged to seek for their source in one of the 
aforesaid four sources of misconceptions; and thereby conclude the asser- 
tions to be absolutely untrustworthy. In the case (of the Brahmana, &o.), 
where there is every possibility of the Veda supplying the source sought 
after, all other sources being thereby set aside, there is no chance of the 
assertions being baseless; and as such we cannot but admit the source of 
these to lie in the Veda itself. 


Then, there is the question—'' How is it that this Vedic Injunction 


(of the Ashtakà) is not found ? " 

To this, some people make the following reply : ‘Such Vedic Injune- 
tions are always to be inferred; they are never directly mentioned ; exactly 
like those injunctions that are assumed on the strength of the implication 
of certain mantras (e.g., the mantra “ I cut the grass, the seat of the gods” 


is accepted as pointing to the assumed injunction that this mantra should 


be recited at the cutting of the grass). Though it may be questioned how 
an injunction that is never uttered can ever be recognised as the requisite 
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basis,—yet that cannot affect our position ; because, the fact of such In- 
junction being the source is established by an unbroken remembrance, 
which is as unbroken as the handing down of the Vedic text itself. (That 
is to say Manu also knew of the Ashtak@ as having been laid down by 
previous teachers ; and as this continued tradition is not otherwise expli- 
cable, it is quite reasonable for us to assume an original Vedic Injunction). 
Just as in the case of the text of the Veda, it is accepted as existing in its 
original form, only on the grouud of its having been handed down by an 
unbroken line of teachers,—so too in the case in question, we can establish 
an unbroken line of such Vedic Injunctions, as are inferred through the 
(Apparent Inconsistency of the) declaration of the remembrance of the Ash- 
taka (1.e., by all teachers of the old times, one after the other ).' 

But this explanation is not quite satisfactory ; because the tradition has 
already been spoken of as resembling the description of colour handed down 
by blind men. As for the Vedic Injunction that is never uttered, as this 
can never be cognisable by any means of right notion, it is scarcely possible 
to prove its existence ; and thereby the Smrti comes to resemble the grand- 
child of the barren woman (as urged under the last Sutra). As for the as- 
sumption of Vedic Injunctions on the strength of the implications of the 
mantras, these latter are eternal, and as such there is nothing contradictory 
in their having the eternal potentiality of pointing to the existence of 
Vedic Injunctions; whereas in the case of the Smrtis, they themselves 
stand in need of the basic Vedic Injunction, and as such cannot rightly be 
made the means of inferring non-uttered injunctions). 

For these reasons, it would be far more reasonable to assume the Sirtis 
to have their source in the Injunctions contained in such portions of the 
Veda as have been lost ; nor is such disappearance of the Veda impossible, 
as even now we find the Veda losing much of itself, either through the 
negligence or laziness of the students, or through the gradual disappearance 
of people versed in it. It cannot be urged that any and every theory 
could declare itself to be based upon such authority; because such lost 
Vedic texts can be assumed only on the ground that without such texts, the 
firm conviction and remembrance of highly respectable people of the three 
higher castes remain inexplicable. 

Or, we may hold that the Smrtis are based upon texts contained in 
the very portions of the Veda that are available now-a-days. If it ke 
questioned—how is it that they are not found ?—we make the following 
reply: (1) Because of the various branches of the Veda being scattered ; 
(2) because of the negligence of the people learning it; and (3) because 
of the texts being contained in diverse sections of the Veda;—we fail to 
actually lay our hands upon those texts that form the basis of the 
wr . 5 -— i TW ud 
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There has been a further question—“ "eS then were ipe "aho = 
themselves not collected together" P? © | 

And the reply to this is that this was - "— té — of "— 
ing the natural order of the text of the Veda. It is only a fixed order 
of the verbal text of the Veda the study of which has been enjoined. 
And as for the rules of conduct dealt with in the Smrtis, these are 
scattered about here and there, in various branches, chapters and sections 
of the Veda. And of these (as appearing in the Veda), some aetions 
are laid down with direct reference to human agents, while some are 
such as are laid down in connection with the various sacrifices, but 
are, for some reason or other, explained as referring to the humau agent 
also; as for example, we have such prohibitive injunctions as “One 
should not talk to his wife if she be, &c.," “ One should not threaten a 
Brahmana.” (These occur in the section on the “ Darga- Pürnamüsa sacri- 
fice; and as in connection with this sacrifice, it has already been laid 
down once before that if the sacrificer's wife happen to be in a certain 
condition, she is not to be present at the sacrifice, the prohibition of 
any conversation with her becomes absolutely irrelevant, if taken as 
applying to the sacrifice; and for this reason it is explained as a general 
- rule of conduct, to be observed in ordinary intercourse. The same is the 
case with the threatening of the Brahmana). 

And if Manu went about extracting only such texts (as bear upon the 
general conduct of men), and teaching these separately, then as the 
natural order of the Veda would be disturbed, he would be directly going 
against the injunction of the study of the text of the Veda. And on the 
strength of this example set by Manu, people might leave off the Artha- 
vada portions (as useless) and read only the Vidhi portions of the Veda, 
or only such portions of it as would be of help in the performance of the 
sacrifices ; and thereby the Veda itself would gradually disappear. 

Then again, Manu himself could not necessarily have studied all the 
branches of all the Vedas (and as such he could not always lay his hands 
upon all Vedie texts). What he must have done was to try and find out 
the texts from various students of the different branches, and then to 
have kept in mind the meaning of these.texts, which he must have em- 
bodied in his compilation. 

Nor can it be reasonably urged (as has been done in the Páürvapaksha) 
that, *we do not quite know whether the texts on which Manu based his 
rule were in the form of a Direct Injunction, or only in that of Artha- 
vidas’; because just as the firmness of the conviction in the Smrti 
precludes the fact of its being based upon a misconception, so would it 
also preclude the chance of its being based upon an Arthavada passage. 
For without doubt Manu was capable of distinguishing a Direct Injune- 
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tion from an Arthavüda. And inasmuch as we find the Smrti itself to 
have the form of Direct Injunction, it could only point to a homogenous 
Vedic Text, which therefore must be admitted to be of the form of Direct 
Injunction ; and there can be no grounds for holding m -— to have a 
heterogenous source in an Arthavada. : we 

And further, the authors of the Smrtis themselves ine — 
bound themselves by such declarations as—“ The whole of the Veda is 
the root of Dharma," “all of it is mentioned in the Veda," and so forth ; 
and certainly these assertions could not have been blindly accepted 
by the people of their own days (without their having fully examined 
the truthfulness of these assertions, which could have been accepted only 
after the people had found the base of all that is laid down in the Smrtis, 
in direct Vedic Injunctions). Hence we conclude that the Smrtis have 
their authority through the Veda itself. 

1Some people seek to establish by Inference, the self-sufficient 
authority of the Smrtis, or the fact of their being based upon the 
Veda, by means of the premiss—‘ because the agent is the same." But 
their argument becomes too wide, when we refer to such actions as are 
performed by the same people under the influence of some temporary 
impulse (which actions too would come to be equally authorised) ; and 
further, if the Smrtis be held to be proved “ self-authoritative," then such 
an argument would be directly contradicted by the apparent fact of many 
Smrti Injunetions having their source in Direct Vedic Injunctions that 
are easily accessible. For these reasons, we must admit Apparent In- 
consistency alone, as has been mentioned in the Sütras, as establishing the 
fact of the Smrtis having their source in the Veda; as there are no in- 
superable objections to this; and * Apparent Inconsistency " can also be 
called “ 4numüna," inasmuch as it gives rise to cognition, after or in 
the wake of —' anu '—Sense-perception (māna). 

Says the Bhāshya—Asyā éva Smrterdradhimnah karanam anumüsyà- 
mahé; and this may be explained as—' we shall infer the source (of the 


l The Author has based his arguments in favour of the fact of the Smrtis 
being based upon the Veda, on the Apparent Inconsistency of the facts therein treated 
of being remembered by an unbroken line of respectable people; and he has explained 
the expression “ because of the agent being the same ” (of the Sutra) as only pointing 
to the possibility (in the case of the Smrtis of the three higher castes) of their being 
based upon Direct Vedic Injunctions. He now sets about refuting the view of some 
commentators who explain the Sitra in the sense of a direct Inferential Argument, 
seeking to prove, by means of the premiss, the fact of the Smrti either being self- 
authoritative, or having its source in the Veda; this argument being expanded into 
the following form: “ The Smrtis are authoritative,—because the persons that per. 
form the acts laid down in them are the same as those that perform those laid down in 
the Veda,—just as the Veda (is authoritative), and so forth. 
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Sarti in the Veda) from the firmness (of its conviction and remem- 
brance)’; or as— we shall infer the source of this firmness (of its convic- 
tion) (to lie in the Veda).’ | 

Says the Bhüshya— Even in this life men ave not found to directly per- 
ceive such facts (as the Ashtakā, &c.) And the sense of this is that 
inasmuch as the course of our existence is separated from another by a pro- 
cess of death that destroys all previous impressions, we can never bé said 
to carry (in our present existence) any ideas, gained from direct perception, 
of certain courses of action leading to certain superphysical results (and as 
such the Smrtis of Manu, &c., cannot be said to have their source in 
any direct perception of their Authors). 

The Bhàshya says— Because of the fact of the performer of the acts laid 
down in the Smrtis being the same as that of those enjoined in the Veda, 
it is possible that the three higher classes should have found the (requisite) 
Vedic teats; and this is said only in order to show that it is possible for 
a Direct Vedic Tujanotion to be the source of that contained in the 
Smrti: . 
Says the Bhüshya— T is i that No an Vedic texts) may have 
been forgotten. Even at the present day, we find people forgetting the 
texts, and the texts becoming lost. Mven when the requisite texts had 
existed in other branches of the Veda, it is possible that (at the time that 
the Smrti was being compiled) it may have been forgotten in which parti- 
cular branch the particular text was to be found (and this may have been 
the reason why Manu did not mention the corroborative texts); though 
he only carefully cherished the fact of his assertion being authoritative as 
based upon the Veda; and as for the direct recognition of such basic text, 
he did not consider it of much use, and so let it drop off. 

The Bhashya says that such rules of conduct (laid down in the Smr- 
tis) as are laid down to be observed, as occasion for each presents itself— 
such rules, for instance, as ‘the Teacher is to be respectfully attended 
upon, ‘old men are to be reverenced,’ and so forth—have their authority 
based upon their perceptible uses. 

But this is not quite right; because the standpoint upon which we 
have started is that the Smrtis are an authority in matters relating to 
Dharma; and as such it is not quite reasonable to assert their authority 
to be based upon ordinary perceptible purposes, and thereby make the 
duties therein laid down, similar to such ordinary acts as the tilling of 
the ground and the like (which have only a visible use). We have not 
taken upon ourselves the task of establishing the authority of all actions ; 
as it is only the desire to know the nature of Dharma that is our sole 
purpose. If such actions, as the attending upon the Teacher and the like 
had only visible results, they would be like the ordinary actions of the 
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world, tilling the ground, $c.; and as such they could not have any 
authority bearing upon Dharma; and would be entirely irrelevant in the 
present connection. 

It may be said that these have been mentioned as unauthoritative acts 
(and not as authoritative and as such bearing upon Dharma). But this is 
not possible ; because in that case they should have been brought forward 
under the fourth aphorism '' Hétudargandcca’’ (I—iii—4) (where the un- 
authoritative portions of the Smrti are pointed out); and in that case, 
the citing of the example—“ Hence when the good one goes forward, the 
had one follows him ”—would be entirely irrelevant and useless (as this 
is & Vedie passage, and as such cannot rightly be cited as an instance 
in support of an unauthoritative injunction of the Smrti). 

Nor again can the injunction ‘the teacher should be attended upon’ 
he said to have the visible end of propitiating the Teacher who (as the 
Bhashya says), thus propitiated, would teach well, and explain satisfactorily 
all the knotty points of the scriptures; because there is no such hard 
and fast rule as that without obeying the, teacher the scriptures cannot 
be learnt; as we do find the Teacher being induced to teach, by means 
of requests and remonstrances. And in this lies the use of the res- 
trictive Injunction (that “it is by means of attendance alone that the 
Teacher should be approached and made to teach "). And as for the fact 
of the visible use, in the case of all actions (Vedic as well as worldly) we 
can always point out in the way that the Bhashya has done, some visible 
purpose or other, in the shape of acquiring a King’s assistance, protection 
of one’s self, acquiring of some form of pleasure and the like. As even in 
the case of such actions as the “threshing” of the corn, and the Kariri 
sacrifice (which are laid down in the Veda), the fact of their having visible 
purposes does not make them devoid of Vedic authority. 

Thus then, even though the aforesaid Smrti Injunctions serve visible 
purposes, yet it is quite possible that they may have a basis in the Veda; 
as for instance, the invisible result that is to follow from the restriction of 
the specified courses of action (as being the only one advised, out of many 
others leading to the same result) cannot have any other authority (save 
the Veda, which is the only true authority for superphysical facts). 

For these reasons, the attending upon the Teacher, &c., being of the 
uature of a “ naimittika”’ Injunction (7.e. the Injunction of a course of 
action to be followed on a certain occasion), a non-performance of it would 
constitute a sin, which would be avoided by the performance of the said 
action (this is one transcendental result) ; and the visible result will be (as 
pointed out in the BAüshya) that the Teacher being pleased with the pupil 
would teach him well; and the effect of the restrictive Injunction (of this 
particular means of acquiring learning) would be in the shape of an in- 
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visible potency that would enable him to finish his course of studies without 
any obstacles. And it is only when we accept this attendance upon the 
Teacher to have both visible and invisible results, that the discussion—as 
to whether such attendance is to be performed only once or over and over 
again, as propounded in Stra 30, of the second Pada of Adhyaya VI—can 
be possible. [The conclusion arrived at, in the Adhikarana referred to is 
that, inasmuch as such attendance has both visible and invisible results, 
it is to be performed over and over again]; and if the action had only a 
visible result, there could be no question or doubt as to whether it should 
be repeated or not; as in that case it would be like the action of drinking 
water ; and as in the case of this latter, people raise no questions, but conclude 
that the drinking is to be repeated whenever one feels thirsty ; so too in 
the case of the action of attendance, people would conclude that as it has 
only a visible result, we may repeat it whenever we may want the particular 
visible result ; (and as such there could be no doubt on the -— — hence 
no ground fn. the aforesaid discussion). 

Then the assertion of the Bhashya—that these have p peen 
tiveness based upon the fact of their bringing about perceptible results — must 
be taken as laying another strong point home to the opponent,— the sense of 
the argument being this:—you may succeed perhaps in shaking the authority 
of such Smrti Injunctions as have been laid down as leading to transcen- 
dental results; but how can the said Injunctions, that are actually found 
to bring about the results that sre mentioned, be said to be unauthorita- 
tive and false ? Though we do notassume any particular Vedic texts with 
regard to the establishing of Assembly Rooms and the founding of water- 
drinking stations, yet all such philanthropic deeds become included in the 
Vedie text that enjoins the doing of good to others as a duty ; and it is 
from this general Vedic Injunction that such actions derive their authority. 

(As for the Vedic texts in support of the particular Smrti Injunc- 
tions enumerated in the Bhashya we have the following):—(1) In connec- 
tion with the fetching of the Ishtakà, it is laid down in the Veda that in the 
cart the horse is to be yoked in front of the ass; and it is added “ when the 
good one goes along, the bad one follows him,” which indicates the neces- 
sity of the lower (disciple) following (and hence obeying) the greater 
(Teacher). (2) It is said in praise of a certain deity—“ you are a boon to 
others, just like the water-drinking station in the desert”; and this praise 
of the particular institution points tothe advisability of founding such sta- 
tions for the good of others. (3) It is laid down in the Smrtis that one 
should have his Cikha (lock of hair on the head) done up in a definite way, 
in order to serve as a mark for the particular class of Rshis from whom 
he is descended. And in this case, the restrictive Injunction as to this 
particular method to be followed must have a transcendental result ; and 
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hence the authority of this Injunction cannot be held to rest upon the said 
visible result alone; for certainly, there are many other means by which 
the particular class of Rshis could be indicated. Consequently, the real 
purport of the Injunction must be something else. And it is this: in order 
to regulate the number of * avattas " (offerings) at sacrifices (which is in 
accordance with the Gotra of each priest), it is absolutely necessary that the 
name of the Gotra should be distinctly marked; and in this Vedic fact 
would lie the foundation of the Smrti Injunction of arranging the Cikhü 
in a definite way ; and as for the restriction of this particular means, as we 
cannot find out any other reason, we are obliged to assume that this parti- 
cular method would produce a certain effect upon the man himself. And 
thus all Smriis having distinct purposes to serve, their authoritativeness 
becomes fully established. 

Among the Smrtis themselves, such portions as are related to Dharma 
or Deliverance have their origin directly in the Veda; while those that 
have pleasure, &c., in view, are based upon the ordinary experience of the 
world. This rule also holds good — Ó the exhor tations contained in 
the Itihasas and Puranas. 

As for stories met with in these, they serve the purposes af dre Ar tha- 
vada, as explained above. The description of the various parts of the 
Earth (contained in the Puranas) serve the purpose of pointing out and 
distinguishing the places fitted for the performance of Dharma and Adharma, 
and also for the proper experiencing of the effects of such performances ; 
and these are based, partly upon the Veda, and partly upon the common 
experience of the world. The histories of the various families (recounted 
in the Puranas) serve the purpose of differentiating the people of different 
castes, and are based upon Direct Perception and Memory. The descrip- 
tions of the various measures of space and periods of time, serve the 
purpose of regulating the ordinary practices of the world, as also the 
sciences of Astronomy and Astrology; these are based upon direct per- 
ception, as also upon inferences deduced from various mathematical theo- 
ries. The descriptions of the state of things to be iu the future (as 
recounted in the Puranas) serve the purpose of pointing out the nature of 
the various periods of eternally-revolving time, and also the variegated 
character of the results of righteous and unrighteous conduct; and these 
have their origin in the Veda itself. 

Among the Auxiliary Sciences too, there are certain portions that 
treat of things that are of use in sacrifices, and these have their origin in 
the Veda, while other parts treat of such as are useful only in the serving 
of some visible worldly purpose; and these have their basis upon ordinary 
experience. 

(1) In the Çikshā, the differentiations of the organs of pronuncia- 
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tion of letters, their accents and time, &c., have their perceptible uses; 
while the assertion, that if a sacrifice is performed with a full knowledge 
of these details, there follows a particular result—e.g. “If the mantra be 
recited without correct accents or pronunciation, it kills the sacrificer "— 
is based upon the Veda. 

(2) In the case of the Kalpasütras, we have explanations of the real 
purport of the Injunctions deducible from the rules that are found scatter- 
ed in the various branches of the Veda, intermixed with Arthavada, &c. ; 
and as such these explanations have their origin in these latter. In these 
we also meet with certain rules of conduct to be followed by the priests; 
and these are based upon considerations of their convenience; and as such 
have their origin in ordinary experience. | 

(3) In the case of Vyàkarana, the knowledge of correct and incorrect 
forms of words has a perceptible use, exactly like a knowledge of the differ- 
ences among trees; and as such, it is based upon direct Sense-perception ; 
and the assertion—that the use of correct words fully accomplishes the 
result of the action performed, while that of incorrect words creates obstacles 
in its fruition,—has its origin in the Veda. 

[(4) The case of Nirukta is similar to that of Vyàkarana, as it also 
serves the purpose of regulating the sense in which a word can be correctly 
employed, and hence this has not been mentioned separately]. 

(5) As for the science of Chanda, the correct differentiation of the 
Gayatri and other metres, is found to be of perceptible use in the Veda 
as well as in ordinary experience; and as such it is based upon direct 
perception, while the assertion—that a certain result follows from a sacri- 
fice when performed with a full knowledge of the metre of the mantra 
employed—is founded upon the Veda; as for instance, we find the follow- 
ing declaration in the Veda—“ One who, at his own sacrifice, or at the 
sacrifice of others, makes use of a mantra or a Brahmana of which he 
does not know the Rshi, the metre and the deity, &c., &c.”—which men- 
tions a distinctly undesirable result as following from such conduct. 

(6) Iu the case of the Science of Jyautisha, the knowledge of the 
dates and asterisms, —as computed by means of the various periods of 
time as divided into regularly revolving cycles, and by a knowledge of the 
revolutions of the sun and tlie moon,—is based upon inferences deduced from 
such mathematical theories as have been handed down from times imme- 
morial. In this science we also meet with the declaration that certain 
good and evil results, as following from previous good and bad deeds, are 
indicated by the good or bad position of the planets at the time of one's 
birth; and it also lays down certain expiatory rites to be performed 
with a view to ameliorate the planetary conditions; and through these 
rites, the science comes to have its origin in the Veda, - 
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The above remarks apply also to the sciences of Palmistry, Archi- 
tecture, &c. ; with regard to these two, however, we may assume such direct 
‘Injunctions as that “ when one comes across such signs in a man’s body, or 
such marks in the houses, he should take these signs to mean such and 
such a thing," &c., &e. 

As for Mimünsü, it is based upon the Veda, upon ordinary experience, 
and also upon Direct Perception and Inference, &c., based upon these ; and 
it has been reared up by an unbroken line of scientific teachers; no single per- 
son could ever have been able to compile such vast collections of arguments. 

The same may be said also of the science of Reasoning. The meaning 
of Vedic passages is expressed by means of the meanings of words; but in 
ordinary usage, the denotation of words is found to be mixed up with 
the several factors of Class (Property, Action, and Name) ; and these can 
be directly discriminated, never by themselves, but only by means of Sense- 
perception and the rest, as distinguished by their respective character- 
istics, and as put forward by their learned expounders. The Veda itself 
being scattered over many branches can be rightly ascertained and made 
to serve its purpose only by these means of right notion; consequently, 
all these should be properly learnt by the help of the science of Reasoning: 
This has been declared by Manu also, who says: “ Sense-perception, In- 
ference, and Verbal Authority, as based upon various scriptures,—these 
three should be well learnt by one who desires a (knowledge of) pure 
Dharma” ; and again—“ He who approaches Dharma by means of Reason- 
ing, he alone, and none else, understands it"; and all these point to the 
necessity of the science of Reasoning. For the most part, now-a-days, 
people are much more prone to unrighteousness ; and thereby having their 
intuition blurred by ignorance, they take to evil paths. Consequent- 
ly (with a view to set these people right), what the science of Reason- 
ing,—as based upon experience, Arthavada, the Veda, (direct Injunctions) 
and the Upanishads,—does is to point out the trend of the misconception 
and also of the correct conclusion (with regard to a certain point), —then to 
lay down the arguments in support of both,—and lastly, to arrive at the 
correct conclusion, after having fully considered the comparative strength 
of the arguments adduced from both sides. Ifit were not for such systematic 
argumentations, various arguments would be appearing to people at random, 
and would be giving rise to ail sorts of misconceptions, through sheer 
ignorance (of the various phases of the question). And (if the correct 
conclusion were not properly shown, deduced from the proved premisses, 
and if only the arguments from both sides had been put down) people 
would be employing their own mistaken judgments in the choosing of 
the arguments, and in rejecting some and accepting others, without refer- 
ence to any definite standard. 

16 
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And as for the dogmatically persistent acceptance and expounding 
of such entities as efernality and non-eternality, oneness and separateness, 
generality, speciality, distinction, and so forth, these are due to the fact of the 
impossibility of any definite conclusion being arrived at, unless a certain 
position is at first dogmatically taken up as the expounder’s own. As all 
the peculiarities of any object are not capable of being comprehended all 
at once, the expounder cannot but dogmatically take up each of them 
separately, in order to bring about a correct discrimination of the various 
denotations of words as they happen to apply to one or the other of the 
various factors (of the Class, the Property, the Action, or the Name). 
Otherwise such people as have not comprehended the arguments in favour 
of one or the other of the aforesaid factors of Generality, Speciality, and 
the like, could not, by mere personal observation, ascertain any definite 
factor of an object, as denoted by a particular word. 

The glorifications and the villifications too, as contained in the Arthavada 
passages, come to be taken as forming parts of specific injunctions and 
prohibitions, only by means of, absolute acceptance of the eternality or non- 
eternality, the oneness or separateness, of the various objects; and conse- 
quently, if it were not for the variegated character of objects as dogmati- 
cally propounded (at first), these glorifications, &c., would become absolute- 
ly baseless. (And for these reasons, the nature of all objects must be 
fully considered, and as a correct conclusion cannot be arrived at unless 
each individual theorist puts forth his own arguments in the strongest, 
language possible, each separate system of philosophy has its use). 

As for the various theories with regard to the fact of the world 
originating from a contact of Primordial Matter and the Soul, or from a God, 
or from an atom, and to that of its being continually created and dissolv- 
ed,—these have all their origin in the ideas given rise to by the mantra 
and the Arthavada, and point out the fact of the gross being a modifica- 
tion of, and proceeding from, the subtile; and the use of all this lies in 
the recognition of the relation of cause aud effect, between the sacrifice 
and its results, the attaining of heaven and the like. 

The acceptance of creation and dissolution has its use in the proper 
differentiation of the scopes of Destiny aud Personal Effort (and the point- 
ing out of the fact of Destiny being stronger than Effort) ; as in all cases 
(fi. in the case of creation, though there is no Effort) the action is 
brought about by the sheer force of Destiny (as also in the case of 
Dissolution, though the efforts of all beiugs are pointed towards the con- 
tinuation of the world yet), there is a cessation of the creative process 
simply because the Destiny of Creation has ceased to operate. 

And as for the theories of Idealism, momentary character of the 
things, denial of the self, &c.—all of which have their origiu in the Up- 
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anishads,—they have been propounded, only with a view to dissuade 
people from cultivating an excessive affection for the things of the world. 

Thus then, all the Smrtis, as well as all Auxiliary Sciences, have 
been proved to be authoritative. In the case of such results as are to fol- 
low at a distant point of time, no personal experience can be found to 
serve as its basis; and consequently in all such cases we infer the basis to 
lie in the Veda itself. While in the cases of directly perceptible results, 
as in the case of the curing of scorpion-bites by means of incantations, 
we actually observe it to be true in the case of other people, and thence 
come to the conclusion that the science of such treatment cannot but be 
true and authoritative. This discrimination (of the basis lying in the 
Veda or in ordinary experience) can always be successfully made. 
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ADHIKARANA (2). 
The greatest authority rests in direct Vedic declarations. 


Sutra (3). When there is a contradiction between the Smrti 
and the Çruti, the former is to be disregarded; it is only when 
there is no such contradiction that we have an assumption of the 
Vedic text. 


The authoritativeness of the Smrti has been established in a general 
way ; and as such authoritativeness belong to all sorts of Smrtis, the author 
now proceeds to lay down exceptions to the general authoritativeness 
established before, with special reference to the case of such Smrtis as 
are found to be directly contradictory to universally-accepted Vedic texts. 

Whenever there is any such contradiction, the authority of the Smrtis 
is to be totally disregarded ; as itis only when there is no such con- 
tradiction that we have an inference of a Vedic text in support of the 
particular Smrti injunction. The contradiction meant here is that of 
Vedic declarations, when such declarations do not lend any countenance 
to (on the other hand iia Jay down the contrary of) the declarations 
in the Smrti. 

The present Adhikarana (of the Bhdshya) cites such instances of the 
Smrti as are directly contradictory to direct Vedic Injunctions, and 
then having considered all the arguments bearing upon the point at 
issue, comes to the above conclusion. 

The Doubt, that gives rise to the Adhikarana, is expressed in this 
form: Is such contradictory Smrti also to be accepted as an authority 
with regard to Dharma, or is it an exception to the authoritativeness of 
Smrtis in general ? 

The reasons for suchdoubtarethusexplained: The Smrti contradicting 
the Veda, being capable of having this contradiction explained in some way or 
other, and the authority of the Vedic Injunction assumed as the basis of this 
Smrti (in accordance with the last Adhikarana) having an authority equal to 
_ the direct Vedic Injunction that the Smrti is found to contradict, there natural- 
ly arises the question,—Is such a Smrti to be accepted as authoritative ? 
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or is it to be totally disregarded, on accouut of such contradiction, not 
allowing of the application of any one of the two aforesaid reasons to 
the case of such Smrtis? When two notions are found to present two 
contradietory ideas with regard to one and the same object, they are 
said to contradict one another; and the question, as to which of the 
two is to be accepted to the preclusion of another, is decided accord- 
ing to their comparative strength (or authority). (1) Under such cir- 
cumstances, when we come to suspect a certain Smrti injunction of 
being contradictory to a direct Vedic Injunction, it is just possible that 
the suspected contradiction could be explained and set aside, by show- 
ing that the two do not exactly refer to the same subject; or even when 
they do treat of the same subject, as there would be no contradiction, 
if one could be explained as & General Injunction, aud the other as the 
prohibition of a particular phase of it, the two texts could be accepted 
side by side; specially as in another case (where the particular prohibi- 
tion would not be applicable), both of them could be found to be equally 
applicable, and as such they could both be accepted as optional alter- 
natives, both equally authoritative; and thus there would be no absolute 
contradiction between the two texts. And secondly, the idea brought 
about by the Vedic text assumed in support of the particular Smrti text 
being Vedic in its character, as that produced by a direct Vedic Injunction, 
and thereby both being equally strong in their authority, both the texts 
could be accepted as equally authoritative. And consequently, with 
reference to the particular subject, the authority of the Smrti could not 
be absolutely disregarded. (2) On the other hand, when we find 
that however much we may try, we are unable either to explain the con- 
tradictory texts as referring to two distinct subjects, or to accept both 
of them side by side, as referring to the general and particular aspects 
of the same subject, or to admit of both as equally authoritative 
optional alternatives,—we cannot but conclude that the two texts 
contradict one another entirely. And as for the Vedic text that is 
assumed or inferred, and that which is directly laid down in the Veda, 
there is a vast difference in the authority of the two, as much as 
there is between ordinary Sense-perception and Inference. Consequently, 
then, there being no chance of both being accepted side by side, we 
cannot but totally disregard the authority of the Smrti, in contradis- 
tinction to the direct Vedic Injunction which has been shown to possess 
amuch higher authority. [These are the two ways of looking at the 
contradiction ; and both having a show of reasonableness about them, they 
naturally give rise to a doubt in the mind of the student, and thus 
give occasion for the present Adhikarana.] On this question then, we have 
the following :— 
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PURVAPAKSHA. 


* The conclusion that presents itself at first is in this form: * Even when 

“ there is a contradiction, the authority of the Smrti cannot be denied; 
* because if the Smrti be once held to be unauthoritative, it would be a sad en- 
“ eroachment upon the limits laid down before (?.e., there would be no per- 
* manency in the notion of the authoritativeness of Smrtis). In matters 
“ relating to the performance of Dharma, we are always able to assert the 
“unfeigned authority of such Smrtis as have been found to be based upon 
* Direct Vedic Injunctions ; and with regard to these all suspicions of their 
“origin lying in Deception or Illusion have been set aside. If we once 
“ began to doubt the authority of the Smrtis, upon such grounds as the 
** Contradiction of Vedic Injunctions, the presence of such reasons for action as 
“ avarice and the like (as shown in the next Sūtra), mutual contradictions 
“among the Smrtis themselves, and other such like arguments,—then, how 
“could we ever be able to ascertain whether or not any particular Smrti 
“is contradicted by any Injunction contained in the Veda; specially as the 
“Vedas have an endless number of rescensions differing from one another 
* in whole chapters, and whose authority is of a variegated character,—being 
“ based upon Injunctions by Direct Assertions as well as by Indirect Impli- 
“cations, and also upon Indirect Transference of relations by means 
* of significant names, &c.? Consequently people having their suspicions 
* once aroused could not come to have any confidence in any Smrti Injune- 
“tion; and this want of confidence would deprive the Smrti of even the 
“slightest shade of authority. For if the Smri? even once happens to 
*]ose hold of its basis in the Veda, and comes to be attributed to its 
* source in the realms of illusion, &c., even Indra himself could not step 
* jn to save it (from total submergence in illusion; aud as such the efforts 
* made in the last Adhikarana to prove that the Smrti is not altogether 
“based upon Illusion would become useless). When the Smit is once 
“ decided to have its origin in one source (that of the Veda), then it is 
* only right that we should set aside the possibility of any other origin 
* for it (in the shape of Illusion and the like), in order to remove all doubts 
“as to its authoritative character (and as such in our case the effort to 
* prove that the Smrti is not based upon Illusion, &c., becomes useful); but 
“this cannot be so, when there is no permanent fixity to the idea that the 
“ Smrti has its sole basis in the Veda (iu which case all the efforts of the 
“last Adhikarana become absolutely useless). COOTT- 
“ And further, if there were no contradictions among the Vedic texts 

“ themselves, then alone could the contradiction of the Veda by the Smrt: 
«justify us in seeking for the source of the latter elsewhere (in the realms 
*of Illusion, &c.) But as a matter of fact, we often find the Vedic texts 
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“themselves laying down contradictory courses of actions, such for in- 
* stance as the Injunctions—(1) Pours the libation before the Sun has risen, 
“and (2) ‘ Pours the libation when the Sun has risen’; * Holds the Shodagi 
* vessels at the Atiratra, and does not hold the Shodagi vessels at the Atiratra,’ 
“ and so forth,—where it is absolutely impossible to follow both the courses 
“ laid down. 

“Under the circumstances, if by chance, a few Smrti Injunctions, 
“based upon certain texts of other Rescensions of the Veda, be found to 
“lay down certain facts in opposition to those laid down by the particu- 
“lae Resceusion that one may have himself studied,—-this mere fact of 
*their support not being found in what we ourselves may have read, 
“cannot justify us, who base our conduct upon the whole of the Veda 
“in all its several branches, to absolutely deny the existence of such 
“corroborative Vedic texts as are distinctly pointed out, by these very 
“ Smrti, Injunctions, as having been found and duly studied by other 
“persons of bygone ages (Manu, for instance) ; specially as all Vedic texts 
“are equally authoritative for all men, as we shall show under the Si#tra.— 
* The Veda is not addressed to any one person (M—iv—18).; ; and also because 
“the Smrti is as good a means of ascertaining the Vedic texts, as a study 
* of the Veda itself. 

“ Therefore, just as you accept the authority of even such Vedic texts 
“as are mutually contradictory, in the same manner, you should also 
“accept the authority of the Vedic and Smrti texts, that may be found to 
“contradict one another. 

“Then again, from what you say, it would seem that when there is 
* no contradiction. of the Veda, the Smrti has its foundation in the Veda; 
* while, when there is a contradiction, it has its foundation elsewhere (in 
*" Illusion, &e.) ; and certainly this would be a very half-hearted theory. 
** L'Ardhavaicosa literally means half-killing ]. 

* Secondly, with a deal of effort it has been proved above (in the last 
* Adhikarana) that the Smrti has no foundation in anything else (save the 
" Veda); and to revive the question again, on the mere presence of a 
“seeming contradiction, is an excess that cannot be very well allowed. 

“ For these reasons, we must conclude that the Smrti is always based 
“upon the Veda. For if even the slightest chance of other sources (as 
“that of Illusion and the like) be introduced, all hope for any authority 
“of the Smrti might well be given up. 

“Then again with regard to the Smrti, in certain cases you would be 
* denying the possibility of any such basis as those of Illusion and the like 
* (with a view to establish their authority, as has been done in the previous 
^ Adhikarana) ; while in other cases you would be admitting the possibility 
“of such bases (in order to deny their authoritative character); aud such 


128 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADHYAYA I—PADA III—ADHI. II. 


“a suicidal process (of reasoning) not being allowable, the denial (of 
“the authority of even such Smrtis as contradict the Veda) cannot be 
“considered right. Therefore, whether the Smrtis be authoritative or 
“not, this authoritativeness or its contrary must be accepted as absolute- 
*]y undisputed; and there can be no half and half authority and absence 
*of authority (exactly as one and the same woman cannot be half young 
“and half old). 

* And certainly the authors who compiled the Smrtis must have been 
* cognisant of the fact of certain declarations therein contained being con- 
“ tradictory to the direct assertions of the Veda; and this clearly leads to 
“the conclusion that they must have braved this contradiction, only on 
“the strength of certain other Vedic texts, on which they based their 
“ declarations. 

“If the mere fact of perceptible worldly motives being found for the 
"actions laid down in the Smrtis were to make them unauthoritative, 
*then, inasmuch as there is always a likelihood of some such motive 
“being found, in connection with all that is laid down in the Veda, all 
* the scriptures would have to be considered equally unauthoritative. For 
“instance, such grounds of the alleged unauthoritativeness of the Smrtis, 
“as the presence of the motives of affection, aversion, vanity, recklessness, 
* delusion, laziness, avarice, and the like, are capable of being attributed 
“to all actions (Vedic as well as non-Vedic). So long as our own minds 
“are pure and devoid of all wickedness, we can always admit the Smrtis 
*to have a sound basis (in the Veda); and it is only when our own 
* minds become tainted that we begin to suspect their authoritative 
* character, 

* What performance of Dharma is there, in which some sort of a 
* perceptible motive cannot be found, and which cannot be found to be 
“ contradictory to some other Direct Vedic Assertions ? (The chances of 
“contradiction are equally present in all Injunctions, whether the action 
“laid down be found to have a perceptible motive or not). And then 
“again, the terribly ignorant Atheists have no other business except find- 
“ing some sort of a worldly motive for ail actions,—even those that are 
* pot due to any apparent perceptible worldly motive. Even the actions 
“laid down in the Veda are made by them to be due to certain 
* worldly motives; and on the slightest grounds they explain one Vedic 
“Injunction to be contradictory to other Vedic texts. And under the 
“circumstances, if the Mimdnsakas once give an opportunity to the 
“ Atheists (and encourage them by borrowing their arguments, in dealing 
“with the Smrti texts that contradict the Veda), thus encouraged, the 
* Atheists would not leave the authority of any path of Dharma safe. 
* Because these Atheists do not trouble their objectives until these latter 
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“themselves give them an opportunity of attack. And when they have 
“once been given an opportunity, by such persons as borrow their imag- 
“inary attacks upon the authority of the scriptures, who (1.e., which 
“ scripture) can hope to escape alive, if once fallen in the way of their ` 
“ (argumentative) path ? For these reasons, it is not right for the Miman- 
“ sakas to help the accomplishment of the purposes of the Atheists, who are 
“ bent upon the destruction of all Dharma. 

“You have (in the foregoing Adhikarana) accepted the authority of 
“ Puranas, Smrtis, Crutis, and Usage, at first by mere faith; and then you have 
* proved, by means of arguments, that the authority of these, as pointed 
“out in the scriptures, is quite sound; you should stick to this conclu- 
“sion by all means, and not slacken your faith midway; because such 
“slackening would lead to the destruction of the whole fabric (of the 
“ authoritativeness of Smrtis as proved in the foregoing Adhikarana) ; 
“ exactly likea cart, whose fastenings have become loosened. When a man 
* has accepted a certain theory, he should carry it through, fearlessly ; 
“otherwise he would lose it all, through fear, to the wicked intrusions of 
“such opponents as are always prone to attack timid people. 

“Then again, if the Veda itself were not found to lay down certain 
“actions, that have worldly motives, and some that are contradictory to 
“other Vedic texts,—then alone could these two facts be rightly turned 
“to account to prove that the Smrtis that lay down such actions can have 
“no foundation in the Veda. As a matter of fact, however, we find the 
“ Veda laying down thousands of such actions as Threshing, Pounding, and 
“the like, which have only visible results; and then what is the harm 
* if such results are also found to apply in the case of actions laid down 
“by the Smrtis ? There are also other actions laid down in the Veda, 
“which have only visible results (and which can be attributed to motives 
“of avarice, &c.), such as, the giving of the gifts to the priests, and the 
“sacrificer’s action with regard to the Tanünaptra butter. Under the 
" circumstances, if these actions be said to be not based upon the authority 
“of the Veda (because of their having visible results), then, in that case 
“alone could the Smrtis laying down similar actions be also denied the 
“support of the Veda. And when we actually find many such actions 
“laid down in the Veda itself, how can the mere fact of the action 
" having visible results be accepted as proving the non-Vedic origin of 
“the Smrtis enjoining them ? 

“ For these reasons it is rightly incumbent on the Mzmànsaka to carry 
“through the theory of the Smrtis being based upon the Veda, that was 
“arrived at before (in the foregoing Adhikarana) : and why should he 
“flinch now ? We conclude, then, that even though the Smrtis are found 
“to lay down actions with visible results, and also those that are contrary 


17 


130 TANTRA-YARTIKA. ADHYAYA I—PADA. UI ADHI. Il. 


“to direct Vedic Injunctions, yet no sound arguments can rightly be 
* brought forward to shake their authoritativeness. Specially as it was 
“an unqualified authoritativeness of all scriptures that was established 
* in the foregoing Adhikarana, it must be allowed to remain intact, even . 
* they be found to be contradictory to direct Vedic Assertions." 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above arguments, we make the following reply : All authority 
of the Smrti becomes inadmissible, when it is found to be contradictory 
(to Vedic Assertions) ; and it is only when there is no such contradic- 
tion that the Veda affords an inferred basis for the authority of the 
Smrti. Those Smrti passages that we find to be in direct contradiction 
to the Veda must have their origin in Ignorance, &c., and can never - 
admitted to bave any foundation in the Veda itself. 

In the case of the Smrti we do not admit of a self-sufficient authority; 
and as for its authority being based upon the Veda, this is found to be con- 
trary to the perceptible fact (of its being contradictory to the Veda). 
We can assume a Vedic passage (in support of a Smrti) only so long as we 
do not find a direct Vedic text bearing upon the same subject ; and 
when such a text is found (and found to be contradictory to the assertion 
of the Smrti), then we can never allow of an assumption of any other 
Vedic texts in support of this latter ; for certainly, when we actually see 
the elephant passing before us, we do not seek to infer its existence by 
means of its footprints. And Smrtis are the means of leading us to the 
inference of Vedic texts, exactly as the footprints lead to the inference 
of the elephant; consequently when this efficiency of the Smrti is found 
to be contrary to a direct Vedic text, its efficiency (to lead to the assump- 
tion of a Vedic text) is set aside exactly as in the case of the elephant. 
And Smrtis based upon such inferential assumptions can flourish only so 
long as their basis is not cut off by directly perceptible texts to the 
contrary. And when their basis has been so cut off, they have not a much 
longer span of existence left to them ; and die off exactly like the brameltes 
of a tree that has been uprooted. 

A direct self-sufficient authority is not possible for the Smrtis — 
selves, by which they could be independent of extraneous support; and as 
for this support, we do not find any (in the case of such Smrtis as are 
contary to Vedic Texts). Nor can there be an inference of a Vedic text 
that is opposed to a direct Vedic text already extant; because, when 
all that people want to know with regard to a certain matter is known 
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by means of the direct text already available, there can be no dme for 
an inference of assumed texts, 

If with regard to a certain matter, the Smrti text dealt with a phase 
of the subject other than that treated of in the Vedic Text (contra- 
dieting it), then to a certain extent, its authority could have a chance of 
being admitted (with reference to that particular phase). But when the 
subject mentioned in the Smrti has already been dealt with, either in the 
same or in a contrai y manner, by the Veda, then, with regard to that 
object, the Smriti cannot be admitted to have any authority. Because in 
the ease of any two means of cognition operating contrary ways, with 
regard to a common objective, the one that has a quicker action accom- 
plishes its objeet sooner, and leaves no chance for the accomplishment of 
theslower, And even if the latter is only one degree slower than ihe 
former, it is bound to lose in the long run, because its opponent will have 
reached the goal long before it. On the other hand, in a case where 
there is no swift opponent tending to deprive it of its objective, the weaker 
process might take its own time, and there is no chance of its beiug 
interrupted. 

Nor is there any such unflinching command as that which has once 
been found to be authoritative must always be accepted as authoritative. 
(And even though in certain cases the Smrti has been found to have an 
authority that can force us to admit its authority even in cases where it 
is contradicted by the Veda yet) it is a general rule that whenever a cer- 
tain thing is going to be brought forth, it comes to be accomplished only 
if it is not interrupted in its accomplishment by something that is contra- 
dietory to it. Whereas that, which has its very foundation cut off while 
it is not fully brought forth, or which has its very source cut off, can 
never attain an accomplished condition. (And this is the case with the 
authority of the Smrtis in question). But even though it is not accom- 
plished, when interrupted by a stronger opponent, yet it does not follow 
from this that it would not be accomplished, even in the absence of such 
opposition. (Hence though the Smrti that is contradictory to the Veda 
may not have real authority, yet that does not affect the authority of other 
Smrtis that are quite compatible with the Veda). Conversely, even 
though a thing may be accomplished in the absence of opposing forces, yet 
from this it does not follow that it will be accomplished, even when there 
are strong forces opposing its accomplishment. (Hence though the Smrts 
compatible with the Veda may be authoritative, yet that does not establish 
the authoritativeness of those that are contrary to it). Because, in all 
cases where we have a general rule and an exception, all cases cannot be 
covered by the general rule itself ; on the other hand, while the exception 
sets aside the general rule, in a particular case, it does not follow that the 
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general rule would be thus set aside in all cases. What is proper in such 
cases is to carefully differentiate the cases where the general rule and the 
exception may be severally applicable, and then accordingly, ascertain where 
the one will set aside the other ; which cannot be ascertained by means of a 
vague general perception. For one, who would base his actions upon such 
general perceptions, would succeed in allaying his thirst by the waters of 
the mirage (because in this case also he has a general perception of water) ; 
conversely, having found his idea of water to have been an illusion in the 
case of the mirage, he would not perform his ablutions, even in a tank, 
fearing lest he be deceived in this case also. Asa matter of fact however (in 
the case of the mirage) the notion of water is accepted as true, only so long 
as one has not acquired the knowledge that it is not water, but only a mirage. 

In the same manner, then, Inference is accepted as true, only so long 
as its objective is not found to be covered by a Sense-perception contrary to 
it. Thus then, the authority of the Smrti can be accepted to be based 
upon inferred (assumed) Vedic Texts, only so long as the subject of that 
Smrti is not found to be covered by a direct Vedic Text contradictory to it. 
From these reasons, if we conclude that in certain cases the Smrtis are 
authoritative, while in some cases they have no authority, we cannot be 
said to be open to the charge of “half-heartedness.” Because just as the 
. notion of water is found to be true, in the case of the perception of real 
water, while untrue in that of the mirage, in the same manner we can, 
as reasonably, accept the Smrti to be authoritative when it is found to be 
in keeping with the Veda, while reject it as having no authority, when 
found to be contradictory to direct Vedic Texts. And it cannot be rightly 
urged that either all Smrtis should be accepted as authoritative, or, if its 
authority be denied in one case, the whole of it should be considered 
unauthoritative. 

Thus then, we conclude that the Smrtis that are contradictory to the 
Veda, have no authority, because any assumption of Vedic Texts in their 
support being precluded by direct Vedic Texts, they cannot but have their 
origin elsewhere (in Illusion, Ignorance, &c.) 

Question : * Why cannot such Smrtis be accepted as laying down optional 
alternatives to those laid down in the Texts that they are found to 
contradict?"  — ll T C 

Answer: All alternative options are open to eightfold objections (ex- 
plained below); and as such, it is not very desirable to accept them. And 
further if (by the acceptance of such option) a partial unauthoritativeness 
of the Smrti be accepted, it becomes very easy for us to deny its authority 
completely (on the strength of the well-established authority of the Vedic 
Texts that itis found to contradict). Even in those cases where both 
alternatives are equally strong, there is an eightfold discrepancy attaching 
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to the option; and it is accepted, only under the pressure of necessity, 
when there is no other way out of it. How then can it be accepted in 
the present case, where the authority of one alternative is one step fur- 
ther removed from that of the other, and is got at by means of external 
aids? That is to say, before the particular Smrti would succeed in acquir- 
ing its authority (secondhand, from the assumed Vedic Text), it would 
be set aside by the Direct Vedic Texts, that are self-authoritative (and as 
such not depending upon any extraneous authority). 

Thus then, in matters relating to Dharma, the Smrti not being accepted 
to be self-sufficient in its authority, it cannot be admitted as pointing out 
an alternative to the Veda, which could be done only if both were equally 
strong in their authority. And having its authority dependent upon extra- 
neous aids, the Smréi can never attain any authority, when it is just checked 
by Direct Vedic Assertion ; and as such, it can never raise its head again. 

The acceptance of option, even iu a case when both the alternatives 
are equally authoritative, cannot be accepted until we assume the partial 
unauthoritativeness of both of them. And the assumption of such (partial) 
unauthoritativeness of that which is decidedly self-sufficient in its author- 
ity (i.e. the Veda) would be open to two objections : (1) it would set aside 
the eternally apparent and universally recognised authority of the V eda, aud 
would thereby run counter to a well-ascertained idea; (2) such unauthorita- 
tiveness could be cognised only by means of Negation; but (in accepting 
the alternative theory) we would be denying the really existing authority 
(of the Veda), in the absence of any such Negation (i.e., any assertion 
denying the authority of the Veda) ; this would be the second objection, 
based upon the fact of your making a contradictory statement with regard 
to Authority (that is to say, you assert that Authority is non-authoritative). 
Even though in the first instance (7.e., in the acceptance of one alterna- 
tive), you may, for some reason or other, accept the responsibility of the 
above two objections, yet when you would proceed to accept the other alter- 
native, you would render yourself open to two other objections: (1) You 
had asserted (in the former instance) that the Authority (of the Veda) is 
cognisable by Negation (that is to say, non est); and now (when you are 
accepting the authority of the Veda as the second alternative), you would 
set aside this assertion of yours, and thereby make yourself liable to the 
first charge of self-contradiction ; and (2) secondly, in the first instance, 
you had denied the self-evident authority (of the Veda); and now you 
would be reasserting this authority, and thus render yourself liable to 
another charge of self-contradiction. Thus then, in the case of a single sen- 
tence, we have shown the acceptance of Option to be open to four objec- 
tions; aud the same would be found to be the case with regard to any 
other sentence. 
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_- But with all this an option has been accepted in the case of the two 
sentences laying down the Vrihi and the Yava as the grain to be used at 
sacrifices ; because in that case, there is no help; as if one proceeds to act 
according to the Injunction of the Vrihi, he is drawn away from it by 
the Injunction of the Yava; and vice versá; and thus being drawn from 
two sides, by these two texts, as if by two celestial women (equally attrac- 
tive), not finding any difference in the strength or authority of any one 
of them, and not finding any means of reconciling them, with reference 
to any one object, the person would naturally conclude that being mutually 
contradictory, both the texts are unauthoritative (partially), and in this 
case the unauthoritativeness of that which (being a part of the Veda) is fully 
capable of all authority, is accepted, because there is no help in the matter: 
if there were any way out of it, such an assumption could never be allowed. 

In the case in question, on the other hand, we can never deny the 
authority of one alternative (the Veda) ; and the unauthoritative character 
of the other alternative (the Smrti) alone, cannot establish the unauthori- 
tativeness of both. Even in ordinary worldly affairs, we find that when 
& man falls in a position where he must lose either one thing or many things, 
when there is & chance of all being lost, he gladly renounces half the 
number (and keeps the other half) (so in the case in question, when we 
are given the option of either denying the authority, at least partially, 
of both the Veda and the Smrti, or accepting the authority of the Veda and 
the Smrti in keeping with it, and denying that of the contradictory 
Smrti,—we cannot but gladly choose the latter alternative a8 analy the 
wiser and the more reasonable of the two). ` `> ; à 

Aud when both are rejected, then we have a destruction of im ead 
rity of both; which is also the case if the sacrificer offers at his sacrifice, 
mixed unm of Yava and Vrihi; because no such mixed offering has been 
laid down anywhere. The Injunction of the Yava, as well as that of Vrzhz, 
is a restrictive one ; and each of these implies the incapability of any other 
substauce being used at the sacrifice. And the Vrihi is pointed out as being, 
iudependently by itself, the article to be used at the sacrifice; so is also 
the Yava; and as such we can never get at any Injunction of the mixture 
of both. If the Vrīhi alone, or the Yava alone, were found unable to ac- 
complish the desired sacrifice, and if, for that reason a mixture of the two 
were used, these facts would set aside the authority of both the Injunc- 
tions (of Yava as well as of Vrihi). Thus then, we find that this idea of 
employing their mixture is equal in all respects to the suspicion (that none 
of the two is able to accomplish the desired sacrifice) ; and as such this 
would also lead to the complete denial of the authority of both ; and it 
would be far better to attribute unauthoritativeness to each of them by turns. 
This leaves the character of both extremely uncertain ; but no such uncer- 
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tainty is allowable where a certainty is capable of being arrived at. And 
in every case we can carry on our business only by means of such objects 
as have been duly ascertained to be of one definite nature. 

Consequently, that which is authoritative, must always remain authori- 
tative, while that which has no authority cannot be held ever to have any 
authority. If the same thing be considered authoritative at one time and 
unauthoritative at other times, we can place no confidence in such a thing. 
And all this anomaly faces us directly, in the case of the alternative Injunc- 
tions of the Vrīhi and the Yava, where there is no way out of the difficulty. 
Specially as in this case there is nothing to justify us in adhering to any 
one of the two, exclusively, which one we shall — as authoritative, while 
denying the authority of the other. 

On the other hand, in the case of the Direct Vedic Text and a contra- 
dictory Smrti Text, we have two means at our command, by which we 
can definitely decide to accept the Vedic Text as absolutely authoritative 
and totally reject the Smrti as having no authority at all. 

I. In the first place, to the Veda and the Smrti belong EBEN 
tiveness and unauthoritativeness, respectively, naturally by themselves; 
consequently, their respective unauthoritativeness and authoritativeness 
ean be due only to extraneous influences. A property that is natural 
to a thing can be denied or set aside, only if we can find a strong reason for 
such denial; and in the present case an idea proceeding from a Smrti 
text can never have strength enough for setting aside or negativing 
that which proceeds from a direct Vedic assertion; while, on the other 
hand again, the idea proceeding from the Vedic assertion is admitted 
to be of superior strength, and as such is acknowledged to be capable 
of negativing that which is due to the Smrti. 

This comparative strength and weakness, as the ground for effective 
negativing, we have already explained in detail while treating of Sense- 
perception and Inference; and the comparative strength of Direct Assertion 
and Indirect Implication is also explained in I1I—itii—1, where it is shown 
that that which is nearer to its objective than the other is always to be 
accepted as the stronger of the two; and if we apply the same standard 
to the case of the Smrti and Crut: texts, we find that the Cruti authorita- 
tively points out its objective, long before the Smrti succeeds, in establish- 
ing its own authority (by means of an assumed Vedic Text). 

(It might be argued that the Smrti also would in due time come to 
indicate its own objective, contrary to the Veda, and as such it could be 
accepted as laying down an optional alternative to the course laid down in 
the foregoing Vedic Text; but this is not possible; because both the texts 
refer to the same object, and) it is not possible for the same object to have 
contradictory properties. And then too, when the objective has been 
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already taken up by one that moves faster (in the present case, the Vedie 
Text), there is nothing left for the slower one (the Smrti) ; for instance, an 
object that has been takeu away by horses can never be got at by asses. 
And it is always found to be the case that long before the Smrti succeeds 
in pointing (for its authority) to an assumed Vedic Text in support of its 
own assertion with regard to a certain object, a contrary idea of the object 
has already been arrived at by other means (i.e., by means of the directly 
perceptible Vedic Text), which is much swifter in its operation, not being 
hampered by the necessity of seeking elsewhere for its authority. 

It is only so long as the person has not quite ascertained what is to be 
done, that the operation of such means of the cognition (of Duty) can last ; 
when this has been duly ascertained, there is no more necessity of any 
means of cognising it. If the Vedic and the Smrti texts were to point to 
their objective simultaneously, at one and the same time, then there would 
be no ground for difference in them (whereby we could accept one to be 
stronger than the other); and in that case both could be accepted to be 
(optional alternatives) of equal authority. 

Or (the difference between the operations of the two texts may be 
thus explained): We find the Vedic Text pointing out its objective directly ; 
and if at this very point of time the Smrti could also succeed in pointing 
out the assumed Vedic Text (that would serve as its authority ),—then, in 
that case, somehow or other, we could accept them to be of equal strength, 
as regards their being the means of cognition; because while the former 
would be acting as the means of cognising its particular objective, the 
latter would also be operating towards the bringing about of a cognition of 
the assumed Vedie Text; even though this latter would still be further 
removed from the real objective, yet as it would have been found to give 
rise to some cognition, it could have been accepted to be a means of right 
notion; and as it would have been found to be functioning simultaneously 
with the Vedic Text, we could have accepted both to be of equal strength. 
But as a matter of fact, even when we find the Smrti providing an idea of 
its objective, while it looks about for a corroborative Vedic Text, without 
which it is not sufficiently established (in authority), it becomes set aside 
by a (contrary) directly perceptible Vedic Text, which is ever well-estab- 
lished in its self-sufficient authority. A Smrti that would not need a 
corroborative basis (in the Veda) would fall off from its position of Smrti 
(Remembrance, which is held to be that of a Vedic Text to the same 
effect) ; and as it stands in need of such basis, while it is without such 
basis, it is always set aside by a (contrary) Vedic Text. 

This is the first method whereby we reject the authority of ses con- 
tradictory Smrti, before it has been allowed to attain the position of an 
optional alternative. 
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II. To explain the other method: we grant for the sake of argument 
that both the Veda and the Smrti are of equal strength, and that they 
are to be accepted as laying down optional alternatives. Even then as 
in this case also, the Smrti would be accepted to be partially unauthorita- 
tive, it would be completely set aside. 

That is to say, even if we admit the contradictory Smrti as laying 
down an optional alternative (to the Vedic Injunction), when we would 
be accepting the alternative laid down in the Veda, we would be admitting 
the authority of the Veda; and then, we could not but admit the Smrti in - 
question to be unauthoritative; and this unauthoritativeness could not be 
said to be an entirely foreign property imposed upon it, as it is admitted 
to be in the case cf the Veda; because the sole authority of the Smrti lies 
in the fact of its being based upon the Veda; and as such when we are 
admitting it to be unauthoritative, all that we are doing is to declare the 
fact of its not having any basis in the Veda. And as soon as the absence 
of such Vedic support has been duly ascertained, we are forced to seek for 
its origin elsewhere (in the realms of Delusion and the other causes, that 
have been refuted in the foregoing Adhikarana) ; and itis fully admitted on 
all hands, that it has been compiled by human authors (Manu and others) ; 
and for these reasons, we cannot accept its want of origin or basis to be 
(like that of the Veda) due to its eternal character; and (as it is found 
to have no basis in the Veda) we cannot but conclude that it has source in 
the realms of Deception, Illusion, Ignorance, &c. And if we assume, 
for the Smrti, any basis other than the Veda, this very basis entirely 
destroys its authoritative character. 

In the case of the Injunctions of the Yava and the Vrihi, on the other 
hand, at the time that we accept the latter alternative and use the Vrihi at 
the sacrifice, we impose upon the former Injunction, an unauthoritativeness 
which is altogether foreign to it (as being a Vedic Text, it is self-sufficient 
inits inherent authority) ; and in the same manner, at the time that we 
accept the other alternative and make use of the Yava, the extraneous un- 
authoritativeness that had been imposed upon it is set aside by its own 
inherent anthoritative character ; specially is such the case because of both 
the texts being equal in their authority, both equally forming part of the 
same Veda, and there being no difference between the two, with regard to 
the proximity or otherwise of their respective objectives. 

In the case of the Smrti, on the other hand, when its authority having 
no basis in the Veda has been once lost in the pools of Illusion, Ignorance, 
&c., there can be no chance of its being picked up again. Because with 
regard to the same Smrti text, it is not possible that it should have its 
basis in an assumed Vedic Text, at the time that we do not accept the 
alternative laid down in the Direct Vedic Text; and that it should have 
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its basis in Illusion, &c., at the time that we accept the said Vedic alterna- 
tive (because one and the same thing cannot have one kind of origin at one 
time, and a totally contrary origin at another). 

The following arguments are urged (in support of accepting the 
aforesaid option) : “ All that you say would be quite correct, if the person 
“accepting the option always found the Vedic Text before coming across 
* the alternative Smrti text ; and then if, after having acted in accordance 
* with the former, he sought to follow the course laid down by the latter, 
“ then alone could the authority of the Smrti be said to be totally destroyed. 
“ But this is not possible, in a case where it is the Smrti text that is found 
** and followed first. 

* That is to say, in the case where a man has come across the Smrti 
“text alone, he at once infers that it has a basis in a certain Vedic Text; 
* and when he has once got a definite idea of such a Vedic Text (in support 
“of the Smrti), even if a certain direct Vedic assertion to the contrary 
** present itself subsequently, this latter cannot set aside the authority of 
* the former inferred Vedic: Text. Because when the ass (though slow) 
“ has once reached its objective, the horse reaching it afterwards, cannot 
“ deprive the ass of what it has already got. A^. 

“There is no such law as that where a Smrti text is contradictory to a 
“ Vedic Text, it is the former that is always cognised first. Because when 
* many people are conducting a number of enquiries, the various texts 
“ present themselves to them in various orders; and no significance is 
“attached to the order of their appearance, in the determining of the 
“comparative authoritativeness of the texts. For certainly, when a man 
“ is reading the Veda, if he finds the Injunction of Vrihi in the first chapter, 
“and that of the Yava in the second, this does not make the authority of 
“the latter at all less than that of the former (as you also hold these two 
*' to be possessed of equal authority). 

. * We also find that the authors of the Kalpasitras, in making a com- 
** pilation of the Injunctions contained in their own particular Veda with 
* those contained in other Vedas, always treat the latter Injunctions (when 
“any of them is found to be contrary to one of the former) as laying 
“ down another alternative course of action. (And as one's own Veda is 
* studied before any other is taken up, if that which is cognised first were 
“ to be always accepted as the most authoritative, then the Injunctions con- 
" tained in one's own Veda would always be taken as setting aside those 
“contained in the other Vedas; and as such the Kalpasutras could not 
“ treat them as equally authoritative and laying down optional alternatives). 
“ Such joint compilation of all the Vedas is also what is favoured by Jaimini 


“ himself; as he also holds that that which is comprehended beforehand 
“ would set aside all subsequent Injunctions, 
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* Consequently, we should attach no significance to the order in which 
“the texts appear; what we have to do is to follow the law laid down 
“under Sutra II—iv—18:—'The Veda is not laid with special reference to 
“any one person; and hence those men,—whose ideas (of duty) are 
“ dependant upon all the various branches of the Vedas, those that are 
“ directly perceived as well as those that are only remembered, all being 
"equally authoritative, in that they are equally eternal,—when inves- 
“tigating the significations of the various texts, should attribute to the 
“ weakness of their own perceptive faculties, the fact of one text being 
“perceived after the other, and should accept all of them to be equally 
“ authoritative; just as even though the letters and words composing a 
“ sentence are cognised one after the other, yet they are all taken to be 
“ equally important factors in the comprehension of the sentence. And thus, 
“ like the instructions received from one's Father and Mother (those of the 
“ Mother always preceding those of the Father and yet both being accepted 
“as equally binding), they should, without the least doubt, accept all the 
“texts to be equally authoritative and binding. 

* Otherwise if the mere fact of appearing beforehand were to be taken 
“ asa sure mark of superior authority, and that appearing afterwards were 
“taken as a mark of unauthoritativeness, what intelligent man could ever 
“arrive at a decisive conclusion on the point of the authoritativeness or 
* otherwise of differenttexts? (As there is no certainty that that which 
“appears first at one time would do the same at all times). 

** And again, if the mere fact of its appearing subsequently were made 
“the ground for relegating the Smrti to the realms of illusion, then. even 
* 1n a case where the Smrti is not contradicted by the Vedic Text, it could 
" not be accepted to be authoritative (as iu this case also the Smrti would 
“ be appearing after the Vedic Text). 

* For these reasons, we must conclude, either that all Smrtis are based 
“upon the Veda (and as such equally authoritative), or that all of them 
“are the products of illusion; and there can be no admixture of their 
“origin (that is, it is not right to accept some of them to be based upon 
“the Veda, and others to be based upon Illusion.") 

To all this, we make the following reply: Though in a case where we 
come across a certain Smrti text, if we do not meet with a direct Vedic Text 
to the contrary, we can safely infer a Vedic Text in support of that SmrH, 
free from all hinderances for the time being. But if at some future time, 
we come across a direct Vedie Text to the contrary, we cannot but at once 
set aside the former Smrti (as unauthoritative) ; and thus all chance of its 
having any basis in the Veda having been set aside, we would be forced 
to the conclusion that it must have its origin in some sort of an illusion, &c. 
And thus after we have found the Vedic text to the contrary, we are natur- 
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ally led to think that the idea that we have had from the Smrti is false; and 
from this we are forced to admit that this idea must have been false, even 
at the time that we had met with the Smrti for the first time. Even in 
ordinary experience, we find that a man who is unable to distinguish the 
false coin from a true one, uses the latter as the real coin; but from this it 
does not follow that he will continue to use and accept the false coin for the 
true, even after he has become capable of recognising its false character ; 
and his subsequent discrimination leads him to the conclusion that his 
notions with regard to the false coin are false, not only at the time when 
he is able to distinguish it from the true one, but that it has always been 
false, even at the time when he accepted it as true. (In the same manner, 
when we do find a Vedic Text, we conclude the Smrti to be false, not only 
now, but always, even when we first met it, and had not found the Vedic 
Text contradicting it). As the idea afforded by the Smriti now (when we 
have founded the Vedic Text to the contrary) is just the same as that 
afforded by it before, this former idea too becomes set aside (when we find 
the contrary Vedic Text); for if the former idea were not false, the latter, 
being identical with it, could never be false. 

Objection: “Even when we have found the contrary Vedic Text, we 
must conclude that it contradicts, not the Smrti, but the Vedic text that 
had been assumed as the basis for that Smrti (and thus the contradiction 
being between two Vedic texts, these being equally authoritative, you can- 
not but admit of the theory of Option).” 

Reply : But this cannot be; because at the time of the performance of 
each individual action, there is an investigation into the character of its 
authority. For if one always depended upon the conclusion that he may 
have arrived at in one case, then the man, who has discarded the Vrihi and 
accepted the alternative of Ydva, at any one sacrifice, would always, 
throughout his life, use the Yava alone, and never use the Vrzhi ; and it 
would never be possible for both of them to be used by every man, as 
optionalalternatives. Consequently, then, when a man happens to consider 
the authority of a particular action, which he is going to perform for the 
first time, and he finds that he has not yet directly come across any such 
Vedic Text as he had assumed, in support of the Smrti text, on whose 
strength he had performed the action for the first time, he is again led by 
the Smrti text itself to argue that inasmuch as the Smrti has been com- — 
piled by a person who is known to be an orthodox performer of all Vedic 
actions, it must have its origin in the Veda; and thus he again sets about 
inferring the existence of such a Vedic Text; but now, if at the very out- 
set, he be met by a direct Vedic Text to the contrary, he would find that 
the undoubted self-authoritativeness of this text could not be otherwise 
possible, and is forced to admit that the contrary Smrti text must be un- 
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authoritative ; and the final conclusion that he arrives at is that the origin 
of the particular Smrti text lies, not in any Vedic Text (as inferred before), 
but elsewhere (in the realms of Illusion, &c.); and by this he is not led 
to impose an unauthoritativeness upon the Vedic Text that was assumed 
to be the basis for the Smrti ; because the unauthoritativeness of this is 
directly perceptible by the mere fact of its not being found anywhere (in 
the Veda; and as such there is no need of any such imposition). (And 
thus we find that the direct Vedic Text contradicts, and points to the unautho- 
ritativeness of, not the assumed Vedic Text, but the Smrti text that was 
sought to be based upon that assumption ; and thus there is à contradic- 
tion, not of one Vedic Text by another Vedic Text, but that of a Smrti 
text by a Vedic one). 

You have argued above that, as there is no such fixed rule as that the 
Vedic Text must always be cognised, prior to the Smrti, or vice vers, 
there could be no fixed idea as to the authoritative character of the one or 
the other, if their authoritativeness or the contrary were to be ascertained 
solely by their prior or subsequent cognition. But this non-fixity applies 
to your theory also: and as such, it should not be urged against my theory 
alone, In a case where we directly find a Vedic Text contradicting the 
Smrti text, and have no opportunity for assuming a Vedic Text in support 
of this latter, it is naturally concluded to have its origin elsewhere (in 
Illusion, &c.) ; and as such is completely set aside, And in a case where 
the contrary direct Vedic Text is found at some other time, even then, the 
contradiction and the consequent rejection of the Smrti is duly ascer- 
tained at that distant time ; and this rejection of authority for ever after- 
wards, attaches to the Smrti, which cannot clear itself of such unauthor- 
itativeness. 

As for those that cognise the Smrti text before the contrary Vedic 
Text, though they themselves may not be cognisant of the contrary Vedic 
Text and the consequent rejection of the Smrti, yet, inasmuch as the author- 
ity of such a Smrti text has been set aside elsewhere by a previous re- 
cognition, by other people, of the Vedic Text contradicting it, the Smrti 
can never free itself from this unauthoritativeness, attachiug to it perma- 
nently. And even in ordinary experience, we find that the contradiction 
of the cognition of other people is by no means a very slight means of 
ascertainiug one's own cognition to be false ; as for iustance, when (by some 
disorder of the eye) we see the moon as duplicate, or when we are mistaken 
in our notions as regards the various directions, we conclude our own ideas 
to be false, only when we find them to be contrary to those of other people. 

Objection : “ In the case of the Vedic Injunctions of the Yava and the 
Vrihi also, when one would decide to use the Yava, his conclusion would 
be contrary to that of another person who has decided to make use of 
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the Vrihi ang thereby the former conclusion would have to be genie" 
as wrong." 

Reply : But in that case, both the Injunctions are equally of direct 
Vedic origin; and as such the authoritativeness or otherwise is only like 
the rising or sinking (of an object) (7.e., though the authority ever continues, 
yet when it rises up, we accept its authoritativeness, and we make use of 
one Injunction ; and when it sinks down, its authority is only hidden from 
view, and that of the other Injunction having come up, we accept this 
latter and act up to it); and as such both of them being equal in the eyes 
of all men, we are unable to find any other ground of difference (between 
the two). 

(If it were a rule with all people that they always cognised a Smrti 
text before cognising any Vedic one, then it might have been possible for 


the former to have led to the inference of a corroborative Vedic Text and 


base its authority upon it; but) as a matter of fact, such people, as always 
cognise a Smrti text beforehand, are not to be found, in any number, the 
unauthoritativeness pointed o by the contrary Vedic Text cannot leave 
its hold upon the Smrti. — 

Further, in the case of Smrtis, there is an inherent ground of unauthor- 
itativeness (in that they have never any authority of their own, but only 
one borrowed from the Veda) ; and the falsity attaching to them upon this 
ground alone renders them unable to set aside any direct Vedic Text. All 
that you can do is to impose upon the Veda an unauthoritativeness, which 
is absolutely foreign to its very effulgent self-authoritative character; and 


as this unauthoritativeness is actually found in the Smrti (contrary to the 


Veda), wherefore should you go about assuming it in the Veda (where 


there is no room for it)? When you find a Vedic Text and a Smrti text. 


contradicting each other, it is absolutely necessary that you should re- 
ject the authority of one of them; and as you would proceed to asswme the 
unauthoritativeness of the Vedic Text (your action in this resembling that 
of the covering up of a really existing thing with a piece of cloth in order 
to deceive yourself into the belief that it does not exist), the inherent unau- 
thoritativeness of the Smrti would present itself before you, and would set 
aside, once for all, all your doubts as to which of the two is to be rejected ; 
and would leave you no ground for assuming the ahsolutely unreal unau- 
thoritativeness of the Vedic Text. 

Even in the case of such Smrti texts as are not contradicted by a 
direct Vedic Text, the fact of their being based upon the Veda is by no 
means always quite certain. Though this fact can be got at by means of 
Inference, yet it can also be negatived by other similar means of cognition. 

Thus then, we find that the case of the Smrti text contradicting the 
Vedic Text is not identical with that which is not found to be so contra- 
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dictory ; because of the causes of the two being different (that of the former 
being actually decided to be Illusion, &c., while that of the latter is only the 
particular cognition of the Author of the Smrti); and as for the origin of 
these texts, it can be ascertained, only in accordance with the bearing of their 
contradictories (i.e., the Smrti that has a Vedic Text for its contradictory 
is decided to have its origin in Illusion, &c., while that which has not such 
a formidable contradictory is believed to have some authority). And 
thus we have proved that the charge of “ half-heartedness " cannot be 
laid at our door. 

Exactly as in the case of Direct Assertion, Indirect Implication, &oc., 
(explained under Sutra III—iii—14), their comparative strength or weak- 
ness is ascertained, according as the one that follows is found to be contra- 
dietory to, or supported by, that which precedes it,—in the same manner 
we could also ascertain the authoritativeness or otherwise of the various 
Smrti texts, according as they are found to be contradicted or supported by 
Vedic Texts; and there can be no admixture of the two; nor can all Smrti 
texts (those contrary to the Veda and those not contrary to it) be said to 
be of the same class. 

[Another instance of contradiction of the Veda by Smrti, that is cited 
` in the Bhashya, is that the Smrti lays down that the whole of the sacri- 
ficial post is to be covered over; while the Veda enjoins that the sacrificer 
should sing a certain hymn while touching the post]. And here, though 
the covering over of the post is laid down in the Kulpasitra, which is of a 
class different from the ordinary Dharmagastra Smrtis, and which has 
been compiled with the avowed object of collecting together the precepts 
actually found in the Veda,—yet, we shall prove later on that the differ- 
ence between the Kalpasitra and the ordinary Smrti is very slight; and 
also as both of them are equally the works of human authors, the Bhashya 
has cited the Kalpasitra in the same category as the ordinary Smrti. 

[The next instance cited is that in the Smrtzs it is declared that as 
soon as the sacrificer has purchased the Soma, the priests can dine at his 
place; while the Veda declares that they can dine at his place only when he 
has completed the Agnishomiya-sanstha]. And here, though the former pas- 
sage is found in the Atharva-Veda,—yet (1) as we find that this particular 
Veda does not in any way help any sacrificial actions that are performed in 
connection with the sacred fire,—(2) as we find this particular declaration 
contradicted by the said declaration which is found in the three Vedas that 
are related to such sacrificial actions,—(3) and as the point atissue is in re- 
ference to such a sacrificial action, —we follow the law laid down in the Sūtra 
III—vi—9, where it is distinctly declared that authority which is directly 
related to the point at issue is stronger than that which is not so related ; 
and from this law we conclude the said declaration of the Atharva-Veda 
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to be weaker in its authority than the other declaration ; and for this 
reason, it has been cited in E. Bhashya, in the same es as the 
ordinary Smrtis. 

[ Another instance of the contradiction is, that the Smrtis lay down 
that the Brahmana is to remain a student for forty-eight years; while the 
Veda lays down the performance of the Agnihotra (and hence of marriage) 
by one whose hairs are not yet grey and who has got a son.] And here, 
though the period indicated by the absence of greyness in the hair is most 
indefinite, and it may be that he may not have got a son till then, yet we 
accept the particular period to be ‘ youth,’ as pointed out by such Smrtis 
as—‘ one should seek after Dharma while he is still young,"—or as ex- 
tending, at the very utmost, to ‘middle age’; while if one were to remain a 
student for forty-eight years, these forty-eight years added to the four or 
six years before the Upanayana, would bring the life of the religious student 
up to the fifty-second or fifty-fourth year of his age or even more than that 
(if the Upanayana be delayed to the 10th V 12th year); and this would cer- 
tainly be getting beyond the ‘ Middle age’; (and as up to this time he could 
not marry, the person could not perform the Agnihotra) the contradiction 
between the two Injunctions becomes quite patent. 


In connection with the contradiction that has been pointed out with . 


regard to the covering of the post, it may be argued that even when the post 
has been covered, it is quite possible for it to be touched (and as such there is 
no contradiction). But how can you deny this contradiction P Because 
Touching is the feeling of an object by means of the tactile sense; and when 
the post is covered by a piece of cloth, there can be no such feeling of it; 
because if the cloth is touched, that would not be the touching of the post; 
because the touches of these two differ in points of their genus, individual- 
ity, &c. If by the touching of an object connected with another object, 
the latter were also touched, then the touching of the Earth would also be 
the touching of the post (and as the sacrificer is always touching the earth, 
any Injunction of the touching of the post would be entirely irrelevant). 

An objection is raised: “ Firstly, we do not think the Earth to be the 
Post, while we have a distinct notion of the post, even in a post that has 
been covered by the cloth; and as such there is a difference between the 
case in dispute and the instance you have cited. And secondly, even when 
the Candala happens to touch the cloth that we are wearing, we can be- 
come pure only by undergoing the same processes of bath, &c., as those 
that are laid down for one who is touched by him directly.” 

Reply: True it is that we have got to bathe in the case you mention ; 
but that is owing to our contact with the cloth, that has been defiled by the 
direct touch of the Càndàla. We are led to this conclusion by the fact 
that, even when a piece of cloth that we are not wearing is touched by the 
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Odndala, if we happen to touch this cloth, we have got to bathe, &c., 
exactly as if we ourselves had been touched. 

Another question is raised: ‘‘ How is it that you have brought forward 
a sort of defilement—that of ourselves by touching the cloth that has been 
touched by the Candala—which is not mentioned in the codes of morality ? 
If such defilement were real, how is it that you do not accept such defile 
ment in the case of metals, wood, &c.; when these having been touched by the 
Candala, happen to be touched by us? Certainly, no reasons appear to help 
us here.” 

To this we make the following reply: With regard to wood, grass, 
&c., it is distinctly laid down that they are purified by the air itself ; while 
there is no purification of the cloth, except by washing. It may be urged 
that this purification has been laid down as necessary only when the cloth 
happens to be besmeared with unclean matter. But we do not find the word 
“ besmeared ” in the text of the Smrti, where it is simply said, that “ an 
unclean cloth is to be washed"; and certainly the cloth that has been 
touched by the Càndàla cannot but be accepted as “ unclean "; and as such, 
it can be purified only by being washed in water. 

Obj.: “It is only for the man: himself that the Smrtis have enjoined 
certain expiatory rites as to be performed when he happens to be touched 


by a Càndàla; and hence it would seem that such wncleanness attached to 


the man alone; and not to any other substance, like the cow or the horse. 
And when we come to consider whether the cloth, like the cow, is not made 
unclean, by the touch of the Cündala, or it is rendered unclean, like the 
man,— we naturally conclude that it is, like the cow, not made unclean by 
EE Uomo um 08 

Reply: But we findthe Smrti laying down that a man when thus touch- 
ed is to dip into the water, with all his clothes on; and from this we infer 
that the clothes are also rendered unclean, and its case is not like that of 
the cow, &c. And then again, when we happen to touch the Odndala, with 
our hand (and there being no direct contact of the Candala with the cloth), 
even for this case, the Smrti lays down that we should bathe with all our 
clothes on; and from this also it isclear that the cloth is rendered un- 
clean even by its contact with the human body which has been touched by 
the Càndàla; and consequently it is not unreasonable to declare it unclean 
when it has been touched by the Candala directly. As for the cow, horse 
&c., even when they happen to be touched by the Càndàla, the Smrti Injunc- 
tions do not make it necessary for them to be washed ; and as such we do not 
accept the fact of these animals being defiled by such contact ; and as such the 
case of the cloth cannot be taken as identical with that of these animals. 

For these reasons, in the case in question, the touching of the cloth can- 
not be regarded as identical with the touching of the post (covered by it) 
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If the Injunction be explained as laying down the necessity of the 
priest singing the hymn, while touched by the post,—then too, it would be 
necessary for his body to be in direct touch with the skin of the post. And 
even if the Injunction, be taken to mean only that he should rest upon the 
post, then too the necessity of direct contact remains just the same; and 
as such, even this resting would not be possible if the post were complete- 
ly covered up. For, in that case, the priest would sing while resting upon 
the cloth (and not upon the post); because even though the cloth itself, 
would be resting upon the post, yet it could serve as the rest or support of 
the priest. For these reasons, we conclude that there is a direct contra- 
diction between the Smrti Injunction of the covering of the whole post, 
and the Vedic one of touching it; and as such it is only right that we 
should clearly discern which is to be given the preference. 

Says the Bhàshya (in support of the option theory): “But wherefore 
are not these two Injunctions not accepted as laying down optional alterna- 
tives?” And this must be taken as basing the authority of the Smrti 
Injunction upon an assumed Vedic Injunction inferred to form part of a 
different Branch of tho Veda ; because, as it is, the Smrti by itself has no 


injunctive power, and is not equal in its own authority to the contrary 


Vedic Injunction. 

The Bhàshya says (inreply to the above oT This cannot bed t 
because we accept two statements as optional alternatives, only when we do not 
perceive one of them to be a distinctly mistaken one. And as we have shown 
above, one of the two Injunctions must be held to be a mistaken one; and 
in this the mistake cannot but be laid at the door of the Smrti. 

The compound *'Vyaàmohavijnünam " may be explained either as a 
Genitive-Tatpurusha—the meaning in that case being * the ascertainment 
of another cognition’—or as a Karmadhàraya, the meaning being ‘ the 
mistaken character of the cognition itself.’ 

Says the Bhashya: One who would accept the theory of option im the 
present case would be accepting the authority of the Vedic Text, when he would 
touch the post; and as this authority is that of a direct Vedic Text, if 4t is 
once accepted, it can never be reasonably taken as having only a partial appli- 
cation. And this is to be taken as proving the fact that, inasmuch as 
all chance of the Smrti text being based upon the Veda is cut off, it can- 
not but be held to have its root in Illusion. And if such character of the 
Smrti once admits of the authority of its contradictory Vedic Text, the 
authority of this latter can never be suspected to be partial; because the 
Veda can never be reasonably open to an imposition of falsity; itis with 
this view that the Bhashya says it can never have a partial application. 
And as for the Smrti text laying down the covering up of the whole post, 
as it is always shrouded in the cloud of unauthoritativeness, and is never 
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capable of being cleared from it, this Smrti is also said in the Bhäshya 
to be never partial (in its unauthoritativeness). 

Or, if we accept the reading (in the Bhashya) “ Pakshikanca”’ (instead 
of “ Apakshikanca’”’), the meaning would be that even in accordance with 
the option-theory, at the time that we would accept the alternative laid 
down by the Veda, there would be no chance of the assumption of a 
Vedic Text in support of the contrary Smrti Injunction ; and as such, we 
would be obliged to conclude the Smrti text to be based upon ignorance, 
&c.; aud hence it could never clear itself from this taint of falsity, and so 
it could never be accepted as authoritative. — 

As for the Vedic Text, on the other hand, when it has once got the 
slightest occasion for asserting its authority, it can never be set aside 
as false, because its opponent (the contrary Smrti Text) is very much 
weaker than itself (and as such can never set aside the authority of the 
Veda). It is with this in view that the Bhashya says: That which serves 
as the basis of the authority of the Vedic Text, at the time that its injunction 
is accepted as the desired alternative, yc., &e. 

It cannot be reasonably urged that the reading of the Vedic Text (that 
is found to contradict a Smrti Text) is wrong; inasmuch as it appears 
quite possible for the Smrti itself to have its origin in such faulty sources 
as a wrong comprehension of the Vedic Text, or illusory dream-like cogni- 
tions. 

The Bhàshya says: Thus then, it cannot be assumed that the idea has 
been wrongly transferred to the Veda. And by ‘idea’ here is meant the idea 
of its authoritative character ; and by the negation of the expression wrong- 
ly transferred to the Veda, what is meant is the denial of -the fact of assum- 
ing the partial unauthoritativeness of the Veda by the assumption of the 
fact of its consisting of mistaken statements. Or, it may mean that 
the idea brought about by the Smrti having previously (at the time 
when the Vedic alternative is accepted) found to be a mistaken one, it 
can never attain even to partial authoritativeness; and thus the passage 
may also serve to point out the fact of the Smrti text being contradicted 
by the Vedic one, specially on account of the former having its origin in 
Illusion &c. 

Says the Bhüshya: Because the origin of the Smrti is the same in both 
cases. ‘That is to say, inasmuch as the Smrti has been set aside by a very 
much stronger opponent, in the shape of the Veda, all possibility of the 
assumption of a corroborative Vedic text is closed for ever; and as such 
tle Smrti can never attain to any sort of authoritativeness. 

Says the Bhüshya: Api ca itarétarügraye anyatahparicchedat ; and in 
this sentence the expression “ itarétardgraya’” means mutual contradiction, as 
explained below. In a case where two means of cognitions are found to 
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contradict each other, exactly like the syllogistic Middle Term which is 
concomitant both with the Major Term and its contradictory, the point at 
issue can be decided only by a third means of cognition. 

The Bhüshya here has used the expression “ pramdnadyam smrtau” 
and the Vártika raises a grammatical difficulty: “If the word pramdna be 
taken as equivalent to the word jnàna (neuter),—or, even if it be explained 
as that which is cognised (made up with the nominal affix lyut),—we should 
have had the form pramüné smrtau, exactly as we have Védah pramánam ; 
if, however, it be explained as that by which something is cognised (made up 
with an Instrumental affix), it should have to be used in the same gender 
and person as the word it qualifies (the word ‘‘ Smrti ”); and as such a 
final ‘7’ will have to be added to the word, according to Panini’s Sūtra IV— 
i—15; and the word having thus been transformed into pramani, the above 
clause should have been pramünyàm smritau.” 

Finding the Bhashya to be grammatically inconsistent in both ways, 
with a view to defend the expression in the Bhdashya, we should have 
recourse to the following ar,fjuments: The Smrti can be rightly spoken 
of as pramana,—this latter word meaning that which attains its authority 
in a corroborative Vedic text, the word being formed by adding the affix 
Kvip to the root ‘ay’ (to go or to reach) (the meaning of the expres- 
sion being ‘when the Smrti attains an authority based upon a corrobora- 
tive Vedic text’). (The formation of the word “ Pramana” being thus 
grammatically explained, Pramana + ay + Kvip, the ya of the root being 
deleted, on account of its being followed by the Ka in Kvip, which is 
included in the pratyahara ‘bal; in accordance with Panini’s Sutra VI— 
i—66; and as for the letters of the ‘Krip’ affix itself, it disappears 
entirely, the ‘K’ being deleted according to I—iii—8 the ‘v’ by VI—i 
—67, the ‘7’ according to I—iii—2, and ‘p’ according to I—ii—3). 
Though the affix Kvip will be the first to be deleted, on the ground of 
its deletion being necessary in all cases, and thereby the ‘ ya ' of the root 
will not have a following ku, yet we will have the deletion of the ya of 
the root, through the potency of the letter ‘ k’ of the affix which leaves 
this potency behind, (even when the affix is deleted), in accordance with 
the Sūtra I—i—62. Nor can it be urged that there could be no such dele- 
tion, based upon the peculiarities of any letter; because the Sūtra VI—i— 
66 distinctly lays down the deletion of the letters ‘v’ and‘y’ when 
followed by the letters included in the ‘bal’ pratyahara (this ‘ bal’ being 
not a letter, but an affiz). Or, we may divide the Sūtra VI—i—67, into 
two parts * véh " and ''aprktasya," and thus the first part would mean 
that the letters ‘v’ and ‘y’ when followed by ‘vi’ are deleted; and in 
accordance with this, the * y ' of the root ‘ay’ becomes deleted, on account 
of its being followed by the ‘vi’ in ‘kvip’ (the ‘k’ always disappearing 
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as soon as the affix is brought in). And thus the ‘y’ having been de- 
leted, all that remains is Pramdna + a and then the feminine sign of ‘a’ 
being added, in accordance with the Sutra IV—i—4, we have the form 
pramana + a + à, and the second ‘a’ blending with the final ‘4,’ we have 
pramüna + à, according to the Sūtra VI—i—101, which also tends to the * à 
being blended with the preceding ‘a’, and we get the word ‘ Pramüna.' 

The Vartika next proceeds to explain that the expression “ itarétard- 
graya” of the Bhashya, can also be taken in the ordinary sense of ‘ mutual 
interdependence.’ We find that the authoritativeness of the Smrti text is 
based upon the unauthoritativeness of the contrary Vedic Text; and the 
unauthoritativeness of the Vedic Text is inferred from the authoritative- 
ness of the Smrti Text. Similarly, on the other hand, the unauthorita- 
tiveness of the Smrti is inferred on the strength of the authoritativeness 
of the Veda; and the authoritativeness of the Vedic Text is ascertained 
from the unauthoritativeness of the Smrti Text. And thus, for one who 
would accept the two texts to be optional alternatives, there could be no 
escape from the two ''itaretarügrayas" explained above; whereas for one 
who totally rejects the authority of the Smrti Text (contrary to the Veda), 
there is only one kind of “ itarētarāçraya,” (that of mutual interdepen- 
dence, just explained, and it is not open to the contradiction that has been 
shown to attach to the Option Theory). 

And as in the case of the mutual contradiction of two means of cogni- 
tion, the matter in question can be ascertained by a third means; so it 
becomes necessary, in the present case, to point out the third means; and 
this means has been pointed out by the Bhashya (in the shape of a reason 
for accepting one text and rejecting the other): The authority of the touch- 
ing of the post is a permanent entity (in the shape of the Veda), while that 
of the Smrti Text (laying down the covering up of the post) has got to be 
assumed. And here we find that this third means is not one that is alto- 
gether unconnected with the two objects of discussion (7.e., the two texts). 
And the two texts we had found to be open to the discrepancy of “ ttarétara- 
graya”’ ; consequently, inasmuch as we do not find the discrepancy in the 
third reason pointed out, we are enabled, by its help, to come to a definite 
satisfactory conclusion. The Veda being self-sufficient in its authority, the 
authoritativeness of the Vedic Text has an unimpeded permanence; where- 
as the authoritativeness of the Smrti being dependent upon the assumption 
of a corroborative Vedic Text, its authority has still got to be assumed. 

Thus we find that the authoritativeness of the Smrti depends upon 
the rejection of the authority of a direct Vedic Assertion; while the 
authority of this Vedic Text is rejected on the sole ground of the authorita- 
tive character of the mrii Text (which it contradicts); and this mutual 
interdepeudence cannot by any means be avoided. 
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As a matter of fact, however, no amount of assumed unauthoritative- 
ness can touch the Veda; aud so long as this unauthoritativeness has not 
been established, there is no chance for the authoritativeness of the Smrti. 
For one, who is ambitious enough to think of acquiring glory by suppress- 
ing one who is stronger than himself, cannot but be quickly annihilated, ex- 
actly as the foot-soldier is destroyed by the elephant. And consequently, in 
the very action of the assumption of the authoritative character of the Smrti, 
its upholder becomes vanquished (by the superior strength of the Veda). 

On the other hand, when we proceed to consider the aforesaid 
‘ mutual interdependence, as applying to the acceptance of the superior 
authority of the Vedic Text, we find that here, it is through the authorita- 
tiveness of the contrary Smrti Text that the Vedic Text attains to an 
undisputed authority ; and consequently, when we proceed to seek for the 
ground for rejecting the authority of the Smrti, we find that from the 
very beginning, the Smrti by itself (without the support of the Veda) is 
ever unauthoritative; and thus (before it has succeeded in pointing to an 
assumed Vedic Text as its authority) even a single moment having been 
found by the contrary Vedic Text, this latter fully asserts its own 
authority during that time (and leaves no opportunity for the assumption 
of any texts). That is to say, when we have just found the Smrti Text, 
and have not yet got at its corroborative Vedic Text, we conclude, at least 
for the time, the Smrti Text to be without any authority; and by this 
mere fact the authority of the contrary Vedic Text having been established, 
its authority remains for ever unmolested ; and this conclusion is got at by 
a means other than the two texts themselves. 
| Thus then, we find that in one case, (7.e., when we have the Vedic 
Text alone), the authoritative character of that Text is ascertained 
through its inherent self-sufficient authority ; while in the other case (i.e., 
when we have come across a contradictory Smrti Text, the authoritative- 
ness of the Vedic Text is ascertained from the (aforesaid) momentary un- 
authoritativeness of the Smrti. And when the Vedic Text has once 
asserted its authority, at the first moment, basing it upon a certain basis 
(of the temporary unauthoritativeness of the Smrti Text),—it gets a firm 
footing in its complete form long before the next moment (of the assump- 
tion of a text corroborative of the Smrti) has fully appeared. 

The Bhàshya explains this, in one way, in the passage—As the basis 
of the Smrti has still got to be assumed, its authority cannot be ascertained ; 
specially so long as its corroborative Vedic Text has not been found,—on 
account of there being no grounds for assuming it. The other way of 
explaining the same thing is that when once the Vedic Text has obtained 
an authoritative footing, it cannot but be kept up until finally its authority 
becomes beyond all cavil and dispute. 
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In the cases of au acknowledged option—such as those of Vrihi and 
Yava, and the Brhatsāma and the Rathantarasima,—we accept the option, 
because there is no way out of it; specially as the injunctions being found 
in the Veda, there is no difference in their force, as there is in the case of 
two men, one standing on a step higher than the other (7.e., none of the two 
stand in need of the intervention of the authority of any assumed texts) ; 
and as such, both being of equal strength, we can have no reasonable pre- 
ference for either the one or the other; and hence in such cases, we must 
admit of option, as explained before. 

Thus we conclude that no authority attaches to such Smrti texts, 
as are contradictory to direct Assertions of the Veda. 


End of Adhikarana (2). 


ADHIKARANA (3). 


[Treating of the unauthoritative character of such Smrti Texts as have their 
origin in ordinarily perceived worldly objects]. 


Sutra 4. (Also because we find reasons). 


For the following reason too, the Smrtis in question cannot be accepted 
as authoritative ; because we find them to be due to other causes. Nor is it 
possible to assume the existence of corroborative Vedic Texts either by pre- 
ference or by Apparent Inconsistency, on the ground of the authors of the 
Smrtis being such persons as were the performers of the actions laid down 
in the Veda. Because this reason is found to be too wide (and as such not 
invariably pointing to an authoritative text). l'or when the capability of 
the Smrti to point to a corroborative text has been destroyed by the contrary 
Vedic Text, we can have no inference of any such text; and then, when we 
proceed to look for the source of the Smrti elsewhere, we find its sources, 
sometimes in Illusion, sometimes in Avarice, and sometimes in perversions 
of arguments,—any or all of these being incapable of being denied as a 
sufficient cause of such freaks of imagination (as we meet with in the Smrtis). 
These sources can belong only to such Smrtis as have been maimed by a 
contrary Vedic Text, and not to the Vedic Text itself ; because a contradic- 
tion of the Veda always sets aside the Smrti, and never vice versd. It may 
be argued that—“ Just as we are unable to find a basis for the Smrti in 
any Vedic Text, in the same way, we may be unable to find its basis any- 
where else (in Illusion, etc.).” In view of this question, the Bhashya adds— 
It is more reasonable (and more in keeping with facts) to assume its basis in 
Illusion, etc., than in the Veda ; because when we can find any perceptible 
basis (in Illusion, etc.), we can have no ground for an unseen one (in the 


Veda). 


[The above explanation makes the Sutra a part of the preceding 
Adhikarana]. It may also be taken as an independent Adhikarana, says the 
Bhashya. 

Whenever an alternative interpretation is suggested, there can be 


—— 
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only one of the following two reasons: (1) either that the former explana- 
tion is not quite satisfactory, or (2) that the second explanation brings out 
certain facts not got at by means of the former. 

And in the present case, the unsatisfactory character of the former 
interpretation consists in the fact that when the unauthoritative character 
of the contrary Smrti Text has been already established on the excep- 
tionally strong ground of its being contradicted by Vedic Texts, it is not 
much use bringing forward further arguments in support of the same 
conclusion. On the other hand, when we take the Sūtra as a distinct 
Adhikarana by itself, we find it affording an argument, which, independ- 
ently of the former arguments (detailed in the preceding Adhikarana), 
is capable of setting aside the authority of the Smrti texts; and for this 
reason we explain it as constituting an Adhikarana by itself. 

In the case of such Smrti texts, as are not directly contradicted by the 
Véda, and yet are incapable of any authoritativeness, we find other reasons 
for asserting this unauthoritativeness ; and there is no possibility of such 
texts being set aside by any means (other than those pointed out by this 
Sutra). For instance, the Smrti lays down— The Adhvaryu priest takes 
the cloth worn at the Vaisarjana Homa”; and it is in accordance with 
this that the priest takes away the cloth in which the Soma is brought, and 
also that worn by the Sacrificer during the performance of the Va?sarjana 
Homa ; and though this Injunction is not found in any of the metrical texts 
of Manu, &oc., yet it is inferred on the strength of such being the practice 
of the priests. Similarly we have a Smrti injunction laying down the 
giving away of the “ yapahasti," by which the cloth enclosing the sacrificial 
post is meant; and this acceptance of the cloth by the priest is also based 
upon an Injunction, which is itself based upon the fact of such being the 
recognised practice of priests. 

In the case of these Smrtis too, though it would seem that, inasmuch 
as the performers of such deeds are the performers of Vedic sacrifices, these 
injunctions must havea basis in the Veda, yet no assumption of such Vedic 
texts is possible; because they may be explained as being due to avarice, 
&c. The priests know that the sacrificer is bound to them as it were, on 
account of the necessity of his finishing the sacrifice that he has commenced, 
and also that he would be free from their clutches as soon as it is finished ; 
and consequently, while he is still busy with the sacrifice, they beg from 
him various things, basing their petitions upon various claims, and also up- 
on imaginary texts laying down and eulogising the gifts asked for, where- 
by they seek to convince him of the sacred character of their petitions ; and 
in this they behave exactly like the slaves at the harvest, who prefer several 
requests to their master, basing their requests upon long established 
claims of sorts. And the Sacrificer too finds the texts that the priests bring 
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forward to be similar to the well-known Vedic texts laying down other gifts ; 
and thereby being convinced of the necessity of the gifts asked for by them 
gives them the things they ask for ; and consequently the Smrti texts may 
bethose very imaginary texts, whose tradition has been kept up by a line 
of selfish priests; and while we have this suspicion, no assumption of a 
Vedic text in support of such texts is possible. And as shown above, it is 
far more reasonable to conclude them to be due to avarice, &c.; and so the 
suspicion becomes a certainty. And it may be pointed out that this fact has 
already been hinted by the Bhashya, by the expression “ Tulyakaranatvat ” 
(4.e., the fact of avarice being the source applies to the case of the Vaisaryana 
cloth, as also to the covering of the post). 


But with reference to the two foregoing Adhikaranas, the follaming 
points are worth consideration :— 

The fact of the Smrtissbeing based upon the Veda having been fully 
established, even if, perchance, a certain Smrti text be found to be con- 
tradicted by a certain Vedic text, how can we attribute it to such other 
causes (as Illusion and the rest) ? 

It is a well-known fact that Vedic texts are scattered over various 
branches of the Veda, known to different persons; and that they do not 
occur in the Veda in the order in which they are used at the performance 
of sacrifices ; and consequently, it is only right that, with a view to protect 
intact the context of the whole Veda, the authors of Smrtis, when 
laying down the performance of certain actions, should not quote the Vedic 
texts themselves; but simply point to them, by means of expressing the 
same sense in their own words, and then collect them as such in one place; 
and in so doing the words used by these authors serve to indicate the words 
of the Vedic texts (which are themselves not available), exactly in the 
same manner as certain distinctions of tone, accent, &c. (serve to indicate 
the differeut meanings of words, &c.) And as, when a student goes to a 
teacher with a book in his hand, when the teacher points out a certain text 
as forming part of the work, even though it be not found (in the particular 
book carried by the student) he accepts the text as true ; in the same man- 
ner, the words of the authors of the Kalpasüutras, occupying with us the 
same position as the words of the teacher, simply point to the existence of 
Vedie texts in keeping with themselves; and as it is only in this pointing 
out that their function ceases, they cannot be rejected as unauthoritative, 
on the ground of their proceeding from a human source ; exactly as though 
proceeding from them, yet the distinctions of tones, accents, &c., are not 
rejected as altogether unauthoritative, 
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Then again, that the Vedas are in such and such a form can be point- 
ed out by such men as either read or remember them ; and no difference is 
made whether the one or the other means is employed. As at the time 
that the persou is not actually repeating the Veda, even those who have 
read it all up, retain the Veda either by the impressions left by them, or 
by his memory (and in the case of Remembrance also, the text is retained 
by memory). Thus then those Vedic texts, whose sense is remembered 
and reproduced (by the authors of the Kalpasitras), and as such clearly 
pointed out as really existing in the Veda, are equal in authority to 
those texts that are directly found in the Veda as one may have learnt 
it; and as such, on what grounds could they be rejected? If a single 
Smrti work could be found to be, through and through, against the Veda, 
then alone could we reject that work, and employ the others (in our prac- 
tice). (But no such Smrti work is found). As a matter of fact, all 
the Smrtis that we know of,—such for instance, as those treating of the 
Upanayana, §c.,—ave found to be based upon direct Vedic texts, of the several 
rescensions, the Katha, the Maitrāyāni, and the rest; and if by chance 
any single sentence in such Smrti, be found to be not in keeping with 
Vedic texts, we dare not conclude, on the strength of that solitary in- 
stance, that that particular Smrí? text must have its origin elsewhere (in 
the realms of Illusion, &c.) And when such a Smrti text is rejected by 
some person, over-fond of logical reasoning, if he is soon made acquainted 
with a Vedic text, of a different Cakha, corroborating that very Smrti, 
how sorry would the countenance become, of this clever logician? And 
(as the Smrti text would be found to be contradicted by one Vedic text 
and corroborated by the other) there could be no certainty as to whether 
its authority is to be rejected or accepted. 

As for the Smrti text enjoining the covering wp of the whole post, 
which has been cited as an instance of a text contradictory to the Vedic 
text laying down the touching of the post,—this Smrti text is entirely corro- 
borated by direct Vedic texts; as has been clearly shown by Jaimini him- 
self in his work the “ Chandogyànupada," as also while dealing with the 
subject of the * Audumbari yipa” as laid down by direct Vedic texts of 
the Cakatayani Brahmana,—where it is pointed out that the people 
belonging to the Cükatàyani Rescenion, should, in covering the post, have 
the “ thread-ends " at the top; which distinctly shows the necessity of its 
being covered by cloth, as is also pointed out by the following text: “ the 
cloth is praised, the cloth is prosperity, the cloth is peace ;" and in connec- 
tion with this, Jaimiui has (in the aforesaid work) also explained the cover- 
ing of the Audwmbari post by a piece of cloth as being based upon direct 
Vedic texts. And thus being based upon Vedic texts, how canit serve as the 
instance of a text to be rejected as unauthoritative ? On the other hand, it 
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is only proper to accept it as laying down an optional alternative to the 


Vedic text ; as both have been found to be equally strong in their authority. ` 


As a matter of fact, however, there would have been a possibility of 
its being totally rejected, only if there were a real contradiction ; but in 
the present case, there is no contradiction at all; for mere covering cannot 
be contradicted by the text that enjoins its touching. Because if the post 
were covered up, leaving a few inches uncovered, could not the touching 
be very well done? ‘That the whole of the post should be covered is not 
laid down in the Kalpasütra; and as a matter of fact too, nobody covers 
it near the root of its ears. Even if the particle ‘pari’ (in the Sutra) 
were taken to imply the covering of the whole post, then too the Sutra 
would have its purpose fulfilled even if the post were left uncovered in the 
small place (near its ear). 

It has been said that this covering of the whole of the post can only 
have originated in the greed (of the priest for the cloth); but the greed 
would have been better satisfied by covering the lower and the upper parts 
by two pieces, exactly as two are used by females for the lower and upper 
coverings (which would give the priest two instead of only one piece) ; and 
then again, the priest should have laid down that it should be a splendid 
silk cloth ; and not that it should be one only, and that too without any 


qualifications. That the injunctions of the various coverings are not due ý 


to any greed on the part of the priest is amply proved by the injunction 
that the post is to be covered by Kuça grass; and it is after the post 
has been covered by the Kuça grass that it is covered by the cloth. And 
certainly in the case of the text laying down the covering by Kuça, no such 
cause (as that of greed and the like) can be found.; and in the case of the 
cloth-covering also, we cannot find any such cause for the restriction that 
the cloth should have its thread-ends pointing upwards. 

As for the text that lays down the propriety of eating at the place of 
the Sacrificer when he has pruchased the Soma, it is a text from the 
Atharva Veda; and certainly there can be no reason for asserting its un- 
authoritativeness. Even though this particular text of the Atharva Veda 
does not serve any purpose in connection with sacrifices, yet what is there 
to set aside its authority with regard to other matters? The performance 
of Canti (pacification of evil influences), Pushti (actions meant to bring pro- 
sperity) and Abhicara (killing of enemies, &c.), are all laid down in the 
Atharva Veda, as to be performed for the sake of the same person (that 
performs the sacrifices), and by the very same priest; and thus we find 
that the Atharva Veda serves the purpose of explaining its own particular 
province of Actions, exactly in the same way as the other three Vedas do 
with regard to their respective subjects (of the performance of the various 
sacrifices, &c.) (And as such there is no reason why the authority of the 
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Atharva Veda should be rejected in favour of that of the other three 
Vedas). And again, the Injunction of eating (at the place of the Sacrificer 
who has purchased the Soma) does not refer to any part of the sacrifice ; 
exactly as the actions of Canti, &c., do not form part of any ; therefore both 
(the Eating and the Canti) referring simply to a desirable purpose of man, 
the authority of the Injunction of the said Eating cannot be reasonably re- 
jected (7.e., as the Hating is not a part of the sacrifice, the authority of 
the Atharva Veda cannot be doubted with regard to it). 

(The Hating does not form part of any sacrifice because) it has been 
laid down, not with any special reference either to the sacrificer or to the 
priests, but with regard to all men in general. There are certain other texts 
that prohibit a man to eat at the place of one who has been initiated for a 
sacrifice ; and we find two texts that allow him to eat at the sacrificer's place ; 
but each of the texts defines different limits of time,—one of them allowing 
of the eating only when the sacrificer has finished the “ Agnishoma-sans- 
tha,” and the other pointing out the “purchasing of the Soma" as the 
time after which one could eat at his place; and (there is no contradiction 
between the two texts, as) they can be taken as laying down alternative 
restrictions ; exactly as there are alternatives laid down with regard to the 
cessation of the various ** Periods of Impurity.”—(where we do not reject 
any one alternative in favour of another). 

An objection is raised: ‘‘ The distinction that is made in the periods 
“of ‘impurity’ is due to considerations of the impediments to the perform- 
“ance of sacrifices; and for this reason the various limits of impurity 
“are not equally authoritative; and as such they cannot be accepted as 
“alternatives. One who could become purified, or capable of feeding others, 
“in a shorter time, —why should he wait for the lapse of the longer time? 
“ Thus then, if the Brahmana could become pure after the lapse of either 
“one or three days, how could the impurity ever continue for ten days ? 
“ Because by * purity ' is meant the disappearance of sin, or the capability 
"of performing sacrifices; and how could these properties he held to be 
“both existent and non-existent, before the lapse of ten days? In the same 
" manner, in the case of the food given by the initiated sacrificer, we can 
“never know it to be both pure and impure, before the Agnishomasanstha 
“ has been finished. 

“It may be argued that—‘ The limit of the impurity in the case 
“ of each person may be acknowledged to be that which he and his fore- 
*"fathers have been accepting from before, exactly as whether the 
'* Agnihotra offerings are to be made before or after sunrise, is decided by 
“ what the man himself or his forefathers may have been doing (and as we 
“accept the two times to be optional, so too we can also hold the limits of 
** purity to be optional).' 
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* But this cannot be; because in the case of the two times of 
“the Agnihotra, both are equally authoritative; and hence an option 
“is allowable; nor, in this case, is any contradiction of any previous 
"text (as there is in the case of the food, the mention of its purity 
“ being contradictory to that of its impurity, before the finishing of the 
* Agnishoma). Because the mention of the advisability of making the 
* offering before sunrise does not make that of making it after sunrise alto- 
“ gether useless. And further in this case, the two alternatives do not 
* differ in the least, in the amount of trouble and expense that each in- 
“volves. While, on the other hand, in the case in question, if the purity 
“that is accomplished in a shorter time, be postponed till a much longer 
* time,—this action would in the first place be in direct contradiction to 
* such express injunctions (of Manu), as that one should not extend the period 
“ of impurity ; secondly, the acceptance of the longer period involves a much 
“ greater trouble; and as such no one could accept it; and as no one would 
“accept it, the declaration of this longer period would become absolutely 
“useless. Therefore until we can find out some reason or object for the two 
* declaratious, we cannot admit them as optional ; and such object, or reason, 
* for thelessening of the number of impure days, we have found to lie in the 
“ considerations of the impediments to the proper performance of sacrifices, 
“ (ie, as the greater number of the days of impurity would keep the per- 
* son away from sacrifices for a longer time, the period is shortened) ; and 
*in this case there is no extension of the period of impurity; and 
“ag for shorter periods of impurity, we find these limited to—(1) four 
“ days, (2) three days, and (3) one day—in the case, respectively, of the 
* deaths of the child, (1) that has cut its teeth, (2) that after whom 
“ another child has been born, and (3) that which has not had its tonsure ; 
* and in these cases too, there is no extension of the period of impurity. 
* Says Gautama (laying down reasons for the lessening of the period of 
“ impurity): It is done, for the sake of the proper transaction of business, vn 
* the case of the Kshatriya, and for the performance of sacrifices, in the case of 
* the Brahamana. . 

“Or, it may be that the injunction of not extending the period 
“of impurity may have its application in a case where another cause 
“of impurity comes about within ten days from the first cause, in 
“which case the lapse of these ten days purifies the man from the 
“impurities due to both events. The meaning of the said injunction 
* would, thus, come to be that one should not extend the period of ime 
* purity, even if a cause for further impurity comes about; because the 
“period of the former impurity would apply to the latter also; and hence 
“it is that when the ten-day period of impurity due to a certain cause has 
* begun, and has not come to an end, before another event happens in the 


CERTAIN SMRTI TEXTS NOT AUTHORITATIVE. 159 


“interim, the former includes this latter; because the number of days 
“limited to fen spreads over all these ten days completely, and as such it 
* is only proper that it should have its sway over any other event that 
" may happen within its limits, and thereby limit the period of impurity 
“ due to this latter. Purity and Impurity being imperceptible entities are 
“ accepted, just as they are declared to be in Vedic texts (and as such we 
“cannot always find a reason for the continuance or cessation of the 
* periods of impurity due to various causes). 

"In the case of the eating (at the place of the initiated sacrificer), 
* however, we do not find any cause or object for any limit; and hence 
‘the longer limit would always be rejected in favour of the shorter. 
* Consequently it is absolutely necessary to find out an object for 
“the laying down of the two limits. It may be urged that—‘ in the 
“case of the said eating also, when it is impossible to wait for the 
* longer limit, or when the sacrificer happens to offer the food (which is 
* not considered right to refuse), then (under these two contingencies) 
* his food may be taken, even after he has ofly finished the purchase of the 
“Soma. The Dharmagdastras have often laid down certain secondary 
“causes of action, to be followed, in times of trouble, when it is impossible 
“to follow the course primarily laid down; and in the same manner, it 
** may be held that when one is on the point of death by starvation, he 
** can partake of the food given by the initiated sacrificer, even if this latter 
'* may only have purchased the Soma at that time. Well, this is only 
“another way of declaring the injunction of the shorter limit to be un- 
“ authoritative; because, in the event of starvation, Vicvamitra even ate 
* of the thigh of a dead dog (which does not mean that the eating of the 
* dog is allowable." 

To all this, we make the following reply: In one case (as in the case 
of the eating of the dog) a certain evil deed is unavoidably done, which is 
not expressly permitted; and in another (as in the case of eating at the 
place of the sacrificer when he has purchased the Soma) that which is 
done as unavoidable, is also expressly permitted ; and certainly, this con- 
titutes a deal of difference. It cannot be denied that there is a difference 
between the general permission (that in troublous times men can, under 
pressure of circumstances, do prohibited deeds), and a specific permission 
(that such and such an act is to be done); because there is no sin attach- 
ing to this latter act, while to the former, there is a slight taint of it. 
Manu also has laid down the following, with regard to the course of action 
permissible in times of trouble: ‘The sins committed during such calamit- 
ous times will be purified when such times have ceased; aud the person, 
who has lowered himself by tbe performance of a slightly evil or a gravely 
heinous deed, can purify himself, when (on favourable times having 
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arrived) he is able to do so, by the performance of deeds of righteousness.’ 
And the first act of righteousness that will have to be performed would be 
^in the shape of an expiatory rite; and when the man will have purified 
himself by its means, then alone will he be entitled to the performance of 
such other acts, as will bring to him particular desirable naii (z.e., the 
various sacrifices ). 

Thus then, it must be admitted that the injunction, that permits the 
eating at the place of one who has purchased the Soma, is meant to imply 
that, in a case where there is no other means of saving one’s self from star- 
vation, if he eats at his place, he does not, by that, commit a sinful act. 
. And in this connection, it may also be pointed out, that in a case where 
one is able to abide by the primary injunction, if he has recourse to the se- 
condary alternative, he does not obtain the proper results,—as has been 
explained in the case of sacrifices. Thus then, inasmuch as the accept- 
ance of the simple alternative, without sufficient grounds for the renounc- 
ing of the chief injunction, has been condemned as useless (and not permis- 
sible), it must be concluded taat when it is possible for the man to obtain 
food elsewhere, he should not, for mere worldly reasons, partake of food at 
the place of the sacrificer, (if he has only e the Soma, and not 
finished the Agnishoma-Sansthak). : 

Or, we may explain the case in the following manner: "hi two courses 
of action referring to different points of time, and thereby not being cap- 
able of being taken as equally authoritative alternatives, we must explain 
away their seeming contradiction, by finding different purposes (or signi- 
fications) for them. (And this is done in the following manner); So long 
as the initiated sacrificer has not purchased the cow, any partaking of his 
food is never allowable; and when he has purchased the Soma (one might 
eat at his place, but), if one desist from such eating even then (and wait 
until the finishing of the Sanstha), he would be imposing upon himself a 
certain penance, which is by no means compulsory (though leading to excel- 
lent results), exactly as the not partaking of any food at the Graddha ceremo- 
nies, or of giving up the eating of meat,—which, as penances, are good and 
bring about very good results, though they are by no means compulsory; as 
neither the eating at Craddhas, nor the partaking of meat, is absolutely pro- 
hibited. Because what is absolutely prohibited is the eating at a place where 
a Craddha is performed, within the ten days of impurity, as also (according 
to some authors) the eating at the Anniversary- Craddhas ; and there is no 
prohibition of eating at all functions that are performed in honour of the 
Forefathers; and hence we understand that if one desists from eating at 
: all such functions, he is performing a particular penance, which leads 
him to Heaven. In the same manner, the eating of meat is absolutely 
prohibited on the sixth,- eighth, fourteenth, and fifteenth (and the 
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thirtieth) days of the month; and from this it follows that the house- 
holder can eat it on the other days, if he so wish it; and hence if one 
desists from its eating, he acquires a peculiarly excellent merit; as has 
been expressly laid down (by Manu): ‘ There is no harm in eating meat, or 
in drinking wine, &c.; such is the general inclination of men; but cessa- 
tion from these leads to excellent results.’ 

The opponent may argue thus: “ In the case of the eating of food at 
“a place where a Craddha is being performed, we find that there are in 
** reality two distinet sentences; and as such we can interpret it as two 
" sentences; in the case in question, on the other hand, there is a single 
“sentence prohibiting the eating of any food at the house of one who has 
“ been initiated for a sacrifice; and as such, how can the single sentence 
“ express two (unconnected) facts, as that one should not eat before the 

* person has purchased the Soma, and also that if one does not eat at his 
* place before he has finished the Agnishomiya- Sanstha, he will be obtaining 
* excellent results ? ” 

To this, we reply as follows : The latter may di be taken as two 
sentences, as laying down distinct limits; the former general prohibition 
of eating ends with the purchase of the Soma; and we do not connect 
the second limit with this general prohibition; because this latter is one 
only (and as such cannot reasonably be connected with two limits). And 
then from the fact of there being a second permission (that one can eat at 
the place when the Sanstha has been finished), we infer that there must be 
some other prohibition of the eating referring to the time intervening 
between the purchasing of the Soma and the finishing of the Savstha (and 
that the latter injunction sets aside the inferred prohibition). Otherwise (if 
there were no such intermediate prohibition, why should that, which has 
been already permitted (by the sentence that permits the eating after the 
Soma has been purchased), be permitted again (by the sentence permitting 
the eating after the Sanstha has been finished) ? 

For instance, when the sacrifical priest has got his permission at 
the very beginning, what would be the use of according him another 
permission for the performance of the Nirvāpa? At the time that 
the priest is appointed, the sacrificer already accords him the permis- 
sion to do everything in connection with the sacrifice; and hence the 
word ‘prasava’ in the Mantra employed at the Nirvapa is not taken 
as indicating another permission by the sacrificer. In the same man- 
ner, the permission, of eating accorded by the passage that lays down 
the purchase of Soma as the limit would be needlessly repeated in the 
permission accorded by that which lays down the finishing of the Sanstha 
as the limit; and in order to avoid this, we must admit, either that the 
desisting from eating between the two mentioned limits is a particular 
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penance bringing about excellent results,—or that the latter passage 
permits the eating which has been prohibited by another (inferred) passage 
which operates between the time included between the two limits. And 
as the permitting of that which has been prohibited gives rise to the 
notion of an option, such a process is open to the eightfold discrepancies 
(of an Option, as explained above). 

For these reasons, we conclude that the permission is only of that 
which had been set aside as an exception (by the inferred intermediate . 
prohibition). That is to say, this intermediate passage (whose existence 
we have inferred) serves to lay down, for those who may be desirous 
of certain excellent results, an observance, in the shape of the not- 
eating of the food of the initiated person (even after he has purchased 
the Soma); because before such a passage, the second permission would 
be meaningless; specially as it cannot be accepted as a distinct Injunction ; 
as in that case we would have to assume an invisible Transcendental 
Result (to follow from the act of eating after the Savstha has been finished). 
Thus then, the purpose an? the object of the two passages (laying down 
the two limits of abstaining from the food of the sacrificer) being entirely 
different, they cannot be said to contradict each other. 

As for the Smrti text that enjoins the life of the religious student for 
forty-eight years, this has been mentioned, in the Smrtis also, only as an 
alternative course; or,it may be explained as referring to conditions of life 
other than that of the prospective householder; and as such there is no 
contradiction by this of the said Vedic text. Manu speaks of the person 
“ having studied the three, two or even one Veda, in due order"; and 
from this it is clear that the three alternatives are laid down, either in 
consideration of the diverse capabilities of different students, or as 
referring to different conditions of life. Gautama kas also declared that— 
“with a view to the studying of one Veda, the man should remain a 
student for twelve years" ; and this is the first alternative, laid down for 
those desirous of soon entering into the householder’s state. And as the 
second alternative, he lays down the necessity of leading the student's life, 
extending to twelve years for each Veda,—thus making up a sum total of 
forty-eight years. 

And in connection with these alternatives, we can make the following 
distinction : The longer period has been laid down for those that are either 
blind, or lame, or otherwise incapable of entering upon the duties of the 
householder. For such people, there is either life-long studentship, or a 
life of Renunciation ; and as such, they can very well accept the longer 
course of study, which is thus laid down for them, to prepare them, from 
the very beginning, for their religious life. Because it is only right that 
the Upakurvanaka student (who is incapable of affording any help to 
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others, in the shape of wife or children), should spend the greater part of 
his life in long-continued study; as that would endow him with great 
knowledge; and as such having all his sins destroyed by means of pious 
deeds (of worship, Japa and the like), and thereby becoming duly purified 
by means of pure study, he would reach the desirable goal, even if he 
succeeds in fulfilling only a few of the ordinary duties of life. Dvaipayana 
and others have also declared thus—'' The Brahmana having all his 
duties accomplished by means of pure study, may or may not do any other 
actions ; and he is called a ‘Maitra-Brahmana.’ " 

Then again, we find it declared that the daily performance of such ac- 
tions as the study and explanations of the three Vedas and the various Sutras, 
&c.—which go under the name of ' Brahmayajna’—bring about certain 
results, in the shape of Heaven and the like; and if these were taken to 
apply to such persons also as are capable of, and entitled to, the performances 
of the various sacrifices, then the Injunctions of these elaborate sacrifices 
(as leading to such results as Heaven and the like) would become abso- 
lutely useless ; and consequently we take them as referring to the life-long 
Student and the Renunciate, who are entitled only to such actions as Japa 
and Meditation; and as the results following from such actions become 
greater by a greater knowledge of the Veda, the Smrtis lay down twelve 
years as the time to be employed in the study of each Veda. 

Or, it may be that if a student turns out to be exceptionally clever, 
and quickly reads up all the four Vedas, not neglecting, within the same 
time, a full comprehension of the meaning of the Veda, he can certainly 
take his stand upon the Injunction—that the life of the religious student 
should last only so long as the Vedas have not been studied—and can 
accordingly enter into the state of the householder directly (i.e, even 
before he has completed the twelve years) ; and in the case of this person, 
the particular Injunction has set aside both the injunctions that lay down, 
respectively, twelve and forty-eight years as the extent of studentship. 
Consequently then, (inasmuch as these are only various alternatives laid 
down in accordance with the exigencies of particular circumstances) none of 
them can be cited as an instance of the contradiction of a Vedic text. 

Thus then, we do not find any Smrti text contradicting the Veda; the 
contradiction that we do meet with is only between two Vedic texts; but 
this also is capable of being explained in some way or the other. (I) Conse- 
quently, the Sara (the third) must be taken to signify only the advisability 
of a certain course to be adopted at the time of action (where it is always 
desirable to accept the alternative laid down in the Veda); (II) or, if it be 
absolutely necessary to take it as laying down the rejection of the Smrti 
this “ Smrti ” must be taken to refer to the Smrtis compiled by people 
outside (the pale of Vedic religion). ‘lo explain— 
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I. With a view to offer a salutary advice to the people, what Jaimini 
says in the Sara is that, in a case where we find the Vedic text laying 
. down one action, and the SmrH laying down another,—and thus there be- 
ing an apparent contradiction between the two, on that point—it is desirable 
that, in practice, we should adopt the course laid down in the Veda. 
(Nor can it be argued that even this would be an indirect rejection of the 
authority of the particular Smrti text; because) even in the case of the 
alternative Injunctions of the Vrih? and the Yava, both of which appear in 
the Veda, if some person continues to employ only one of the two (the 
Yava alone, f.i.) at his sacrifices, throughout his life, he does not, by that, 
become open to the charge of having rejected the authority of the alterna- 
tive Injunction (of the Vrihi). In the same manner, even when the Smrf 
is found to be possessed of an authority equal to that of the Veda, if one 
adopts the course laid down in the Veda, there is no harm done to the Smrti. 
Thus then, all that is meant is that in cases where the Smrti texts have only 
expressed,‘ in other words, the sense of certain Vedic texts, without taking 
the trouble of directly quoting such texts,—they make their authority de- 
pendent upon the inference of the Vedic texts on which they base them- 
selves; the Vedic text, on the other hand, is self-sufficient in its authority 
which does not depend upon anything else; and as such this latter be- 
comes more capable of confidence, which makes people have greater faith 
in these, and adopt the course laid down by thai, in preference to that 
laid down by the Smrti text. 

Thus then, the Sütra (the third) m also "s E m When 
there is a contradiction between the ideas expressed by the Vedic teat and the 
Smrti, that which is independent of all else—(or if we read “‘ anapékshyam,” 
that which has not the need of resting upon anything else)—should be 
accepted as authoritative, the word ‘authoritative’ being supplied from the 
preceding Sutra; and this is laid down with a view to the course that is 
advisable to be adopted under the circumstances. 

Thus, we find that we cannot reasonably accept the absolute rejection 
of the Smrti text, when there is every chance of our finding it to be based 
upon an independent Vedic text, to be found in another rescension of the 
Veda. Nor will the adoption of the course laid down in the Smrti 
render the person open to the charge of having neglected the action laid 
down by a direct Vedic text; because at the time that we actually find, in 
another branch of the Veda, the Vedic text in support of the Smrti, both 
courses of action would become equally authoritative, and as such capable 
of being both accepted as optional alternatives. 

On this, it may be argued that—“ as in the case of the contradiction of 
the Smrti by the Vedic text, we only accept the former to be less trust 
worthy than the latter only (and as such not to be given the preference) ; 
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so, in the same manner, when we find a course of action, laid down in 
another branch of the Veda opposed to that laid down in our own Veda, 
the former would be capable of rejection (in favour of the latter, which , 
is more trustworthy for us)." 

It would certainly be so rejected, so long as it is only known by 
hearsay; when, however, we actually come across it in the Veda, 16 does 
not in any way differ from the text met with in our own Veda. Thus, 
we conclude that the Sūtra points out this peculiar relation between the 
Smrti and Vedic texts, that the former is not altogether set aside by the 


latter, nor is it equal to it in its authority. 


II. Or, the Stras (third and fourth) may be taken as pointing out the 
fact of the unacceptability of the subsequent Smrti compilations on the 
ground of their being opposed to the Veda, and on account of their origin 
being found in the perceptible causes of Avarice, &c. These Smrtis that 
are not honoured by those who know the Vedas, are: (1) The compila- 
tions of certain texts relating to Dharma and Adharma, by Cakya, and the 
propounders of the systems of Sünkhya, Yoga, Pancarütra, Pagupata and 
the like, all of which have in them a certain mixture of the Veda, and 
are hidden under a thin cloak of righteousness, treating of the various 
means of gaining popularity, wealth, respect and fame, and based upon 
the strength of certain visible results, quite unconnected with the Veda, 
and upon arguments seemingly based upon Sense-perception, Inference, 
Analogy and Apparent Inconsistency ; (2) those that lay down certain in- 
structions, with regard to the gaining of a living, but are slightly mixed 
with a Vedic touch, through the mention of such Vedic teachings as those 
of not-killing, truthfulness, self-control, charity, mercy and the like, and 
as treating of certain Mantrās and recipes for the treatment of poisons, sub- 
jugation of the wills of other persons (hypnotism), mysteriously sending 
away of other people, &c., the efficacy whereof are based upon their success 
ina few solitary instances; and (3) the extremely foreign compilations 
that lay down absolutely repugnant practices fit for Mlecchas, such as the 
eating together of many persons, and the like. 

This rejection of the authority of such compilations has not been 
spoken of in any other Adhikarana (and as such it cannot be said to be a 
useless repetition here); nor is it altogether unnecessary to explain the 
reasons for their rejection ; because the aforesaid compilations have a wide 
circulation; and as such it is absolutely necessary to explicitly deny their 
authority, exactly as it is necessary to denounce the use of such current 
incorrect forms of words, as “ Gavi” (for * GauA") and the like.. If we 
altogether disregard such compilations, and do not strongly deny their 
authoritative character, then people might be led to think that their author- 
itativeness is too strong to be set aside, and thence they would come to 
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regard them as equal in authority (to the Veda and the Smrtis compiled 
in accordance with it); or, it may be that people might be more easily 
. attracted to those Smrtzs, either on account of the apparent beauty of the 
actions laid down by them, or on that of the comparative ease with which 
these actions are performed, or on being misled by their reasonings, or 
under the influence of the evil times we are living in; and thence men 
would become misled and deluded on all points relating to the various 
sacrifices and sacrificial slaughters, &c.; which would ultimately be entirely 
renounced; or finding them to be the compilations of Brahmanas and 
Kshatriyas, like Manu and others, even the intelligent and the well-mean- 
ing would be led to infer them to be based upon the authority of the Veda, 
like the works of Manu, &.; and as such they would come to accept them, 
as laying optional alternatives to the courses of action laid down in the 
Vedas and the Vedic Smrtis. Consequently, even in a case where the de- 
clarations of these Smrtis would be found to be contradictory to one of 
Manu, people might adopt the course laid down in them (as they would 
consider both courses to be equally authoritative alternatives). 

Until all that is wholly contradictory to the Vedic religion has not 
been duly rejected and set aside, we can have no purity of Dharma (which 
will continue to be mixed up with false semblances of it). Because as for 
the authority afforded by the acceptance by great men, and by the fact of 
their being handed down by one’s forefathers,—the upholders of these 
anti-Vedic Smrtis also bring these forwardin support of their own Smrtis, 
which, they urge, is accepted by great men of other countries. And thie 
only reason, that limits one’s choice of different courses of action, lies in 
his own faith; because each man is naturally inclined to follow in the 
path trodden by his own forefathers (and as such authority could be 
equally brought forward by the other party, there would be no means of 
dissuading him from it, until we actually explained why only certain 
Smrtis are to be accepted as authoritative). 

In connection with the compilations of Manu, &c , some people have 
held that they (at least in the portions that are not found to be supported 
by any Vedic texts) are based upon the Vedic texts that have become lost; 
but against these people, the Bauddha can very easily assert the fact of 
their Smrtis also being based upon similar texts. For, how could any 
limit be put upon the assumption of such lost texts ? And then, any action 
that may have been accepted by some people for a certain time,—if found 
to be incompatible with the Vedic texts— might be assumed to be based 
upon lost texts; and as such would come to appear as of equal authority 
with the Veda. And it is with all this in view that the Sūtra has ex- 
pressly declared that when there is a contradiction, that which contradicts the 
Veda is to be totally rejected. 
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As for the fact of these compilations being dependent upon human 
agency, their upholders have also accepted it by their admission of the 
fact of their being compiled by particular personages ; and those that have 
listened to their teachings, infer the same from their theory that all words 
are non-eternal (which sets aside the possibility of any compilations being 
eternal). And as for the support of Vedic authority, inasmuch as they 
consider their own compilations to be equal to the Veda in their authority, 
they either cannot bear to think of seeking for its support, or feel too 
ashamed to seek it; and hence they absolutely disown any such origin, 
exactly like ungrateful children who are eventually inclined towards their 
parents, and hence disown their real parentage. 

There is yet another point (of difference between the Smrtis of Manu 
and those of the Bauddhas): In the case of Manu, we find only one text, 
by the way, which is found to be contrary to the Veda; whereas in the 
case of the Smrtis of the Bauddhas, barring a few stray declarations of 
such virtues as self-control, charity and the like, all that they have to say 
is contrary, not only to the Veda, but to the approved conclusions of all 
the fourteen subsidiary sciences; and these latter are also compiled by 
irreligious men like Buddha, whose practices were all opposed to the 
injunctions laid down in the Veda, and were taught to the deluded men of 
the lowest caste, outside the pale of Vedic religion ; and as such, they can 
never even be thought of as based upon the Veda. 

Then again, we find that the Bauddha teachings were given by one who 
was a born Kshatriya; and as such, he transgressed the duties of his own 
class, in taking upon himself the works of teaching and receiving presents 
(which are the monopoly of the Brahmanas); and hence how can we 
believe that true Dharma or Duty would be taught by one who has 
transgressed his own Dharma ? It has been well said: ‘One who is found 
to be doing deeds opposed to a prosperous hereafter, should be shunned 
from a distance; because how can one who deceives himself offer any 
salutary advice to others?’ Such transgression of Dharma by Buddha is 
clearly mentioned in the Alankarabuddhi (a Bauddha work), where Bud- 
dha is represented as saying—‘ May all the pain proceeding from the 
sins due to the Iron Age, rest in me, and leave humanity at large 
absolutely free! " And in connection with this, his followers eulogise his 
virtues in the following strains: “For the sake of the well-being of 
humanity, He transgressed his own duties of the Kshatriya, and having 
taken up the duties of the Brahmana, he taught, even to the people out- 
side the pale of Vedic religion, such truths relating to Dharma, as were 
not taught by the Brabmanas who were unable to transgress the prohibi- 
tion (of such teachings being imparted to outsiders) ; and thus prompted 
by his mercy to others, he even went to the length of transgressing his 
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own Dharma!" And we actually find His followers behaving in a man- 
ner entirely at variance with the teachings of the Veda. 

Thus then, inasmuch as we find the authors of these Smrtis, as 
well as their disciples and followers, behaving contrary to the direct 
teachings of the Veda, we cannot but deny the authority of the Smrtis 
themselves. Because, as has been shown above, they are professedly 
opposed to tbe Veda, and hence they have no un" for — us to 
assume Vedic texts in their support. 

As for the loss of certain rescensions of the veuii no such com- 
plete loss would be possible, because the Veda has been proved to be 
eternal. Nor are the Bauddha Smrtis found to have any other perceptible 
basis. In the case of the Smrti (Manu) texts relating to the Upanay- 
ana, &c., we find them in keeping with the texts of other branches of the 
Veda; but no such support is possible for such actions (laid down in 
Bauddha Smrtis) as the bowing to the Caitya, giving of gifts to Cūdras 
and the like. And as for assuming any other authoritative basis, we 
have already proved it to be impossible. 

On the other hand, we find that they are largely due to Avarice and 
other such visible causes, in the presence of which, there can he no in- 
ference of any other origin. And asa matter of fact, in the course of 
their teaching of Dharma, Buddha and others themselves never make 
any assertions that are not supported by arguments based upon actual 
experience. Nor do they, like Gautama and other Vedic Teachers, assert 
their teachings to be based upon the Veda; on the other hand, they put 
forward many such arguments, as are very far removed from true 
Dharma. 

It is these persons that should not be respected even by words; and 
they have been denounced (in the Manusmrti) as “ Heretics, Sinners and 
Sceptics,” And it is the compilations of these people that Manu and 
others have declared to be fit only for being avoided: ‘ Those Smrtis that 
are opposed to the Veda, as also those that have evil tendencies, all these 
are absolutely useless; and have their basis in dark Ignorance.” And 
thus it is established that in matters relating to Dharma, such Smrtis 
as are outside the pale of the Veda should be totally A as abso- 
lutely devoid of u— 


End of the third Adhikarana, 


ADHIKARANA (4), 
[The superior authority of the declaration of the Substance]. 


Sutra (5). If it be urged that, when there is no disturbance 
of the Vedic maipuetion, the Smrti text cannot be mala t to be .con- 
tradicted by it,— . | 


(This Sūtra only serves as a means of iertrodereing the’ next Saira, 
which embodies the real Pūrvapaksha of the Adhikarana.) 

As regards the Smrtis dealing with the actions relating w ui" pur- 
poses of man, we have explained above (in accordance with the Bhashya) 
how they are to be accepted as authoritative, or rejected as unauthoritative, 
aecording as they are found to be supported, or contradicted, by the. Veda. 
And under the present Adhikarana, we proceed to consider those Smrti 
texts that deal with the actions in connection with sacrifices—such for in- 
stance as the Smrti texts laying down the changing of the sacred thread, 
the rinsing of the mouth, the use of the right hand alone and the like, to be 
done during the performance of the sacrifices, laid down in the Veda, and 
with regard to these we shall only consider whether they are contradictory 
or not to the Veda; and when this has been settled, the authoritativeness 
or its contravy -— be inferred from the preceding Adhikarana. | 

[The instances cited here by the Bhàshya, are the Smrti texts that lay 
down the changing of one's sacred thread as soon as it breaks, the. rinsing of 
the mouth whenever one sneezes; and the contradiction that is suspected is 
that if the sacrificer should stop in the middle of the performance of the 
sacrifice, in order to change his thread, then there would be a break in the 
continuity of the sacrificial routine, which would involve a transgression of. 
the Vedic Injunction. Another instance is that of the Smrti text laying 
down that everything in connection with sacrifices should be done by. 
the right hand alone; and if one were to adhere to this strictly he. may: 
not be able to finish all that has to be done quickly, and within the: 
specified time,—which would involve a transgression of the Vedio. Tns 
junction]. 

In the case of these texts, the only pamisrá by which we. — 
judge whether they are contrary or not to the Veda, would.be the ascertain» 
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ing whether the acceptance of the Smrti Injunction would, or would not, 
in any way interfere with the proper accomplishment of the actions laid down 
in the Veda. That is to say, if we find that the changing of the sacred thread, 
as happening in the middle of the sacrificial functions, is either not allowed, 
or distinctly prohibited, by the Vedic texts laying down the action and its 
procedure, then we conclude that there is & contradiction; if, however, 
we find that such actions enter into the very constitution of the sacrifice, 
helping its accomplishment, like any other ordinary actions mentioned in 
the same context, and are supported by certain Vedic texts, assumed in 
accordance with the Smréis, and do not in any way interfere with anything 
that has been laid down by the Vedic texts in connection with the sacri- 
fice,—then we conclude that there is no contradiction. 

There is yet another way of putting forward the difficulty or doubt 
that has given rise to the Adhikarana: the question being—when there is 
a contradiction between the Smrti text and the Vedic text, it is doubtful 
which is to be accepted as the more authoritative, when it is found that the 
former deals directly with a certain definite entity (in the shape ofan Action), 
while the latter (at least that part of it which is found to be interfered 
with by the Smrti) is found to treat of secondary qualifications; because 
there is a difference in the acceptance of the comparative strength of one 
or the other, when both texts are dealt with merely as the means of cogni- 
tions, from that which is accepted when they are compared with reference 
towhat they speak of. That is to say, we have already decided as to 
which of the two is to be accepted as of greater authority, when the Smrti 
and the Vedic texts are found to contradict each other; but when it happens 
that the contradiction is between a qualification or property on one side, 
and a definite entity or substance on the other, then it is to the latter that 
preference is shown; as will be explained under Sūtra XII-ii1-25. For 
instance, in the case in question, the Smrtt texts do not in any way tend 
to set aside or reject any definite action laid down in the Veda; as for the 
order or time in which the actions are to be performed (which alone is found 
to be interfered with by the Smrti texts), these are always acknowledged 
to be the qualifications of the main substance of the Action. Thus then, 
if in this also, we depend upon the comparative strength of the Smrti 
and the Veda generally considered as authoritative (means of knowledge), 
then, even though the Order, &c., of the Actions, being the qualifications, are 
weaker than the rinsing of the mouth, &c., which, as distinct Actions, are the 
stronger,—yet, inasmuch as the former are laid down by the Veda, which 
by itself is possessed of & stronger authoritativeness than that of the 
Smrti, ihe latter Actions will necessarily have to be set aside by consider- 
ations of the Order, &c., of the performance of the sacrifice. If, however, 
we accept the comparative strength as between the subject-matter of the 
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two texts, then, inasmuch as the definite actions of rinsing, &c., will always 
be stronger than the Order, §c., which are mere qualifications of Actions, 
even though the former are laid down by the Smrti, which by itself is 
weaker in authority than the Veda,—yet being definite Actions, they will 
set aside the qualifications of the Order, &c., which, as qualifications, are in 
themselves the weaker of the two. 

The question being thus stated, the answer that suggests itself is that 
these Smrti texts, that lay down certain actions in connection with the 
Vedic sacrifices, are not contradictory to the Veda; because the perform- 
ance of the actions laid down by them does not interfere with the perform- 
ance of the Vedic sacrifice. Because, in the cases of the six means of as- 
certaining the meaning of Vedic Injunctions—namely, Direct Assertion, In- 
direct Implication, Conteat, Syntactical Connection, Position and Name,— 
among which there is a difference in the authority of each of them,—even 
when that which is pointed out by the strongest of these has been accepted 
as the principal course, all that is indicated by the others are not totally 
discarded, but accepted as helping, in their secondary or subordinate char- 
acter, the Primary Action; and as such come to be taken along with the pro- 
cedure, &c. of the Action as laid down in certain scattered passages; in the 
same manner, (just as in the case of the above six) also when the seventh 
means of knowledge, in the shape of the Smrti, or a long-established 
usage, happens to lay down certain actions, these may be accepted, as 
helping the Final Result, by being taken along with the Procedure of the 
Primary Vedic Action; even as certain actions laid down by Ithe Smrti 
(the Ashtaka@ for instance) are accepted as the direct means to a final Re- 
sult. That is to say, as no limit has been fixed to the help that may be 
accorded to the accomplishment of the Final Result, by means of various 
methods and processes,—whatever method or process may be pointed out 
by whatever means of knowledge or authority, as helping in the accom- 
plishment of that Result, it is accepted to be subsidiary to the Primary 
Action. Thus then, the rinsing of the mouth, &c., may, in accordance with 
this argument, be rightly accepted as subsidiary to the Primary Sacrifice ; 
(and as such there need be no contradiction). 


On this we have the following PURVAPAKSHA : 


Sutra (6). “This cannot be; because the limit is fixed by the 
Scriptures.” 


“That is to say, as the limit of all set Vedic Actions is distinctly fixed 
“by the Veda itself, any addition of new Actions will mean an exceeding of 
“its proper bounds; and who can transgress with impunity a limit that has 
“ been fixed by the Veda ? 
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;7 “The limit of Actions is fixed by the Scriptures in three ways: (1) 
« by laying down a definite order in which the various actions are to be 
“performed; (2) by distinctly laying down the extreme limits of the Action 
“itself; and (3) by laying down the necessity of finishing the Action 
“quickly (within a certain limited period of time). And this Scriptural 
“limit will certainly be transgressed (by the intrusion of such actions as 
“the rinsing of the mouth and the like). Because the Time, Limit and 
“the Order of the Primary Action, having been definitely laid down by 
“ means of the two sets of the six-fold means of ascertaining the details of 
“ Vedic Actions (viz., Direct Assertion, Indirect Implication, Syntactial Con- 
“nection, Context, Position and Name forming one set, and Direct Decla- 
“ ration, Meaning, Context, Position, Principal Action and its Procedure 
“forming the other),—if any such actions as are laid down either by the 
“ Smrtis, or by long-established usage, were to be inserted in the middle of 
“a Vedic sacrifice, these would resi lead to the ior of the 
“aforesaid Order, &c. 

“lt is distinctly laid pe in "o Vedic text "Tem peii p e 
“method of performing sacrifices, that no actions in connection with the 
* Principal Sacrifice are to be separated from it, in point of time. But 
“if, in the middle of the performance of such a Principal Action, we were 
“to intrude certain actions laid down either by the Smrti or by usage, or 
“if we were to stick to the Smrti injunction of using the right hand alone 
* and thereby causing unnecessary delay in the main sacrifice, there would 
"certainly be a disturbance of the aforesaid proximity of the original 
“subsidiary actions with the Main Action; and the delay would cause the 
“ transgression of the laws that lay down the morning or the mid-day as the 
“ proper time for all Vedic Actions. The order of Actions is ascertained 
“by means of Direct Declaration, Meaning, Context, Position, Principal 
* Action, and the Procedure of the Action itself (as explained in the Fourth 
* Adhyaya) ; and this Order, as affecting the Vedic Actions, having the 
“limits of their acceptance and authority duly recognised, would certainly 
* be disturbed by the intrusion of the rinsing of the mouth after sneezing. 

“The same may be said with reference to the Smrti Injunction of 

“ putting on a fresh sacred thread, if, through continued bodily work, it .- 
“ happen to slip off the body. 

* And again, the intervening performance of the actions laid down in 
“the Smrti, has no fixed order laid down by the Veda; and for the order 
“and the limit of the Vedic Sacrifice, we do not admit of any authority 
“save the Veda itself. Therefore, in order to get together all the subsidi- 
“ary actions in connection with the main sacrifice, without neglecting the 
“ least amongst them, it is absolutely necessary for the priests to ascertain 
“ the limits of the various Minor Actions constituting the Main Sacrifice, : 
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“ recognised by means of Direct Assertion, Implication, &c. Consequently, 
“if he happens to perform, in the middle, an action laid down by the 
* Smrii,—which was not known before as one to be performed, and which 
* has eropped up only subsequently, —then, there would certainly be a trans- 
“ gression of the Order, &c., that has been ascertained before; and thereby 
* he would be unable to ascertain exactly what he has done and what he has 
* left undone (of the Main Sacrifice) ; and thus, being extremely suspicious 
* of the incomplete character of his sacrifice, he would fail to achieve the 
“confidence of having duly accomplished it; and thereby the potency of 
"the Final Result having been extremely weakened, the fruit of the 
“action accruing to him would come to be much lessened in quality, as 
“well as in quantity. But the potency of the Final Result has been duly. 
“pointed out by the Injunction as taken along with the Arthavada passage ; 
* and as such it can never bear a single jot of abatement; consequently it. 
“necessarily rejects the Smrti texts laying down such intrusions, 

“ (Or, the Stra may be interpreted in a different manner). As the 
* limits and number of the subsidiary sciences of the Veda have been defi- 
“ nitely restricted to the Teachings and Commentaries in connection with 
“it, which are fixed within certain limits, there is no room for any other 
“science (as the Smrti) being admitted as another subsidiary to it. In 
“ connection with any Vedic sacrifice, all the actions that are laid down are 
“ understood as to be performed simultaneously ; and as such the. priests go 
“through all the actions with a hurry (in order to preserve the simulta- 
* neity as far as possible) ; but as an absolute simultaneity is an impossi- 
“ bility, the Vedic text that lays down the procedure permits only such 
* delay (and consequent separation of the various actions), as is absolutely 
“ necessary, between the end of one action and the beginning of another. 
“ Hence, if one were to make an unnecessary delay, even when he were able 
“to avoid it, then such transgression could never be allowed to pass with 
“impunity, by the direct Vedic assertion of the particular Procedure. 
“ Thus then, we conclude that as the said Smrtis disturb the three-fold 
“ Order of the Vedic Actions, the performance of such actions as the rinsing 
“of the mouth, &c., (in the course of sacrifices) cannot but be jo agonia as 
“contradictory to the Veda.” 


SipDHÀNTA. | 
Sutra (T) But when we do not find any cause for (the enjoin- 
ing of) such actions, we conclude them to be of use (at the 
sacrifice). 


Or, this Sutra may be taken to extend up to “ féshvadarganàdvirodhasya" 
(because we do not perceive any contradiction in them), which the Bhashya 
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has transferred to the next Stra; specially as the next Sūtra already con- 
tains the word ‘ Vipratipatti, which signifies the (absence of ) contradiction, it 
would be useless to add the aforesaid clause to it; while, on the other hand, 
m the present Séátra, it is absolutely necessary to deny the contradiction 
which has been urged in the Purvapaksha. Even if the clause had some use 
in the next Sura, we could take it with both Sutras by means of transference, 
just as the single eye of the crow is transferred from oue socket to the other. 

(The Sütra is thus explained). Inasmuch as we do not find any visible 
cause for such actions as the rinsing of the mouth and the like, we cannot 
hold them to be in any way contradictory to the order of actions laid down 
in the Veda. When we find a certain Smrti text to be debarred by its con- 
tradiction of the Veda, from all chance of having any basis in this latter,— 
and then, if we could find out some other visible cause (as Greed, &c.,) 
which could be pointed out as possibly being the origin of the particular 
text,—then, in that case, a very slight effort (of argumentation) would 
lead us to ascertain its absolute unauthoritativeness. But in a case where no 
such visible cause is perceptible (or even assumable), we cannot but admit 
that, inasmuch as it is not found to have its origin in any such cause (as 
Greed, &c.), the Smrti text cannot but have its basis in the Veda. 

In the case of the Smrti texts laying down such actions as the rinsing 
of the mouth, &c., we cannot attribute them to any such cause as Desire 
Greed, Anger, Aversion, Shame, &c., the possibility of which would have 
barred all their chance of having their origin in the Veda. "Thus then, not 
finding the origin of the Smrt text anywhere else, we admit of its origin 
lying in the Veda; and as such even if it is found to contradict any parti- 
cular Vedic text, it does not, on that account, lose all its authority. As 
for the Limit, the Order and the Time that have been specified for each . 
sacrifice, by particular Vedic texts, inasmuch as these are the qualifica- 
tions of the Action, they are unable to set aside the authority of the Smrti 
texts, which lay down the Actions themselves, which are stronger than the 
former Limit, §c., which should have been the stronger, on account of their 
being mentioned in Vedic texts (if they were not the qualifications of 
Actions, and as such of lesser importance than the Actions themselves). 

It may be argued that— inasmuch as it is the comparative strength 
of the Veda and the Smrti, considered solely as the means of knowledge, 
that is considered beforehand, it would seem that the conclusion arrived 
at by this consideration has a decided preference over that arrived at by the 
subsequent consideration of the comparative authoritativeness of their 
subject-matter. (That is to say, when it has been concluded beforehand 
that the Veda has an authority greater than that of the Smrti, we must not 
give up this conclusion even if the Veda text be found to deal with quali- 
fications, and the Smrti, with Actions)." 
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In reply to this we add—There is no inherent contradiction between 
the Veda and the Smrti, taken by themselves; nor is their strength com. 
pared with regard to themselves solely as two means of knowledge; all 
these considerations, as well as all the contradiction that there may be, is 
only with regard to the matter that they may severally deal with. That 
is to say, it is only when we find the matter dealt with by them, to be contra- 
dictory to each other, that we conclude that there is a contradiction between 
the two means of knowledge themselves. Therefore, as a matter of fact, the 
comparative authoritativeness of their subject-matter is ascertained at 
the very moment that they are found to be contradictory to each other. 
And (when considering this comparative authoritativeness of their subject- 
matter), when we have once definitely ascertained the fact of the qualifica- 
tions of Actions being of lesser importance than the Actions themselves,— 
. even if these qualifications happen to be supported by Vedic texts (as in the 
case in question),—they do not regain their authority (in preference to that 
of the Actions) ; and conversely, when we haye once ascertained the fact 
of the Actions being of greater importance ‘nan the qualifications, even if 
these actions happen to be based upon the weaker authority of the Smrti, 
they do not lose their authority (in preference to that of the qualifications). 
Because it is only that which is absolutely and always without any autho- 
rity, that can be totally set aside; in all other cases, authoritativeness and 
unanthoritativeness are always correlative. 

Thus then, when the authority of a certain Smrti text has been ascer- 
tained on the ground of the superior authority of its subject-matter, this 
authority cannot be set aside by any considerations of the comparative 
authoritativeness of the Smrti and the Veda, considered by themselves, 
as two means of knowledge, independently of their subject-matter. But, 
on the other hand, though the subject-matter of the Vedic text be found 
to be of lesser authority, yet that does not totally set aside the authority 
of the Vedic text itself; because the Smrti losing all its strength in 
imparting a greater importance to its subject-matter, it can never be able 
to reject the text as well; specially as in opposition to the Vedic text, 
it is enough concession to the Smrti that it is not itself completely reject- 
ed; and as for the setting aside of any Vedic text, the greatest of Smritts 
can never do that. 

As a matter of fact, however, two Actions can be said to contradict 
each other only when they are based upon equal authorities, and are laid 
down as to be performed at one and the same time; in the case in question, 
however, we find none of these two conditions of contradiction ; and hence 
we conclude that there is no real contradiction. Because the considerations 
of Time, Limit and Order always come at the end of all the Actions (the 
Primary as well as the Secondary) ; while the Actions, even though based 
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upon a lesser authority, have their turn long before them. Because it is only 
when the Actions have been performed that we stop to consider the Order in 
which they are performed ; and the Order that has been directly perceived 
with regard to the Actions that have already appeared,—by what could this 
ascertained Order be set aside P Specially as being the qualification of the 
Actions, and as such appearing after these, the Order is held to be of 
secondary importance in the performance of the Actions. 

As for the Limit, that has been definitely laid down with regard to 
the Vedic Actions, it is never found to be laid down directly by any 
Vedic text; it is only indirectly. implied by the necessity of not for- 
getting any the smallest action that forms part of the sacrifice; and 
as this Limit is always perceptible by itself, it is always accepted as 
subsequently including the Actions that may have been performed (during 
the sacrifice) in accordance with the Smrti texts (and as such the perform- - 
ance of these latter need not necessarily be a contradiction of the order 
of the Vedic Action). That is to say, the Limit of an Action is not defined 
by any means of knowledge ; hence we could accept the unflinching autho- 
rity of the declaration of a certain Limit, only if it was found that, apart 
from this declaration of the Limit, there were no other means of avoiding the 
missing of any Actions during the performance of the sacrifice. .But even 
when such is actually found to be the case, it often happens that at certain 
sacrifices,even before we have come to the end of the Limit directly laid down 
. by the Vedic Injunction, we admit the more extensive limits of Actions 
that are pointed out (as. subsidiaries to the main Action) by the various 
means of Direct Assertion, Implication, Context &c.; and when we admit 
the limits laid down by these latter, there is no reason why those pointed 
out by Smrti texts and well-established usage should not be equally accep» 
ted. (And the admission of the Actions laid down in the Sinrtis being 
quite in keeping with the character of the Vedic sacrifices, these Smrtis 
cannot be said to be in any way contradictory to the limits laid down for 
the Vedic Actions). 

‘Time too is only a sceondary element in the — ot sacrifices ; 
and as such comes to be considered only at the end of all the Actions ; con- 
sequently, the limitations of Time that are laid down will always ma that 
taken up by the performance of the Actions laid down in the Smrti texts 
as well. Because the Time that is laid down is that with regard to the per- 
formance of the main Action, together with all its subsidiaries.—whether 
these be laid down in the Veda or in the Smrti; and because it is with 
reference to such Principal Actions as. have many subsidiaries, that it has 
been laid down, that it is not proper to separate. Wian from (any of) their 
subsidiaries. 

. For these..reasons, we conclude that wy as tine "- that is 
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specified is with reference to the finishing of all the Actions—from what- 
ever source their injunction may have emanated in connection with the 
main Action,—it cannot be said to be contradicted by the performance of 
any of the subsidiary Actions therein included ; and it is this non-perception 
of any contradiction of these—Order, Time and Limit—that is meant by the 
clause “ iéshvadarganddvirodhasya”’ ; or this clause may be explained as 
referring to the non-perception of any contradiction in the performance of 
these,—Rinsing of the mouth &c. 

Then again, such purificatory actions as the Rinsing of the mouth, as also 
the wearing of the sacred thread, are not independent Actions by themselves ; 
they are only subsidiary actions meant to help in the proper accomplish- 
ment of the main Action ; and as such, their performance cannot be taken 
as an interference in the Principal Action. That which can interfere in 
the course of one Action must always be an independent Action which is 
equal in authority to the former Action, and is not in any way subsidiary 
to it; and there can be no interference by an Action that is of a subsidiary 
character, and always serves to bring about the proper accomplishment 
of the main Actions. For instance, after having prepared the bundle of 
the Kuga grass, the Action that is laid down in the Vedas as to be performed 
next is the preparation of the Sacrifical Altar ; but if, after the former action 
has been finished, the priest happens to sneeze, and he performs the con- 
sequent rinsing of the mouth, he is said to be engaged in the preparing of the 
Altar; and the reason is that if he prepared the Altar, without rinsing the 
mouth after sneezing, there would be a certain impurity in it, and its pre- 
paration would not be properly accomplished ; and as the rinsing of the 
mouth would only serve to remove this impurity and to make the Altar per- 
fect, it could not be said to have interfered with the preparing of the Altar 
(and thus the Order of the Vedic Actions). Itis with a view to this that the 
Bhashya has said—such Actions as the rinsing, Sc., do not become the interfer- 
ing agents in the performance of the Vedic Action. For, if this assertion 
were made without the acceptance of the fact of these Actions being 
subsidiary to the Main Action, it would evince a sad lack of philosophic 
insight. | È D | |. Uu 4 TU 
Thus then, such actions as the Rinsing of the Mouth &c. being found 
to be forming parts of the main Action itself, they cannot be said to be 
contradictory to the texts that lay down the Order, Limit and Time of the 
performance,—all these coming to be considered only after the Action 
with all its subsidiaries has been duly accomplished, 
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[The above is an exposition of the Adhikarana, in accordance with the inter- 
pretation of the Bhashya. And as this is not in keeping with the 
Author's own view of the last two Adhikaranas, he proceeds to take the 
three foregoing Sülras in a different sense.) 


It is not quite correct to cite the wearing of the sacred thread as an 
action contrary to the Vedic Sacrifice. Because it is directly mentioned 
by the Veda, in connection with the Darga-Purnamasa Sacrifice, that the 
wearing of the thread is a mark of godliness, which lays down its wearing 
as a necessary accompaniment of the sacrifice. The wearing of the thread 
has also been laid down as a general rule, in the Katha Rescension (of the 
Yajurveda), where it is laid down, not with reference to any particular sac- 
rifice, but as a necessary accompaniment of all sacrifices, as well as Vedic 
studies; says the text in question: “It was by means of the Prasrta 
Sacrifice that the gods subdued the Asuras; and it was because the Asuras 
did not ‘employ the Prasrta Sacrifice that they were subdued by the gods ; 
a Prasría sacrifice is that hich is performed by a sacrificer with the 
sacred thread; and an Apraltrta Sacrifice is that which is done without 
the thread; if the Brahmana reads with the sacred thread on, he is per- 
forming a sacrifice by that act; therefore one must always wear the sacred 
thread when reading, sacrificing, or helping at the sacrifices of others; as 
it is thus that the Prasrta character of the sacrifice is duly accom- 
` plished.” 

Similarly with regard to the Injunction of the rinsing of the mouth, we 
meet with the following text, which lays down such rinsing: “ Having his 
sacred thread hanging from the left shoulder, on the right side, the sacrificer 
should wash his hands, and thrice rinse his mouth, wiping it twice, and 
touching, once, his forehead, eyes, ears, and breast; as by that, the Atharvan- 
girasüs, the Brahmanas, the Itihdsas, the Puranas, the Kalpas, the Gathas, 
and the Naragansis, all become delighted in him; he should then spread the 
grass, put his hands between the knees, and then sitting down with his 
face to the East, he should begin to read the Veda.” And though this 
passage occurs in connection with the Brahmayajna (the daily duties of 
the Brahmana), yet it distinctly points out the necessity of the rinsing of 
the mouth whenever the Veda has to be recited; and as such it comes to 
be recognised as a necessary accompaniment of all Vedic utterance; and 
as all sacrifices are accompanied by the recitation of Vedic mantras, we 
conclude the rinsing to be a necessary accompaniment of the sacrifice itself, 
Secondly the Vedie text, that “the mouth does not become impure by 
the tasting of the Soma,” prohibiting the rinsing of the mouth after one 
has drunk the Soma, distinctly points out the necessity of the rinsing at all 
other times (whenever any impurity attaches to the mouth). 
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As for the Smrti Injunction that ‘one should perform all actions by 
the right hand alone,’ it is an accepted general rule that it is the right: 
hand alone that is to be always used at the sacrifices, except in the few 
cases where it is distinctly laid down that the left hand is to be used, and 
in which the right hand is not used at all; and there is no doubt as to the 
use of the right hand in all other cases. And we meet with the passage— 
* As the right hand, so is also the sacrifice to the gods "—which occurs in cons 
nection with the Injunction that the sacrificial altar is to be made sloping 
either to the East or to the North; and the said simile could be possible 
only if the using of the right hand were as necessary for the correct per- 
formance of the sacrifices, as the fact of the sacrifices themselves being 
offered to the gods. 

And thus we find that none of the three Smrti texts, cited by the text, 
should have been brought forward as contradicting Vedic Injunctions. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the presentis not to be taken as a 
distinct Adhikarana, and that the three Sutras may be interpreted as bring- 
ing forward aad refuting certain objection. -against the preceding Adhi- 
karanas. N 


The Fifth Sūtra may be interpreted as follows: “That which does 
“not contradict any Vedic Injunction, and which is not unpleasing to good 
* men, such a declaration of the Buddha, &c.—as for instance, the injunc- 
* tions of the founding of resting places and public gardens, of dispassion, 
“meditation, practice, non-slaughter, truthfulness, charity, and the like— 
“can be accepted as geo, without any fear of contradicting the 
“ Veda.” 

If this be net by the opponent, then—we deny this; because of the 
number of authoritative Scriptures being limited. | (Sütra 6). 

That is to say, the number of authoritative Scriptures has been limited 
to the ‘fourteen or eighteen’ sciences, which alone are acknowledged by all 
good men to have any authority with regard to Dharma ; and these fourteen 
sciences include the Vedas with its Angas and Updngas, the eighteen 
Dharmasamhitàs and Puranas, the Ciksha, and the Dandaniti. And we 
do not find the works of Buddha and others included among these. 
And even if we find in them certain facts in keeping with the said Serip- 
tures, yet, as this might be ouly a pretence for doing something else (delud- 
ing people into Atheistic paths), we cannot accept it as having any bind- 
ing authority with regard to Dharma. Justas if a Pandit, when presenting 
the method of performing a certain expiatory rite as laid down by Manu, 
were to quote corroborative verses either composed by himself or by others, 
then (even though the subject-matter would be all right, in keeping with 
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the laws of Manu, yet, no person with — true evt for Dharma, would 
go to him for the prescription. | - Cooots bes O 

And it is a fact ascertained once - all, -— in matters relating to 
Dharma, we accept as authoritative, the assertions only of those persons 
whose names, which as words are eternal, are mentioned in the Vedas as 
of the propounders of Dharma,—persons who are found to be expounding 


the Dharma, in each succeeding Manvantaric cycle. As for instance, we 


find the passage in the Veda that, the Rk verses of which Manu is the 
Rshi are the Sümidheni;" and in continuation of this, it is declared 
“ whatever Manu said was the very medicine of medicines;" and what is 
meant by this is that the expiatory rites that Manu laid down are as 
effective in destroying sin, as medicine is in removing the disease. 

Nor can thé mention of the name of Manu in the Veda be said to be 
a mere similarity of sound (and not as the mention of the name of any 
person) [as has been held under Sütra I—i—81]; because it is quite pos- 
sible for a name to be mentioned in the Veda, even though it is eternal ; 
because just as in each sac\jfice there is a priest (who is mentioned by 
name in the Veda), so also in each Manvantara there is a Manu; as it is 
declared by Manu himself that in each Manvantara, there is a different 
Smrti. Aud we know as a matter of fact, that there have been fourteen 
Manus, in all the cycles, that have gone by, Thus then there is every 
possibility of there being a compilation by Manu in each cycle. And as 
such the continuous succession of Manus being unbroken (and as such as 
good as eternal), there is nothing incongruous in the person being men- 
tioned by name in the eternal Veda, which, in speaking of his declarations, 
does not necessarily become non-eternal; just as in each sacrifice there 
being sixteen priests (and this has always been the case, since time im- 
memorial), the Veda does not become non-eternal, by laying down the du- 


ties of these priests. To this effect, it has been said—just as in each suc- — 


ceeding season, we find the marks of the same season in the past appear- 
ing; so in the same manner, the entities that have existed in one cycle, are 
found to appear in another cycle. Thus it is that though the Itihàsas and 
the Purünas are known to be composed by human authors, yet we find 
them mentioned, as sciences, in the Veda, which is itself without begin- 
ning. As we read in the (Chandogya) Upanishad (Narada saying to 
Sanatkumüra). “ Sir, Ishall study the Rgveda, the Yajurveda, the Süma- 
veda, and the fourth Atharvaveda, and also the fifth, Itéhüsas and Puranas.” 

Thus then, we conclude that in matters relating to Dharma, we 
accept as authoritative, the declarations of only such persons as are men- 
tioned in the Vedic mantras and Arthavddas, as being the authors of the 
propounded sciences, such authors being mentioned by names which re- 
main fixed, among all the endless changes of cycles and Manvantaras. 
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| (And in this we have the indirect support of the Veda also ; as for instance) 
| we find in the Veda, that after having laid down the expiatory rites to be 
performed, on the failure of such sacrificial accessories as are laid down in 
the Rgveda, it is added: ‘If there be a failure of something that is un- 
known,’ —and then another rite is laid down; and this latter ‘failure’ must 
be taken as that of something that has been laid down, as necessary, in the 
works of these Vedic authors; because all that is laid down in the Veda, is 
known directly from the Veda itself, and as such, could not have been 
spoken of as “ unknown;” and if we did not accept the authoritativeness 
of such Smrti works as are said tobe based upon the Veda, but whose ori- 
ginal Vedic texts have not been found,—then nothing that is of unknown 
authority could be possibly done at any sacrifice (as it is only that which 
is known as duly authorised that is performed at sacrifices); and then 
there could have been no use of laying down an expiatory rite for the failure 
of the “ unknown." 

From these considerations, we conclude that Dharma brings about its 
due results, only when it is understood with arhe help of those scriptures 
that are recognised to be not incapable of having their basis in the Veda. 
On the other hand, just as we do not admit that knowledge of Dharma 
to be true, which is. obtained from an improper study of the Veda, 
or as learnt merely from the written book (without the help of a qualified 
teacher), or as learnt by the Cudra,—so in the same manner, in the case of 
such Authors as are known to have a conduct against the teachings of the 
Veda, even when some of their declarations are found to be in keeping 
with the teachings of the Veda, we do not accept them as the valid means 
of knowing Dharma. And we also find it distinctly mentioned in the 
Purünas that during the Iron Age, Cakya and others would disorganise 
the whole fabric of Dharma. Under the circumstances how can we listen 
to anything that they may have to say? And just as the powdered 
alum sprinkled on melting gold, disappears in the gold, so even the few 
Vedic truths that we find in their works are so mixed up with the rest, 
that they lose themselves in these, and so become equally unacceptable to 
us. That is to say, the few Vedic truths that are in them are found in 
the very midst of such misrepresentations of Dharma, as ave based by 
them upon such arguments as—‘ the Analogy based upon Similarity of 
Actions’ (i.e. as the sacrifice causes pain to the animal, it must result in 
pain to the sacrificer), ‘Inference from generals,’ (7.e., the Vedic slaughter 
is as sinful as ordinary slaughter), and ‘Apparent Inconsistency,’ (i.e, as 
pain is the ouly result of sin, the experiencing of much pain destroys a 
]arge amount of sin) ; and as such they are as milk put in the skin of the 
dog; and hence they are useless and incapable of commanding our confi- 
dence. Consequently, so long as even such truths are found only in the 
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works of the Bauddhas, and not in any of the above-enumerated Vedic 
Sciences, they remain unacceptable to us. And when they come to be 
found in any parts of these Sciences themselves, then, as we get at a full 
knowledge of the truths by means of these very Sciences, the works of 
Cakya and others remain useless for us. 

Therefore, we conclude that all that is apart from the Vedic Sciences 
enumerated above, we do not accept as having any authority in matters 
relating to Dharma; and as such, they are to be totally rejected. 


Then, we have the Seventh Sutra, which means that, those actions with 
regard to which we cannot find any perceptible cause, and are yet found to be 
performed, must be recognised as Dharma. And this Sutra is to be taken as 
forming an Adhikarana by itself, treating of the authoritative character of 
the practice of good men, of which we are going to cite a few instances, 
which will be shown to be the means of the accomplishment of the three 
ends of man (i.e., all except Final Deliverance). 

Among good men also, we find some behaving contrary to the Law, 
just like the Doctors leading unhealthy lives; and as such their practice 
fails to command our full confidence; and yet the fact of the act being 
done by a wise man would point to the fact of its being in accordance with 
a certain Vedic text; and thus, there being a doubt with regard to the 
authoritative character of such practice, the Parvapaksht would bring 
forward, against it, all the arguments urged by him under the first Sara 
of this Pada, or, in some cases, those under the third Sutra. 


The Purvapaksha. 


* Even in the practice of good men, we often find a transgression of 
* Dharma, and also certain extremely bold excessess as in the cases of Pra- 
* jápati, Indra, Vagishtha, Vigvamitra, Yudhishthira, Krshna Dvaipaya- 
“na, Bhishma, Dhrtarüshtra, Vasudéva, Arjuna and others, as also of 
“ many good men of oür own days. 

* For instance, (1) we find Prajapati falling in an incestuous love 
* with his own daughter, Usha; (2) Indra, as also Nahusha in his place, 
“is said to have committed adultery; (3) Vacishtha, when stricken down 
“with grief on the death of his hundred sons, is said to have contemplated 
“a terrible excess, in the shape of suicide; (4) Vigvamitra helped a Can- 
“dala (Trshanku) to perform a sacrifice; (5) Purüravas thought of com- 
" mitting suicide, when Urvaci left him; (6) Krshna Dvaipiyana, who 
" was under the vow of lifelong celibacy, brought forth children from the 
“wives of his younger brother, Vicitravirya; (7) Bhishma led a life con- 
“trary to all caste-regulations; and did an irregularity in performing sacri- 
fices, even though he was unmarried; (8) Dhrtarashtra, though blind 
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** (and as such not entitled to the performance of any sacrifice), performed 
“many sacrifices, and that too with the wealth amassed by his brother 
* Pandu (to which he had no rightful claim); (9) Yudhishthira married a 
“ wife that had been won by his younger brother (Arjuna), and told a 
“base lie with the sole motive of causing the death of his own Brah- 
* mana-Preceptor; (10) Vasudéva and Arjuna are said to have been drunk 
'* to excess. 

“Among the people of modern days we find the Brahmana women of 
* the countries of Ahicchatra and Mathura to be addicted to drinking; the 
‘“ people of the North carry on the business of giving, and accepting in gift, 
“ buying and selling, lions, horses, mules, asses, camels and the animals with 
* two rows of teeth; and they ave also used to eating in the same dish with 
* their wives, children and friends; the people of the South marry the daugh- 
“ ters of their maternal uncles, aud partake of food while sitting upon 
* chairs; while among the people of the North, as well as of the South, there 
“ are many such instances of gross transgression, as the partaking of the 
“ food left by one’s friends or relations, taking of beetles touched by people 
“of all castes, the non-washing of the mouth after meals, the wearing of 
“ clothes brought directly from the back of the washerman’s ass, the keeping 
“in society of people committing the greatest crimes, with the sole exception 
“of killing à Bráhmana; and we also find endless minute transgressions of 
“the Dharma appertaining to each man’s family or caste. 

* Then again, the practices of the good people of different countries 
“are mutually contradictory; and many of these practices have their origin 
*in such visible causes as those of greed and the like. And certainly 
* people can have no confidence in such diverse practices, as having any 
“authority relating to Dharma. 

** And further, you think those people as good whose conduct is good; 
“and you hold that conduct to be good which consists in the acts of these 
' people; and thus there being an interdependence, none of the two 
* ean be definitely ascertained. 

“It may be urged that ‘Manu and others have also spoken of the 
“t practices of good men as an authority for Dharma ;’ but then, they have 
“also mentioned the agent's own inner satisfaction as having an autho- 
“rity; and certainly there can be no fixity to this (satisfaction); be- 
“cause, as a matter of fact, we find that different people have differ- 
* ent causes for inner satisfaction, on account of the diversities in their 
“ habits and dispositions,—some people being satisfied by the performance 
“of good deeds, some by that of bad ones, while others, by that of such 
* Actions as are neither good nor bad. Asan instance of people feeling sat- 
*isfied in the doing of evil, we have Cakya, the Buddha, who was quite 
“pleased with himself at finding faults nnd arguments against the Veda and 
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“the Brahmanas. And again, we find that the Brühmanas are satisfied by 
“the performance of sacrifices at which animals are slaughtered; while 
* the very same actions give pain to the Bauddhas, who have a great aversion 
“to them. Similarly too, certain Brühmanas are quite satisfied at eating 
“the food given by the Qudra; the people of the South are happy when they 
“ get a chance of marrying the daughter of their maternal uncle; while other 
** peopleare averse to such acts, considering them to be most sinful. | 

* And just as the fact of the agent’s satisfaction being a highly fickle 
‘standard leads us to put a different interpretation to Manu's declaration of 
* such satisfaction being an authori ty for Dharma,—so, in the same manner, 
* weregard the declaration of the authoritativeness of the practice of good 
* men as to be interpreted in some such different manner. And again, the 
“authors of the Smrtis (Manu and others), in laying down the authori- 
“tative character of the Practice of good men, without having found a 
* basis for these in the Veda, do not show themselves to a very great advan- 
“tage; hence the declarations of such authoritative character must be 
“held to have some other meaning. 

“Then again, all good men, to become good, should frame their con- 
“duct according to the injunctions of the Smrtis; otherwise, by acting 
“by themselves, independently of these, they would become decidedly bad, 
" andnot good. Because, for the practices of good people we find no basis 
“in the Veda; but if there were any such authority in the Veda, such prac- 
“tices would have been laid down in the Smrtis (and notleft to rest upon 
“the sole authority of the conduct of good men.) And thus, there being 
* no basis for the practices of good men, these are to be rejected (as having 
* no authority in matters relating to Dharma).” 


The Siddhànta. 


To the above we make the following reply: But as we do not find any 
causes, these, as actually in practice, should be accepted (Sūtra 7). ` 

That is to say, when we find that certain actions are performed 
‘by good men, and we cannot attribute them to any such perceptible 
motives as Greed and the like, they should be accepted as Dharma. Such 
actions as are performed either for the maintenance of the body, or for 
one's mere pleasure, or for some material gain,—are not considered, by 
good people, as * Dharma,’ It is only those actions, that are held by the 
good people to be Dharma, and are performed as such, that are accepted 
-as Dharma; because the persons that perform these are the same as those 
that perform the sacrifices enjoined in the Veda. 

To the latter class belong the following actions: Charities, Japa, 
Homa, the offering of the oblations to the Fathers, such celebrations as 
those of the Gakradheaja and other such like festivities in connection 
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with various temples, the keeping of the married girls upon certain 
strict observances during the four days after marriage, Illuminations, 
the giving away, on the first day of the month, of sweetcakes and 
other uncooked foods, the various festivities held on the 7th and the last 
days of Magha and the first day of Pha@lguna, as also those held in honour 
of the advent of spring-time ; and the authority for all this cannot lie any- 
where else except in the Scriptures. And the Authors of the Smrtis—in 
declaring the authoritative character of ‘the practices of good men’ and ‘ the 
usages of particular countries aud castes, in keeping with Scripural teach- 
ings,'—admit of the general authoritative character of such of these as are 
nob contrary to the teachings of the Veda. (And the aforesaid festivities 
have the support of the Smrtis and the Vedas) ; inasmuch as in the 
chapter on ‘Holidays,’ is found (in the Smrtis) the following—“ Festivi- 
ties should be held after breakfast; " and this serves as the authority for 
all festivities in any town or country. In the Veda too, we have the pas- 
sage in connection with the Mahavrata—“ The Hoty priest gets upon the 
swing and sings;" and in continuation of this, we read—‘ when people 
are holding a feast, they get upon the swing;" and this mention of the 
"feast" serves as an authority for the aforesaid festivities. 

It has been urged above that, inasmuch as Dharma and Adharma are 
treated of, with any degree of authority, only by the fourteen Sciences enu- 
merated above, the Practice of good men not being included in these, it 
eannot be admitted to have any authority. But this objection has already 
been set aside by the fact of the possibility of the inference of Vedic texts 
in support of the said practices. 

Nor can it be held that the asssertion of the Smrti that—*' the prac- 
tices of good men have an authority in connection with Dharma "——is 
without any foundation in the Veda; because when we find pretty lengthy 
declarations of the Simrtis to be supported by the Veda, by the very 
slighest references to them, it is no wonder that we cannot lay our hands 
upon the Vedic texts (though they really exist) corroborative of such brief 
assertions as the one declaring the authoritative character of the said Prac- 
tiees. And it is quite possible for us to infer Vedic texts exactly like those 
in the Smrtis. And the inference may be in this form: The Scriptural 
text, that declares the otherwise unknown results of actions performed by 
good men, has also its use (in the pointing out of the authoritative charac- 
ter of such actions),—exactly as the milking of the cow, &c. We do not hold 
that alone to be authorised by the scriptures, which is described therein in 
its detailed form; specially as all authorities take up only one of the 
many phases of the object they treat of ; hence though the external forms 
of the Practices are cognised by Sense-perception, exactly like the prepar- 
iug of the curd, the milking of the cow and the like, yet the fact of their 
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bringing about particular results (in the shape of Heaven, &c.) cannot be 
got at by any other means save the scriptures. For the matter of that, 
even in the case of sacrifices, a perception of their external forms does not 
stand in need of any Scripural authority. It is only the fact of their lead- 
ing to certain definite results that, being not perceptible by the senses, 
stands in need of such authority. 

Nor can there be any inter-dependence (as urged in the Pürvapaksha) ; 
because it is not always necessary that the good men, im all that 
they do, should always recall the scriptural authority for their actions ; 
the fact is that from times immemorial we have always found the prac- 
tices of good men to be in keeping with the scriptures ; and hence 
people coming to recognise the authoritative character of such practices 
(and not always taking the trouble, to seek the further authority of the 
scriptures), take up these practices as the basis; and from that they 
deduce certain actions as leading to Heaven, &c.; and as such they lose 
sight of the fact of such actions being only occasional, and gradually 
come to recognise them as necessary. The ‘‘good men” whose practices 
are meant here are only those that inhabit the country called “ Arydvarta” 
(the tract bounded by the Ocean on the East and the West, the Himalaya 
on the North, and the Vindhya on the South) ; and this limit, we may 
infer to be based upon Vedic passages, that speak of the ‘disappearance 
of the Sarasvati’ and the ‘ drippings from the Plaksha tree’ (the former 
expression really referring to the place where the ‘ Sárasvata Satra’ was 
commenced, and the latter where it was completed; but capable of being 
taken as implying the tract round Kuruksehtra, in the planes of which the 
Sarasvati river is said to have disappeared). 

The following objection may be brought forward: “The goodness of 
“a man depending upon the fact of his acting in accordance with the 
* teachings of the scriptures, the mention of his practices, in the scrip- 
“ tures, as good, would involve a mutual inter-dependence." 

But these people are called ‘good,’ not because of their good con- 
duct, but, simply because they are always found to be acting in accord- 
ance with scriptural injunctions. People come to be recognised as * good,’ 
by always acting in accordance with the direct teachings of the Veda; 
and when they have thus acquired the title of ‘good,’ even if they hap- 
pen to do something else, in accordance with a fixed tradition, (even 
though the direct Vedic texts on the point may not be available), such 
actions are believed to be the means of attaining to Heaven, and to have 
the character of Dharma. And as for the * mutual inter-dependence’ 
urged above, even in the case of the Veda, we read “If one who is 
learned in the Veda, learned in the sciences, eloquent, fully knowing the 
Veda, should read, &o., &c., " where we find the * knowers of the Veda” 
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mentioned in the Veda; but inasmuch as there is an eternal relationship 
between the Veda and the words it uses and the subject-matter it deals 
with,—and as such the precedence of one or the other is as impossible to 
be ascertained as in the case of the mutual relationship between Day and 
Night,—such mutual inter-dependence is not held to be faulty. And as 
for the Smrti texts, laying down the actions already supported by the 
practice of good men (they cannot be said to be useless on the ground 
of all necessary authority for such actions being found in the said prac- 
tices as supported by direct or assumed Vedic texts) ; because it may be 
held that having come across the particular practice, or even the Vedic 
text in support of it, the Smrti may have expressed its own acquiescence 
in it. 

It has been urged above that, inasmuch as we find such practices 
based upon perceptible motives of greed, &c., they cannot have any basis 
in the Veda. But such perceptible motives being also found in the case 
of the Actions laid down directly in the Veda,—this fact alone cannot 
justify us in rejecting the fact of the practices having a basis in the Veda. 
That is to say, we find the injunctions of many actions in which there 
is always some touch of a perceptible motive ; and hence the presence of 
such motives in the practices of good men cannot debar them from having 
a basis in the Veda. 

However, there are certain actions, which are also common among the 
Mleechas, for the performance of which there is no fixed rule or time— 
such things as are the means of physical pleasures; as for instance, 
agriculture, commerce, foods and drinks, soft beds, comfortable houses, 
pleasure-gardens, painting, singing, dancing, perfumes, and the like; but 
nobody ever thinks of these as Dharma; and hence the nature of these 
cannot rightly lead us to reject the authority of all practices of good men 
(that have any visible causes) ; nor can the fact of some such actions being 
accepted as Dharma establish the Dharmic character of all of them. 
Even among people who are similar to the Mlecchas, we find the preva- 
lence of such actions as the worshiping of the gods and Brahmanas; and 
certainly we accept these to be Dharma, because they also appear in the 
practice of good men. Among ordinary people, certain practices are 
distinctly specified as good, while there are other actions, which are com- 
mon to all living beings (such as those of eating and the like, which help 
to keep the body), and which, as such, are performed by the good men 
also. But among all practices, those alone that are current among 
the good people only are called Dharma, aud not all the Actions 
that are common to all living beings (and as such among the good 
also). 

From this it also follows that in the case of men, whose minds have 
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been fully impressed with the idea that only such Actions as are laid 
down in the Veda are Dharma, their inner satisfaction is an authority 
in distinguishing Dharma. And it is not possible for such people, as 


have their minds purified by a fill of knowledge of the Veda and its 


meaning, and whose intention always functions in accordance with 
the path of duty laid down in the Veda,—to have any ideas contrary to 
the Veda; and with a view to this, it has been said— whatever the 
man learned in the Veda utters, it becomes Vedic ”—i.e., having its source 
in the impressions left by the Veda, it becomes as authoritative as the 
Veda itself. Just asin the case of salt mines, and in that of Meru the 
land of bright gold, whatever is produced in them, becomes salt and gold 
(respectively),—so also in the case of the inner satisfaction of one who 
knows the Veda (which imparts Vedic authority to all that it touches). 
''his idea has also been expressed by many learned people, and has been 
also poetically put thus: ‘‘ Whenever any doubtful point presents itself 
to good men, they are helped by their own minds, which always help them 
to come to the correct conclusion." (Cakuntala, Act I). And asa matter 
of fact, for those whose minds are pervaded by the ideas imbibed from a 
long continued study of the Veda, it is not possible to have an inner satis- 
faction, in anything else save the doing of that which is Dharma; and 
hence that Action, which when performed gives them inward satisfaction, 
is accepted as Dharma. 

Or, we may accept the fact of the inner satisfaction of good men 
being a means of knowing Dharma, on mere verbal testimony (of Manu 
and others); and just as, even though many persons may perform any 
single pious act, yet a contemplation of these persons brings about excel- 
lent results to ordinary people (as it is laid down that whenever an evil 
thought enters one's mind he should think of a pious person),—in the 
same manner, even though many actions may be connected with the inner 
satisfaction of the good man, yet they are accepted as being conducive 
to excellent results. And we may employ the same reasoning to the case 
of the practices of good men (which are laid down as authoritative, in the 
text “the practices of good men also, &c., &c.”). Just as (1) in the case 
of one who has been favoured by some deities with a boon to the effect 
that anything he would utter would counteract the most virulent poison, 
when he utters some such thing, and it is found to effect a cure, people 
cherish that utterance of his, to serve them in curing similar cases of 
poisoning (in this case the mere fact of the words being uttered 
by the favoured person, imparts to. them the potency),—(2) in the 
science of snakes, it is laid down that whatever herb the mongoose hap- 
pens to hold by its teeth, it becomes a potent cure for all poisons—(in this 
case the mere touch of the animal’s teeth imparts the potency to the 
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herb),—(3) whatever place a pious man happens to inhabit, that place 
(by his mere contact) attains & sanctity that purifies all other people 
coming to it,—exactly in the same manner, the practices and the inner satis- 
faction of such people as have their minds saturated with Dharma, them- 
selves become the means of Dharma; and as such they are to be accepted, 
by people seeking after a knowledge of Dharma, as laid down in the 
Veda itself. 

The Pürvapaksha has brought forward certain specific instances of 
the admittedly evil doings of eminently recognised good men: for instance, 
that Prajapati made advances to his own daughter, that Indra had an inter- 
course with Ahalyà; and so forth; and from these instances of gross 
transgressions of the Law by recognised good men, it has come to the 
conclusion that the mere practice of good men cannot be accepted as an 
authority for Dharma. 

In the first place, the passages (in the Puranas and Vedas) that are in- 
terpreted on these lines, may be only a fortuitous coincidence of words and 
expressions (the texts never having actually meant what they seem to mean 
now); or, secondly, the prohibition of such actiovs may be held to pertain to 
men only, and not to superhuman beings; or, thirdly, the actions may be 
justified on the ground of the persons concerned being very powerful and 
super-human beings, and as such not subject to the same limitations (of 
conduct) as the weaklier human beings; or, fourthly, we can explain the 
said texts in such a way as to deprive them of all repulsive significations. 

E.g. (1) The word “ Prajapati” means ‘ one who protects all creatures ;’ 
as such ib cau be taken as a name of the Sun; and it is an ordinary 
fact that towards morning the sun reaches the early Dawn, (‘ Usha’); and 
as the early Dawn is brought about by the approach of the Sun, it is called 
his “daughter ;” and it is the fact of the Sun letting his rays fall in (or 
on) the Dawn that has been figuratively spoken of as the intercourse of a 
man with a woman. 

(2) The word * Indra"— proceeding from the root ‘ Idi’ which signi- 
fies great glory—would signify one possessed of a resplendent glory; and 
as such it is taken as another name of the Sun; and he is the ‘jara’—des- 
troyer (jarati-nàgayati) —of * Ahalya'—(ahani liyaté) that which disappears 
during the day, i.e., Night; as it is only when the Sun rises that the dark- 
ness of night is destroyed; and it is in this sense that we should take the 
sentence—" Indro’ halyàyà jarah,”—which cannot be taken in its ordinary 
sense, of an illicit connection with a woman. 

(3) As for Nahusha, it is true that when he reached the position of 
Indra, he made advances towards Caci, Indra’s wife; but through this 
unlawful act, he fell from his place and was bornas a big snake ; and this 
clearly shows that it was a sinful act that he had done; and as for Caci, as 
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she proved very constant in her devotion to her own husband, her greatness 
and effulgence become enhanced to & tremendous extent, which shows that 
such faithfulness 1s an act of Dharma. 

(4) In the case of Vacishtha, it is clear that his action was due to 
excessive grief, and hence nobody accepts it as Dharma. It is only that 
Action which the good men know to be Dharma, and perform it as such» 
hat is to be accepted as Dharma; while those Actions that, even when 
performed by good men, are clearly found to be due to an undue influence 
of desire, anger, greed, delusion, grief and the like,—are to be classified 
as ‘Dharma’ or * Adharma, according as they happen to be enjoined or 
prohibited in the scriptures ( without any consideration for the fact of their 
being performed by good men). 

(5) Hence, in the case of Vigvàmitra also, as he had reached a very 
high degree of penance, even though he did, in certain cases transgress 
the law under the influence of passion or anger,—yet we can allow such 
transgressions to pass unnoticed, in accordance with the maxim that ‘for 
a strong man everything is equally healthy’ (2.e., for à pious man all actions 
are equally lawful) ; or, we may absolve him from all blame, on the ground 
that he would destroy all such sins by means of excessive penances, and 
the performances of proper expiatory rites, which would leave him as pure 
as ever. But for people of lesser penances, such transgressions would be 
as irretrievably harmful, as the eating of the (poisonous) leaves of the 
Mahàvata for the elephant. 

(6) As for Dvaipàyana, he, under his mother's orders, got children 
Írom the wife of his brother (related to him through his mother), in 
accordance with the scriptural injunction: “ A woman without a hus- 
band, if desirous of progeny, may, if ordered by her superior, have recourse 
to her husband's younger brother;" and even if a transgression, it dis- 
appears in the light of his great penances, prior to, as well as after, the 
committing of the deed. If there be another person with an equal degree 
of Brahmic glory, he might do such deeds with impunity. 

(7) Ràma and Bhishma, both considering the wife to be only necessary 
in the performance of the sacrifice they had undertaken, did not take to a 
wife—the former on account of his great love for his first wife Sità, and the 
latter because of his great reverence for his father to whom he had pro- 
mised that he would never marry; and as both were free from the debt 
they owed their fathers—the one by his direct offspring, and the other by 
the children of his mother,—there was no impediment to their sacrifices 
being duly accomplished. Then again, Raima kept by him, at the sacrifice, 
a golden image of Sità, because for the sake of reputation (he could not 
have kept Sità in person), and for the sake of showing that he was 
not cruel to the memory of Sita (he did not take another wife to him- 
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self), And as for Bhishma,—the text of Manu laying down that if 
among many uterine brothers, even one gets children, all the rest 
become endowed with offspring, through these very children, —having 
been freéd from the debt he owed his fathers, by the birth of the 
sons of his brother, Vicitravirya,—he may have taken to a wife for the 
mere fulfilment of the sacrificial conditions; and this we may infer from 
the Apparent Inconsistency of such an irregularity in the conduct of 
a blameless person like Bhishma, who, [ Mahabharata—Anucasana Parva, 
84] when offering his libations at Gaya, did not place the offering in the 
hands of his father (who had appeared to him in person), in consideration 
of the scriptural texts that lays down the offering of the libations on the 
ground—(one who was so scrupulous in following the scriptural teachings) 
how could he, alone, without a wife, have dared to perform sacrifices ?) 

(8) As for Dhrtarashtra, we find it related in the Agcarya Parva 
that, through Vyasa’s favour, he got his sight for looking upon his sons; 
and from this we can infer that through the same agency he was able to 
see when the sacrifice was being perforined (and hence at that time 
he was not blind) We are told of the Maharshi being capable of 
wonderful curses and blessings; hence, just as we know of Dhrtarfshtra 
to have been born blind in accordance with a curse pronounced by Vyasa; 
so we can infer, from the apparent inconsistency of a blind person engag- 
ing in sacrifices, that during the performance he got his vision through a 
blessing of Vyasa. Or, in the passages that describe Dhrtarashtra as per- 
forming yajnas, the word ‘ Yajna’ may be taken to mean ‘charity, gifts,’ 
as the root ‘ yaji’ is equally expressive of sacrifice and giving. And we 
find Charity laid down as leading to results similar to those of sacrifices ; 
hence the giving of charities may have been figuratively spoken of as the 
“ performance of sacrifices.” 

(9) The unlawful intercourse of the five Pandavas with a common 
wife has been very well explained by Vyasa himself: ‘ Draupadi appear- 
ed, in the full bloom of youth, out of the sacrificial altar ; and as such she 
is Lakshmi (the goddess of wealth) herself ; consequently, she does not be- 
come tainted by her intercouse with many owners.” ‘To the same effect, 
we have also the following: “The Brahmarshi pointed out her wonder- 
fully beautiful form to besuperhuman ; inasmuch as the great-souled bean- 
tiful one (Draupadi) became younger day by day.” All this tends to 
show that she was not an ordinary human being; and hence she has been 
spoken of as “ superhuman ” (and as such her actions are not to be judged 
by the ordinary standard of human proprieties). It is for the very same 
reason that Krshna himself promised to Karna that Draupadi would go to 
him on the sixth day (after having been with the five Pandavas for five 
days). If it were not on account of the superhuman character of the 
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woman, how could such an authoritative person as Krshna himself have 
promised such a transgression. 

Another explanation is that there were five distinct Draupadis ; 
but as they were all alike, they have been spoken of as one; this con- 
clusion being led to by the apparent inconsistency of such a transgression 
appearing in the conduct of such blameless characters as Yudhishthira 
and his brothers. 

Or, it may be that she was the wife of Arjuna alone (by whom 
she was actually won); and yet she is spoken of as being the wife of 
all of them, simply with a view to show, by a hyperbolical represen- 
tation, that there was not the slightest point of disagreement among 
the five brothers. Her superhuman character is further pointed out 
by the fact that when being dragged to the assembly of kings, at the 
gambling, though she was not actually in her courses, yet, on the spur 
of the moment, she made herself look exactly as if she were so, simply 
with a view to show the action of Dhrtarashtra in the worst possible light. 
And her character of Lakshmi, too, is fully recognised, only when she is 
considered as the wife of Arjuna alone (who is Nara, the counterpart of 
Narayana). Then again, she has been spoken of, as the common viti of all 
the five brothers, simply with a view to show that there was such aclose 
friendship among them that even such an exclusive possession as the wife 
may be spoken of as belonging to all of them, and as such there way no 
mutual distrust among them, and so much the less changa of beats differ- 
ences arising. | | - 

Thus then, when all "— me banaai are pe tò be 
capable of various rational explanations, and when, as a matter of fact, iall 
good men are actually found to avoid all that has its source in passion 
greed, &c., it is not pui to a the Boite "s the -— 
Good Men. | o 

(10) Thus too, as — the action of Yudhishthira | in Mee a lie 
to compass the death of Drona, some authors have laid down that expiatory 
rites can be performed even when the evil is done purposely ; and as the. 
rites laid down for the particular transgression, are the performance of an ) 
Acwamedha sacrifice, Yudhishthira did perform this sacrifice, and thereby : 


distinctly showed that what he had done was sinful; and as such it cannot- H 


be accepted as the “ Practice of good men. "' 


(11) Then remains the case of Krshna and Arjuna being drunk 1 


with wine, and having married the daughters of their respective mater- 
nal uncles, both being instances of direct transgressions of the law. But 
it is only the wine distilled from grains, which is called ‘Sura,’ that 
is prohibited for the three higher castes; says the Smrti + “ Sura is the 
impure essence of the grains and it is evil that is spoken of as impure; 
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hence the Bráhmsana, the Kshatriya and the Vaicya should never drink 
Sura.” As for the particular wines “ Madhu” (wine distilled from certain 
fruits, as grapes and the like), and the ‘ Sidhu’ (that distilled from molass- 
es), these are not prohibited for the Kshatriya and the Vaicya; as “all 
intoxicating drinks" have been prohibited for the Bràáhmana alone. 
Though there is à passage that declares—‘‘ all the three kinds of wine, the 
Gaudi (that distilled from molasses) Paishthi (that distilled from grains) 
and Madhvi (distilled from fruits), being the same, they should not be 
drunk by the Brahmavüdis, "—pyet here the word “ Brahmavadi”’ should be 
taken as denoting the Brahmanas only; as the word literally means 
“one who is capable of teaching Brahma,’ or * whose duty it is to teach 
Brahma’, or * whose excellence lies in such teaching’ ; and as the root * Vada’ 
is synonymous with ‘ Bra’ such duties are distinctly restricted to the 
Brahmana alone, by such texts as—'' from among the three higher castes, 
the Brahmana alone should teach." Andit has also been pointed out in 
connection with the villificatory Arthavada, that are taken along with the 
prohibition of wines in general, that the Brahmana, deluded under the 
influence of wine, might do many such things as should not be done, which 
shows that wine in general is prohibited for the Brahmana only. Hence 
we take the passage—‘ All the three kinds of wine, &c.," to mean that 
just as the one, Sura distilled from grains, is not drinkable by the three 
higher castes, so are all the three undrinkable by the Brahmana. Other- 
wise, if the simple prohibition of wine in general were meant, then the 
words * Yathaiva, &c.,' and * Brahmavadibhih’ would be totally redundant. 
The mention of “the three castes” we shall supply from out of another 
verse, For this reason, the fact of Krshna and Arjuna—both Kshatriyas— 
being intoxicated with ‘ Madhu’ (grape wine) is in no way a transgression 
of the law. 

And, as a matter of fact, we have Vedic texts that distinctly show (1) 
that the prohibition of wine is for others (i.e. Bráhmanas), and also (2) 
that it is distinctly permissible (in the case of others): For instance, (1) 
“That which was impure came out afterwards; wine is that impurity, 
this became attached to the Kshatriya; hence it is that superiors, 
daughters-in-law, and the father-in-law drink the wine and go on talking ; 
evil indeed is impurity; hence the Bráhmana should not drink the wine; 
lest he be attached to evil"; and (2) “The Kshatriya should say to 
the Brahmana—‘the drinking of wine does no harm to him who knows 
this’” ; and this latter is with reference to the ‘Madhu’ and the ‘ Sidhu’ 
(and not the * Surá' which is in no case allowed to anyone else but the 
Cidra). 

As for Krshna and Arjuna, having married their maternal cousins, 
such relationships of brothers and cousins come to be mentioned, even 
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where there is no blood relationship (and hence it may be that Krshna 
and Arjuna are spoken of as cousins simply because of their close friend- 
ship). Though Subhadrà is spoken of as ‘Krshna’s sister,’ yet, we 
know that only three persons—Baladéva, Krshna, and  Ekananga— . 
have been spoken of as uterine brothers and sisters; and hence we 
conclude that Subhadrà must have been a distant cousin of Krshna's, 
as is clear from the fact of her being married to Arjuna, who could be said 
to have transgressed the law, only if he had married a child of Vasudeva's 
(who was bis maternal uncle); and certainly he committed no transgres- 
sion in marrying one who was only a distant relation of Vasudeva. And 
how could such a great Law-giver as Krshna, who is always cited as an 
example of righteous conduct, allow of an incestuous marriage, when he 
was fully alive to his position of a Law-giver, as is clearly shown by his 
own declarations: viz.: “O Partha, all men follow my path," **Whatever 
the great one does, the Unum follow ; that which he M pu - 


up to it." 
i The above arguments will serve to explain the marriage of Kxehná 
himself with Rukmini (who 1s said to have been his cousin). 

As instances of transgressions, in modern times, of the laws laid 
down in the Smrtis, the Péürvapaksha has cited the drinking of wine 
among the Brahmana women of the countries of Ahicchatra and Mathura, 
and the marriage with maternal cousins, current — the — of te 
South. 

In explanation of this, some a enis assert that as the Smrti and the 
Practice of good men are both independent of each other, being equally 
based upon the Veda, both of them are of equal authority, and as such . 
whenever we find them contradicting each other, we can accept both as 
laying down equally authoritaüve alternatives; and as such the trans- 
gressions need not be rejected as transgressions of Smrti laws, and as such 
sinful. 

But this explanation cannot be accepted as correct, in view of the 
statement of the comparative strength of the various authorities of Dharma 
(where it will be distinctly shown that the Smrti has a greater authority 
than the Practice of good men). 

Others again offer the following explanation: All Laws are laid down 
with special reference to certain definite parts of the country; as Apas- 
tamba has distinctly pointed out thàt certain actions are not allowed in 
one part of the country, and they are quite permissible in another. And 
hence we conclude that the said practices would not be sinful only for 
those whose forefathers have been used to them: as has been declared by 
Manu also: * The path by which one's father and forefathers have gone i 
on, by that path of the good should one proceed; as by such procedure 
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alone does he not become attached to sin.” And, asa matter of fact, we find 
that those-people, whose forefathers have not accepted the aforesaid practices 
which have been prohibited in other Smrtis, still avoid them; aud if by 
chance they do become addicted to it, they are cast out by their own 
people. 

Bat this explanation too will not serve our purpose; because Gautama 
has declared that “all practices contrary to the Scriptures are unauthori- 
tative.” It may be argued that as a matter of course, when we find the 
practices to be contrary to the Veda, we do not accept them as authorita- 
tive; and the term ‘Scriptures’ does not apply to the Smrtis. But 
this is not correct; because the term ‘Scripture’ is applicable to Smrti 
works also. In connection with “ Smärta Dharma" Cankha and Likhita 
have declared * Amnayah smriidhaàrakah," which clearly shows that the 
works of Manu and others—called ‘ Amnaya’ (Scriptures)—which were 
composed by them on the strength of their own remembrances of 
Vedic texts—have been laid down for the sake of the students of these 
works, for the purpose of ascertaining a definite basis for the said compila- 
tions in such rememberances. Hence, it is absolutely impossible for us to 
accept the authoritative character of such practices as are contrary to the 
laws laid down by Manu and others. As for the declaration of Apastamba, 
quoted above, it has been completely refuted by Baudhayana, who has 
cited many instances of practices contrary to the Smrtis. And further, as 
we find all such practices originating from visible causes, such as passion 
and the like, we can never accept the fact of there being a Vedic basis, either 
for such unlawful practices, or for the above quoted declarations of Apas- 
tamba. 

It may be asked—'* What is the text that prohibits the drinking of 
wine for Brüáhmana women ? " Well, we have the text—“ For this reason, 
the Bráhmana and the Kshatriya, and also the Kshatriyà, should not drink 
wine." 

Against this, it may be urged that the word “ Brahmana”’ being in the 
masculine gender, the said text cannot be taken as prohibiting it for 
women; and as such the practice of the women of Mathura cannot be held 
to be contrary to the Smrti text quoted. 

But, in that case, even in the case of the prohibition—“ A Brahmana 
should not be killed,” it may be the killing of the man alone that can be 
said to be prohibited; and in the same manner, a significance may be 
attached to the singular number in ‘ Brahmana’; and thence a man would 
only once desist from killing one Bráhmana; and he would conclude that he 
has obeyed the law fully, in that one desisting, and thenceforward he 
might go on killiug Bráhmanas with impunity. Or, in the prohibition in 
question too, we find the word “ Brahmana” in the singular; and so the 
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law would have been fully obeyed by any single Brahmana desisting from 
wine; and thenceforth, we would have the same contingency as before 
in the case of the prohibition of killing (i.e., the other Brahmanas would 
go on drinking with impunity). 

The other party retorts: “ As for the significance of the singular 
“number, as this may be applicable either to each individual Brahmana, 
* or to the single Brahmana-class (considered as one composite whole), 
* there would be no harm in accepting it. That is to say, even if the pro- 
“ hibition of the killing, as well as of the drinking, refer to each individual 
* Brahmana that may happen to become a fit object of such prohibition,— 
“as the mention of this singularity would be a mere repetition, it could not 
‘qualify either the action (of killing or drinking) or the prohibition— (and 
“as such the singular number could not be held to have any significance) ; 
specially if the singularity is distinctly found to refer to the Brahmana- 
“class, (as this class is always universally recognised to be one), any 
“ mention of its singularity would all the more be a mere repitition (and as 
“such in any case no significance can be attached to the singular number ; 
* though there are no such objections to the admitting of the significance 
*of the masculine gender). [Then, as for the argument that if the mas- 
* euline gender be significant, in the case of the word ‘ Brahmana’ as 
“ occurriug in the prohibition, * the Brahmana should not drink wine,’ the 
* same may be said in the case of the prohibition ‘ the Brahmana should 
* not be killed'] there is a deal of difference between the two cases; as in 
“the prohibition of killing, (‘ Brahmano na hantavyah’) the * Brahmana å 
“ being the real objective, appears in the form of the subject (on account 
“ of the passive affix tavya) ; and as such no significance is attached to the 
“ masculine gender in this case; exactly as in the case of the sentence 
* one desirous of heaven should offer sacrifices,’ no significance is at- 
“ tached to the masculine gender in ‘ svargakāmah, simply on the ground 
“ of its being the subject; while in the case of the prohibition of drinking, 
“though the Brahmana, as the person warned off from sin, has the 
* character of the subject, yet considered as the agent of the drinking: 
* he becomes a part of the predicate, by means of the Nominative and 
* the Instrumental affixes (the real construction of the prohibition being 
* * Brühmanéna-surüpünam püpajanakam °); and assuch in this case, it be- 
* comes absolutely necessary to attach a significance to the masculine 
** gender ; exactly as in the case of the * measuring of the sacrificial post ' by 
* the sacrificer, as the sacrificer is mentioned as the predicate, his gender 
* is taken into consideration. 

* To further explain (how no significance can be attached to the mas- 
** culine gender in the word ‘ Brahmana,’ in the sentence ‘the Brahmana 
“ should not be killed’): The meaning of the sentence is that ‘ one who is 
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“a Brühmana should not be killed’; and when this construction has been 
" once comprehended, (the prohibition has been fully understood and) no 
" other gender, &c., cau be predicated, either of the Brahmana, or of the 
* prohibition ; (because that would lead to a split of the original sentence), 
“which would have to be construed somewhat like this: ‘one who is a 
'" Brahmana should not be killed, and that Brahmana should be a male’; 
“which is not in any case allowable. That is to say, the Injunction in 
“ question serves to lay down a prohibition ; and as no prohibition of mere 
“killing (without an object) is possible, we take it to mean the prohibition 
* of the killing as qualified by (i.e., as pertaining to) the Brahmana-class ; 
* and its operation ceasing with this, if it be called into requisition again, 
* with a view to the injunction of any such peculiarities as the gender aud 
“the like, with reference either to the Brahmana, or to the Killing, or to 
* the Prohibition,—then it would be necessary to repeat the Injunctive 
“affix (which has once enjoined the non-killing, and which is now called 
" upon to lay down the gender, &c.) ; and as such, this would lead to the 
* gplit of the sentence. Even for those who hold Injunction and Prohibi- 
“tion to be two distinct facts signified by Vedic sentences, the Nega- 
“tive (‘not’ in the prohibition ‘the Brahmana should not be killed’), 
“ having its own denotation helped by that of the Injunctive affix, comes 
* to have an additional meaning (in the shape of prohibition), and serves the 
“ purpose of prohibiting that (killing) which has been signified by the In- 
** junctive affix in (‘hantavyah’), with special reference to the Brabmana- 
“class; because, as explained before, no prohibition of mere killing in the 
* abstract would be possible ; and it cannot be again called into requisition 
“to prohibit any such further peculiarities, as those of gender and the 
“ like, in connection with, either the Brahmana, or the Killing, or the In- - 
* junction ; consequently, though a particular gender is mentioned in the 
“ sentence, yet, as it does not serve any useful purpose, no significance can 
“be attached to it. The construction of the said passage may be amplified 
“iu the following manner: ' That the Brahmana should be killed through 
“anger &c., is not. But according to those who accept the Injunction to 
* be the only signification of the Veda (and explain the Prohibition as 
“only a negative Injunction), the sentence may be amplified thus: ‘ The 
“ killing of the Brahmana should not be done, or ‘He who is a Brah- 
“ mana, him one should not kill,—the passage being thus explained, 
“either as the prohibition of the killing as pertaining to the Brahmana, 
' or as the prohibition of a killing which has its object distinctly pointed 
"out as the Brahbmana. In any case, we cannot escape from accepting 
“the Bráhmana as the Subject; and as pertaining to the Subject, either 
* the Gender or the Number can have no significance. 

'" On the other hand, in the case of the prohibitiong—' the Brahmana 
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“ should not drink the wine,’ and ‘the wine should not be drunk by the 
“ teachers of Brahma '—, the ‘Brahmana’ has not the character, of either 
“ the ‘ cause, ' or * place,’ or ‘time’ or ‘ result, ' or ‘ the object of purifica- 
* tion, —which are the only five possible forms of that which is already 
“known (£e, Subject); and in the former sentence, the Brahmana bas 
“the full character of the qualification of the nominative, and as such, 
“is capable of being defined by the singular number which is predicated 
* of it by the verbal affix (‘in pibé:’) ; and in the latter sentence as the 
“ Instrumental ending distinctly points to the subordinate (or predica. 
“ tive) character of the Brahmana, he cannot but be admitted to be 
* specified by the masculine gender. And in accordance with this, even 
* the former sentence should be taken as the prohibition of drinking, for 
* the Brahmana, as qualified by the Masculine gender." 

* And thus, as the drinking of wine is not found to have been pro- 
‘hibited, for Brahmana women, the drinking of wine by the women of the 
* countries of Ahicchatra and Mathura cannot be said to be a transgres- 
“sion of the law." 


SIDDHANTA. 


This is not so; because even in the case of the prohibition of drinking, 
no significance can be attached to the gender, because the Bráhmana is the 
subject, here also, exactly asin the case of the prohibition of Brahman- 
killing. As a matter of fact, the mere fact of a certain thing being yet to 
be known is not the only ground for attaching a significance to the qualifi- 
cations of the gender, &c., because Predicability is the one important ground 
for such significance; as that which is described—1z.e., the Subject of a 
proposition—is described just as it is found to exist; and in connection with 
that, nothing more than what is necessarily required by the Predicate can 
be said to be predicated. 

Hence, if we had any such injunction as that ‘the Brahmana should 
‘drink wine’ prior to the appearance of the Prohibition, then alone could 
there be any chance for the subordinate and predicative character belong- 
ing to the Brahmana, which could justify our attaching a significance to 
everything (that is both the masculine gender aud the singular number). 
But, asa matter of fact, we know that the only agent that prompts the 
Bràhmana to the drinking of wine is Passion or Delusion, &c.; and so there 
is no possibility of there being any such Injunction (of the drinking of wine). 
And as for an Injunction being deduced from the prohibitive text itself 
(as urged above), no such deduction is possible, as all chance for it is 
barred by the fact of the sentence ending in a direct prohibition. There- 
fore, whether the said prohibition be construed as—‘ That the Brihmana 
should drink wine is not,’—or as ‘ He whois a Brahmana should not drink 
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wine, '—it being taken either as the prohibition of drinking as pertaining 
to wine, or as the Injanction of a prohibition,—in any case, inasmuch as he 
is the object that is helped by being warned off from the drinking, the 
Brahmana cannot be held to be predicated either of the drinking or of the 
prohibition (and as such no significance can be attached to the gender, 
&c.) 

Even in ordinary experience, we find that there is a chance of both the 
male and the female (Bráhmana) being addicted to drink; and hence in the 
sentence prohibiting the drinking, the mention of the Brahmana must be 
taken as pertaining to both sexes (because as the Subject of the sentence, 
it must be taken exactly as it is found in ordinary experience). And it 
cannot be construed as ‘The Brahmana that should drink'—* aud he be a 
malo’; because such connection of the gender cannot be established without 
the operation of Predication (which is absent in this case). (That is to say; 
when the ‘ Brahmana’ has once been spoken of as the Subject, it is not 
possible to make it the Predicate without a Predicative word). (Butsuch 
Predieation is not found in the present case). (Because the whole sen- 
tence cannot be taken as serving the sole purpose of predicating the relation 
of the gender ; as the Injunction, or the Predication, does not proceed any 
further than the prohibition of drinking). Hence, we conclude that in both 
cases (i.e, in the case of the prohibition, ‘The Bràhmana should not be 
killed,’ as also in that ‘The Brahmana should not drink wine’) we cannot 
attach any tenia to the gender or the number (of the word 
* Brahmana’). . 

It may be argued — if such be the case, then the killing of the 
Brahmana woman would be as sinful as that of the male Brahmana; and 
as such, how is it that the full expiatory rite, necessary on the killing of 
a Brahmana, has been restricted (in the case of the female Brüáhmana) to 
the Atr&yi woman only (which shows that the m of other Brahmana 
females is not equally sinful)?” . 

To this we make the following reply: Who is there that denies the 
equal sinfulness of the killing of the female Brahmana? As for the 
expiatory rites being different, this is due to the fact of the one being a 
female and the other a male (but this does not show that there is any 
‘difference in the sinfulness of the two slaughters) ; and certainly the com- 
parative slightness of the expiatory rite does not remove the character of 
* Brahmana-slaughter' from the killing of the female Brahmana; because 
under certain circumstances the expiatory rite that has been laid down as 
necessary for one who has killed even a male Brahmana, is also compara- 
tively slight; and this fact would also come to imply the lesser sinful- 
ness of this killing (which is absurd). "Therefore, because the expiatory 
rite laid down for one who kills a female Brahmana is comparatively 
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slight, from that we cannot doubt the fact of the — of the mia 
being sinful and prohibited. 

In the case of the drinking of wine, however, we do not meet wits any 
distinction in the expiatory rites that are laid down; and as such all 
chance of there being any support for such drinking Es women having 
been lost, we conclude that the said practice of the Brahmana women of 
the two countries, is a direct transgression of the laws laid down in the 
Smrtis. 

It has been argued above that on the strength of a declaration of 
Apastamba, we can accept the two as optional alternatives; but as this 
drinking of wine by the Brahmana has been prohibited by the Veda 
itself—'' Therefore, the Brahmana should not drink wine"—the mere 
equality of two contradictory Smrtis cannot justify us in accepting an 
option in the matter; and hence we cannot admit the authoritativeness of 
such practices. | 


(The Adhikarana differently construed). 


With a view to establish the authoritative character of the Prac- 
tices of good men, we can construe both these Sátras as laying down this 
same Adhikarana. And this further consideration is based upon the in- 
stances of the practices of the good people inhabiting the part of the world 
known as ‘ Arydvarta’ which has been defined as that country where the : 
black antelope is found to roam and graze. The question is—That which 
the Aryas (gentlemen of the said country) are found to perform, as 
Dharma, is that authoritative or not? And the ground of doubt is that on 
account of these persons being the same as the performers of Vedic 
sacrifices, we conclude their practices to be authoritative; while inasmuch 
as we do not find such practices duly coded and compiled, there is a 
chance that they may be unauthoritative. 

It may be argued that the Authors of the Smrtis themselves have declared 
the authoritativeness of such practices, in such texts as,—' the remem- 
brance and the conduct of people knowing the Veda,’ “the practices of 
good men," “the practice that obtains in a country," and so forth— 
and as such the authority of the practices is implied in that of the Smrtis. 

But this will not do; as the opponent might very rightly argue thus: 
“ Inasmuch as we do not find such practices to have any origin (in the 
“ Veda) and as we find them to be due to other motives of greed and the 
“like, we cannot accept them as authoritative ; because even of Smrti texts, 
“we admit the authority of only such of them as are found to have any basis 
* in the various branches of the Veda; but on the sole authority of the pre- 
“ valence of certain practices, we cannot infer the existence of corroborative 
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Smrti texts, and at the same time, that the Vedic texts in support of these 
“latter. Because the Authors of the Smrtis must have seen these practices 
“ exactly as we see them ; and hence the Smrtis cannot point out any Vedic 
* basis for them. Specially because, if these Authors knew of the Vedic texta 
** in support of the practices, they should have included them among the other 
* acts laid down in their works. And hence, inasmuch as we do not find 
* them laying tliem down in their works in the same manner as they have 
** done the other acts for which they had supports in the Veda,—and as they 
* declared them to be authoritative, simply on account of the confidence 
“that they had in the good men of their day,—we can by no means 
* ascertain such practices to have any basis in the Veda,” 

Consequently there is certainly an occasion for due consideration. 
The foregoing two Adhikaranas have laid down the conclusion that the 
Practices of good men are authoritative, because the people among whom 
these are prevalent are the same as the performers of Vedic sacrifices, 
and also because we do not find them to be contrary to the Veda or 
the Smrti. As a matter of fact, we do not find any practices of good men 
to be contrary to any Smrti or Vedic texts; and as such, from the fact of 
the persons concerned being the same in both cases, they are accepted to 
be authoritative; and in support of this we have the declarations of the 
Authors of Smrtis, who could not have lent their support to anything 
which they did not actually know to be based upon the Veda. 

Against this conclusion, however, we have the following :— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


* Inasmuch as the scriptures are limited in their scope (Sütra 6), the 
“ practices of good men, devoid of Vedic support, cannot have any author- 
“ity, with regard to the ascertaining of Dharma or Adharma. The scope 
"of the scriptures has been limited to matters relating to Dharma and 
* Adharma : and the scriptures have been limited to the number fourteen, as 
“made up of the Veda and its subsidiary sciences, none of which includes 
“any such thing as the Practices of good men; nor can such Practice be 
“ said to form a scripture by itself; nor can the Perception or the Perform- 
“ ance of such Practices be said to form a scripture; because the former 
* depends upon other persons ; and as for the latter it is the subject-matter 
“ dealt with by the scriptures, and cannot itself be the scripture. And as 
“for the Smrti text supporting the authoritative character of the Prac- 
“ tices, it has already been shown that it has no basis in the Veda. 

“ And if we proceed to consider the question, an to whether these 
“ Practices have one basis or many,—we find that neither of the two is 
* possible to be inferred. Because for such Practices as are found to be 
“ different in different countries, and among different communities and fami- 
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** lies, it is not possible to be based upon any single Vedic text; nor is there 
* any such Vedic text as would include all such practices ; as it is absolutely 
* impossible for them to be spoken of either as distinct individuals, or as 
“ forming a class by themselves, which are the only two possible denotations 
“ of words. And if one were to assume a Vedic text for each of these Prac- 
“ tices, he would be composing a Veda by himself ; as it is not possible for 
“ any single sentence to speak of, and give rise to, an indefinite number 
“ of practices; nor can it be said that, it was the finding of such a sentence 
* in the Veda that led the authors of the Smrtis to declare the authoritative- 
“ ness of the practices; because in that case these would come to have as 
* great an authority as the other Smrti texts that lay down other duties 
“(on the basis of the Veda). And again, the Smrti text that would be 
“ composed after the perception of the Practice, cannot serve as its basis: 
* as that would disturb all the rules that regulate the relations of the sup- 
* porter and the supported, and the comparative strength of the various 
* authorities. (Because in that case the Practice would serve as the origin 
* and basis of the Smrti text). 

* Hence, inasmuch as it is only amongst a limited number of scrip- 
* tures that the basis for any action can be assumed, as we do not find 
“any basis for many of the said Practices among the scriptures, we con- 
* clude them to be absolutely baseless. Nor is it possible for us to assume a 
“a Vedic text similar to the Smrti that could also be assumed as corro- 
* borative of the practices; because in that case, the Veda would come to 
* have 1ts origin in these practices; which would turn all ideas of the com- 
“ parative strength of the various authorities upside down. That is to say, 
* the Vedic text assumed would be in some such form as—*'l'he Practices 
“of good men are authoritative ; but this would imply the existence of the 
* practices, prior to the Vedic text; and as that which follows cannot serve 
* as the basis for that which has existed before it, such an assumed text 
* cannot be held to be the basis of the practices which therefore remain as 
“ baseless as before. 

“ Or, the Sūtra (6th) may be taken in the following manner: the scope 
* of the scriptures is limited to a definite number of subjects; and as the 
“namber of the practices is indefinite, they cannot -— the character of 
* the scripture. 

“Or, it may mean that the subject-matter of the scripture is 
* limited to such facts only as are not cognisable by any other means. 
“ While in the case of the practices, we find many such visible motives as 
“ Greed and the like ; and hence we cannot admit them to have any author- 
“ity in the scriptures. Hence we conclude that inasmuch as the practices 
" are subsidiary to considerations of material pleasures, they cannot 
" have the character of Dharma. We find in the case of the Vaicyas, 
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“ Servants, and Doctors, and other people in the towns, that their practices 
“are based upon motives of material pleasures; and hence we conclude 
“ the same to be the case with all human practices. 

* For these reasons, we conclude that the Veda and the Smríis are 
“ the only authorities in matters relating to Dharma ; and as for the conduct 
" and practices and inner satisfaction of men, they are just the same as 
‘‘ drinking bouts and jokes (current among ordinary people). 


[Sutra 7 would embody the Siddhànta in reply to this Pérvapaksha.] 


—— — — 


Or, the three Sutras (5, 6, and 7) may be taken as dealing with this 
same Adhikarana; and in this case, the practices current among the good 
people of Aryavarta may be cited as instances; and with regard to these, 
a question may be raised as to their authoritativeness or otherwise. And 
(the Pürvapaksha being supplied from without, on the same lines as shown 
above), all the three Sutras may be taken as putting forward the Siddhanta 
only, which would run thus: | | 

That which is taught (‘Cishta’) in the Veda and the Smrtis—if this 
is not contradicted by the practice of good men, such practice can be 
accepted, as an authority for Dharma; but whenever there is the least 
contradiction of the said teachings, then, as there would be a contradiction 

among the authorities, the Practice can never be admitted to have any 
authority in matters relating to Dharma, 


"e eae ee Ni ee ae Ne, 


ADHIKARANA (5). 


[A word ts always to be taken in the sense that is attributed to it in the 
scriptures]. 


A.—THE ADHIKARANA EXPLAINED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE BHASHYA. 


Sutra (8). “ The contest would be equal.” 


The clanse—“ because we do not find any contradiction amongst 
them ”—may be taken as the opening of this Sétra. 

When we find even good men using a word ia two different meanings 
the following doubt arises in the mind of the listener: Inasmuch as a 
single word is used by good men in different senses, often contradicting 
one another, which one shall we accept as being the real meaning of the 
word? For instance, the word ‘ yava’ (barley-corn) ‘ Varaha,’ (Boar), and 
* Vetasa' (Cane), are, in other countries, used in the sense of ‘ priyangw’ 
(Long pepper), * Vàyasa' (Crow), and * Jamboo' (Blackberry), respectively. 
Hence there arises a doubt as to the real significations of these words, 
in the minds of those who have not thought out the difficulty, and who 
base all their ideas only upon what they actually perceive. 

And on this point, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“There should be no doubt at all on this point; because the usages of 
“all men are equally authoritative. In the case of every word, in whatever 
* sense it happens to be used in a country, for that country the expressive- 
** ness of the word rests in that sense alone; and this local denotation of 
*the word is authoritative for all men of all countries; specially as the 
* following arguments necessitate such universal authority: 

“ The word cannot be said to have that sense for a few men only; 
“ nor can it be said not to have that sense forany men; the only difference 
“ that is possible is on the point of such sense being known or not known; 
“and it is only this difference that can be perceived, in connection with 
,Reveral men of various countries. Consequently, even if a certain sense 
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“of a word, be not known to certain men, they should accept it unhesita- 
“tingly; as it is as authoritative as the meaning that is known to 
* them. 

“The reality, or the authority, of the denotations of words do not 
“depend upon either the greater or lesser number of persons using them 
** in different senses; as in the case of such words (which are held to have 
“many meanings even by the same people) as ‘aksha’ ‘pala’ and the 
“like: though only very few people use the word ‘ Aksha’ in the sense 
“ of the terminalia belerica, yet this meaning of it is admitted as freely as 
“that of the ‘aale of the cart.’ Similarly, too, it has been declared that 
* the root * gava’ is used in the sense of moving among the Kambojas; while 
“the Aryas use it to signify modification or putrefaction, as when they 
* speak of the dead body as a * cava ;' and there are many verbs and nouns 
“that are found to be used in different senses in different countries. 
* Hence we conclude that the contest between (or the authority of) all the 
“ significations is equal. 

“ So also in a case where a certain fact in connection with the subsidiary 
“ sacrifices is mentioned by a word that appears in the same form (though 
** perhaps in a different sense) in connection with the primary sacrifice,—we 
* accept the Subsidiary to have been performed exactly as. the Primary, 
“and thereby quite in keeping with the Injunction that the Subsidiary is 
“ to be performed like the Primary. It is with special reference to such a 
“case only that the clause—' because we do not find any contradiction 
* among them’—can be admitted (as a part of the Sūtra); because it is 
“only in such cases that the diversity can be said to be non-contradictory ; 
* in all other cases, there being no possibility of a co-existence of diversity 
“and non-contradiction. 

“ Thus then the different usages being equally e m we must 
“ accept them to be optional alternatives." 


To all this, we make the following reply : 
SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (9). That which is supported by the scriptures (is the 
more authoritative), because that (the scripture) is the source of 
authority. 


The sense that appears in the scriptures is the more authoritative ; 
because the scriptures are the only source of authority; as for the sense 
accepted in ordinary parlance, such signification can be accepted as second- 
ary. Whenever there is a difference of opinion, the ordinary: people of 
the world are not accepted as the decisive authority, but it is always that 
which has the support of the scriptures that is accepted as the most 
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authoritative; because as for acceptance in ordinary parlance, all ave 
equally accepted; while the latter has the additional authority of the 
scriptures, which makes 1t the most authoritative of all. 


—— a a 


Or, the Sütra may be explained thus: the sense in which the word 
is used by those persons that take their stand upon the scriptures, is to be 
accepted as the most authoritative ; because it ts more trustworthy than any 
other sense. 

It is a peculiarity with the people taking their stand upon the scrip- 
tures, that if there is even a slight discrepancy in what they assert, the 
whole purpose of the scriptures becomes defeated (that is to say, in the 
course of a sacrifice, if there is the slightest mistake in the pronunciation, 
&c., of mantras, the sacrifice becomes faulty, and fails to bring about the 
proper results) ; whereas in the case of ordinary usage, even if there be 
slight discrepancies, there is no such contingency. The doctors of medi- 
eine, when considering their own science of medicine, ascertain the mean- 
ings of the words “ Yava” and the like (as they occur in particular 
contexts), in accordance with the taste, nutritious properties and digesti- 
bility of the particular article, that may be meant there; and the sacri- 
ficial priests proceed to ascertain their meanings, with reference to the 
proper performance of Dharma. Therefore in the case of a work on medi- 
cine, a word should be accepted to have that sense (primarily) which has 
been given to it, from times immemorial, by the doctors of that science 
and so also in the case of sacrifices, only that sense is to be accepted 
which has been admitted by people learned in the sacrifices. 

And when itis thus possible to definitely ascertain the meaning of a 
word, we cannot accept it to be of an uncertain signification; nor can we 
admit of an option in the matter; because all options are open to eight 
objections (as shown above). 

As a matter of fact, whenever we find a word invariably used in the 
Veda, in the same. sense, this definite ascertainment of its signification 
leads us to a similar conclusion, in thecase of ordinary parlance also. 
As for instance, in the case of the word ‘ Yava,’ the Veda has laid down 
the injunction—‘ the post of the Udumbara wood is to be washed with 
the water mixed with Yava;’ and in connection with this passage, it is 
declared—* when all other plants are drooping, these continue to flourish 
luxuriantly'. (This passage we meet with in various rescensions of the 
Veda; the Bhashya has cited that which occurs in connection with the 
Varunapraghüsa sacrifice; but as a discussion, as to which passage is really 
meant, would serve no purpose, we may accept it as quoted by the 
Bhashya). As a matter of ordinary experience, we find that in the 
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month of Phalguna (February-March) the leaves of all the trees fall off, 
and it is only the barley-corn that flourishes most luxuriantly. On the other 
hand, the ‘ Priyangu’ (long-pepper) ripening during the Autumn, dis- 
appears entirely long before Phalguna, and flourishes during the rains, 
when no other plants are found to be drooping, as all of them are in 
luxuriant foliage during the rains (hence we cannot accept the Long- 
pepper to be that which ‘ flourishes luxuriantly when all other plants are 
drooping’). (Hence we cannot but accept the word ‘ Yava’ to mean 
barley-corn). 

In the same manner, the significations of the words ‘ Vétasa’ and 
* Varaha’ are also ascertained from the sense in which they are used in 
the scriptures. 


(Here ends the Explanation of the Adhikarana according to the Bhashya). 


[ Arguments against the above interpretation of the Adkiharana. | 


In all the three words cited, the significations that have been sought 
to be supported by scriptural texts, are such as are already accepted to be 
the most authoritative, even on the authority of ordinary usage; and as 
such they cannot serve as examples of words having their significations 
defined by the authority of the scriptures. For in no country is the word 
* Yava’ used in the sense of long-pepper, nor the words ‘ Véltasa’ and 
* Varaha’ in those of blackberry and crow respectively. Why then should 
we assume such usages aud thereby create a difficulty for ourselves 
uselessly ? p EE 

Inasmuch as under the Sutra I—iv—29, it will be shown that in all 
doubtful cases, a definite conclusion is arrived at, by the help of subsequent 
passages ; and hence, the above instances coming under the same category, 
there is no need of considering them over again on this occasion. It is 
true that under the said Sūtra, no notice is taken of the denotations of the 
words, the consideration referring solely to the object to be used (i.e., the 
point there to be considered is not what the word “ akta” anointed means, 
but that what is the material with which the gravels are to be auointed) ; 
and in tlie case as treated of there, the conclusion arrived at is only appli- 
cable to the particular time aud place, and not every where (z.e., it does not 
conclude that wherever there is to be an anointing, it is always to be 
done by butter, but only that in the particular instance, only butter should 
be used); while on the present occasion, what we are considering is the 
general denotation of the word (* yava’); and as such the conclusion that 
we arrive at is universally binding ; and from these facts it may be argued 
that there is no repetition. Yet with all this, tlie process of reasoning 
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employed in the two cases is the same; and exactly as under the said 
Sütra, the butter is concluded to be the object that is to be employed, 
on the strength of the subsequent passages; so in the same manner, in 
the present case also, it is by the aid of the subsequent passage that we 
arrive at a definite conclusion with regard to the significations of the 
words ‘ yava’ and the like. | 2 i 

And again, under the Sutra I—iv—23 we shall show that there are 
various causes of secondary (or indirect) signification, such as similarity and 
the like ; and hence even if the word ‘ Vétasa’ be not admitted to be directly 
denotative of the blackberry, the similarity of the two would enable it to 
be used (indirectly) in that sense; (and as such, such signification being 
only indirect, it could not have the preference over the natural significa- 
tion) ; and hence no purpose is served by the citation of such words as the 
instances to be considered. 

For these reasons, we should base our consideration of the present 
Adhikarana upon other examples. 


[B. The Adhikarana as explained by the Vartika.] 


When there happens to be a difference in the usages of the Arya and 
the Mléccha, there arises a doubt as to whether both are equally authorita- 
tive, or one is more authoritative than the other. And on this we have the 
following " 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

* For all people that have to do only with perceptible things, the 
“ contest would be equal; as it is only in the case of invisible (or super-physi- 
“ cal) things that the Aryas can have any superior authority ; in the case 
“of visible things, the authority of the Arya and the Mléccha is equally 
* strong. | 

* Because all words are used with the sole purpose of expressing 
“ certain things ; and certainly the things that are thus talked of are those 
“that are met with, and are of use, in ordinary experience. Hence, ina 
“case where we find exactly the same word being used in an entirely dif- 
“ferent sense, among the Mlécchas, we conclude the expressiveness 
* of the word to be eternal; exactly as we have the notion ef eternality 
* with regard to the expressiveness of words used by the Aryas; as the 
* reasons for accepting the eternality of the relations between the word and 
“its meaning are equally applicable in the two cases of the Arya and the 
“ Mleccha. As among the Mlécchas too, we cannot trace the beginnings of 
“the usages of words; and hence we can perceive no difference between 
* two equally beginningless expressive potentialities of words, For instance, 
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“even among the Miécchos, the perception of smoke leads to the conclusion 
“ of the existence of fire; and hence (as we find their position correct in the 
“ case of one means of knowledge) we conclude that the sense in which a 
" word is used by them is really one that is expressed by it. Consequently 
“then, in the case of the word ' pilu,' as denoting a particular tree (accord- 
“ing to the Aryas) and the elephant (according to the Mlécchas), the 
* contest between them (for authority) would be equal." 


SIDDHANTA. 


In reply to the above, we have the Sūtra (9), which can be explained 
exactly as it has been done above. 

And further, the notion of real expressiveness that we have with regard 
to the words used by the Miécchas is as erroneous as the notion that we 
have with regard io those words that, though pronounced wrongly on 
account of ignorance, inability, &c., are yet perchance found to resemble 
another correct word. Thatistosay, exactly as we have corruptions of the 
verbal forms of words, so also we have those of meanings,—these latter 
_being due to such causes as the indirect (secondary) significations of words, 
or the inability of the person to discern the right meaning. And these 
corruptions can be discerned only by those people that take their stand 
upon the scriptures, and are seeking after the virtue that is attainable only 
by the correct performance of duties as correctly comprehended from the 
Veda; exactly as a false coin can be picked out only by those who are ex- 
perts in the art. And certainly, when there is an opposition between the 
cognitions of the learned and the ignorant, the former is always the stronger 
of the two; specially as it is very easy for us to get at reasons and facts 
upsetting the ideas of the ignorant. 

Hence we conclude that, inasmuch as the inhabitants of Arydvarta 
take their stand upon the scriptures, their ideas alone can have any author- 
ity in the matter of such significations of words as appertain to Dharma 
and its accessories. And even among these people themselves we should 
accept that sense in which the word is used by one who is more learned 
and more conversant with the scriptures, in preference to those sanctioned 
by the usage of people less learned in them. 


[C. The Adhikaranc interpreted differently. ] 


We may take the Adhikarana as dealing with the contradictions be- 
tween Smr!is and Usage. And on this point, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


*“ Inasmuch as both have their origin equally in the Veda, the contest 
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“ belween them would be equal. Because, just as the authority of the Smriis 
* is based upon the fact of their being based upon the Veda, so too is that 
* of Usage ; and as such we can perceive no difference between the two, in the 
* point of anthority. Or, we may go a step further: Usage is stronger in 
“its authority than Smrti ; because its results (in the shape of actions) 
“ are directly perceptible, as leading to equally visible results ; and certainly, 
* that authority (or means of knowledge! which is dissociated from its 
* result, becomes greatly weakened. The Vedic text, that would be the 
* basis of Usage, is perceived directly in the result; and hence, while 
“ having found a Smrti text, we would be still looking after a Vedic text 
* to serve as its basis, the Usage, having obtained its footing long ere this, 
* will have asserted itself; and certainly when a thing has once asserted 
“itself, how can it be ousted ? Therefore, we must admit either that the 
“Usage is more authoritative than Smrti, or that both are equal in 
“ authority." 


SIDDHANTA. 


But the Smrti is held to be more authoritative, because of its being 
based directly upon the scriptures ; and certainly the support of the Veda 
is not equal in the two cases. Because the Smrti has been compiled, in a 
proper manner, by trustworthy persons; and this fact directly leads to 
an unimpeded inference of its teachings being based upon the Veda. 
Whereas in the case of Usage, the Usage leads to the assumption of a cor- 
roborative Smrti, which in its turn leads to that of a Vedic text in support 
of it; thus in this case the support of the Veda being one degree further 
removed, its authority becomes weakened. And certainly there is no 
single Vedic text that sanctions the authority of all Usages at once; and 
at best the Vedic texts, supporting the Usages, are various and scattered all 
over the Veda; and as such they cannot be got hold of without the 
aid of the Smrtis; specially as such Vedic texts are not found grouped 
together in a single Adhyaya; but they are scattered among various 
chapters, and can be got at only here and there, and that too, with 
great difficulty. 

For instance,—(1) In connection with the preparation of the sacrifi- 
cial fire, we read—‘ The sacrificer places the cake on both sides of himself, 
and hence it is that people carry the food with both hands, and then eat 
it; " and here, though the passage itself gives reasons for the particular 
action, yet the fact cited as reason is not very well known; and hence 
this only leads to the inference of a direct Injunction, in accordance with 
the argument that ‘ things are enjoined by Vedic sentences.’ Nor can it 
be urged that the passage being merely explanatory of a certain useful 
method—like the passage “ as human children having lived in the womb for 
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ten months come to be born in the eleventh, so do the mules, &c., &c." ; and 
as such it eannot point to an Injunction, because the method described is not 
necessarily calculated to fulfil any purpose. Nor can it be said to be ex- 
planatory of a well-established natural fact—as in the case of the passage 
“hence people in old age are supported by their children" (because the 
said method of eating is not generally recognised as a well-established 
natural fact). Hence though the passage has an entirely different meaning, 
yet the special ratiocinative style adopted serves to indirectly point to an 
Injunction of the particular method of eating. 

(2) The same process of reasoning is followed in the case of the 
passage— because the food is kept on the right side, therefore it is only by 
the rigth hand that one eats," (which though feferring to a particular 
action at sacrifices, is made to point to an Injunction of the said method 
of eating). 

(3) Similarly, too, in the passage—*'the person initiated for the 
sacrifice should apply the collyrium to the right eye first, because men 
ordinarily are found to apply it to that eye first," (which though referring 
to the sacrifice, is yet made to point to an Injunction whereby women 
are enjoined to apply the collyrium to the right eye first). 

(4) So also with reference to the passage—“ two strings were applied 
to each post, hence it is that a man takes many wives, though a woman 
does not take more than one husband "— which we find in the section 
on 'Yüpaiküdagin?'—(which is made to point to the injunction of one 
man taking many wives, and the prohibition of one woman taking 
many husbands). 

(5) In the same manner, in the chapter on Dargapürnamüsa, passing 
over the Injunction dealing with the Agnishomiya, we read a passage 
deseriptive of the fact of the third part of Indra's sin, consequent upon 
his having killed a Brahmana in the person of Tvashtr’s son (Vrtra), 
having been relegated to women in their courses; and this description is 
made the means of pointing to the injunction of certaiu observances for 
the woman in her courses, a fact which has nothing to do with the main 
subject, the Agnishomiya—these observances being sleeping upon the ground, 
not bathing, desisting from meat-eating, unguents, collyrium, spinning, washing 
of the teeth, pairing of the nails, thread-twiwing, and so forth, all of which 
are to be kept up for three days. 

Thus then, we find that the Vedic texts, that can be chosen out 
«s lending support to Usages, are so scattered and difficult to get at, that 
any collection of them in any single place is impossible, without the help 
of the Smrtis ; and hence between the Usage and the Vedic text, we have to 
admit of an intervening agency of the Smrti. Consequently, long before the 
Usage succeeds in pointing to itscorroborative Vedictext through the Smrtis, 
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the (contrary) Smrti gets at its own corroborative Vedic text, and succeeds 
in pointing out the Dharma (long before the contrary Usage has had time to 
assert its third-hand authority). 


n —Ó 


[D. Another interpretation of the Adhikarana.] 


Such words as ‘férivrt,’ ‘caru? and ‘agvabala’ are found, in ordi- 
pary parlance, to express meanings entirely at variance with those ac- 
cepted in the Veda, and by people taking their stand upon the Veda. 
And the question arises, whether, as all authorities are equally strong in 
the matter of the significations of words, the contest between the two 
authorities is equal, or the Vedic use has the greater anthority. And om 
this question, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“In ordinary parlance, the word ‘trivrt’ is found to mean threefold, 
“ asin the expressions ‘trivrt rajjuh,’ ‘trivrt granthih’ ; while in the Veda it 
“is used in the sense of ‘ ninefold’; as we find that after having mentioned 
“the ‘trivrt Vahishpavamana,’ the Veda speaks of it as consisting of the 
‘* threefoldness of the triad of Rk verses, thus making the nine Stotriya 
“ Rk verses, the word ‘ trivré’ thus being found to denote nine. 

* Similarly in ordinary parlance, the word ‘earw’ is foand to be ex- 
“ pressive of the saucer, while in the Veda it is found to denote the ‘ rice.’ 
“That is to say, people who are engaged in the performance of sacrifices are 
* always found to use the word ‘caru’ in the sense of cooked rice, which is 
“still hot, and from which the gruel has not been thrown out. In 
‘‘the Veda, too, we find that, having spokeh of the ‘ Prüyagzya Caru as 
“ belonging to Aditi,’ it goes on to lay down that ‘ Aditi is to be appeased by 
“the offering of cooked rice, which clearly shows that the werd ‘carw’ 
“is used in the sense of cooked rice. 

“ So, too, in the case of the expression ‘ agvabala-prastarah, it would, 
* in ordinary parlance, be explained as ‘the bedding made up of horse- 
*hair'; whereas from the Vedic passages following the expression, it is 
“clear that the word ‘ agvabüla ' is used in the sense of reed. The passage 
“in question is that which describes the event that the sacrifice took the 
* shape of the horse, and flying away from the gods, fell into the water, 
“and when the gods took hold of the tail, the horse freed itself from their 
“ grasp and then disappeared ; and the hairs of the tail that were left in the 
*‘ hands of the gods being thrown on the ground beeame what is now known 
“as the reed; and hence as the reed is so very pure (being a part of the 
“ body of the sacrifice itself), the bedding is to be made of this material. 
“In the same manner, in the expression ‘aikshaviyam vidhrti,’ the word 
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“< qikshaviyam’ would ordinarily be taken to mean ‘made of sugar-cane,’ 
'" while in the Veda, it means the roots of the reed. 

“In all these cases, inasmuch as the significations are different, 
“and as both are equally well comprehended, the two meanings of the 
" words must be accepted to be optional alternatives. Though it may be 
* urged that in matters relating to Dharma, the comprehension based upon 
* the Veda hus always a greater authority than that baged upon ordinary 
“parlance, yet no such superior authority is really possible ; because in 
“the matter of the significations of words, the Veda does not in any way 
* differ from the other sources of verbal knowledge; for it is only in 
“ matters transceuding the senses, that the Veda is held to have a superior 
“authority. Consequently we conclude that the comprehension from both 
“ sources would be equally authoritative. 

* Or, inasmuch as ordinary parlance always precedes a reading of the 
** Veda, it must be held to have an authority superior to that of the Veda, 
“That is to say, we fully comprehend the sense of all ordinary expressions 
“independently of the Veda; whereas we ean never comprehend any 
* Vedic expression without finding in it words similar to those that we 
“ have met with in ordinary parlance. Heuce among Vedic uses of words 
* we can accept only those that are not contrary to ordinary usage; 
“because when they transgress the puts of sul pee lance, they are never 
* properly comprehended. | | 

“The clause— because we do not perceive any <n among 
“them ’—refers to the absence of contradiction among the words employed 
“in ordinary usage. As for the passage quoted above—‘ the sacrifice 
* became the horse, &c.’—in support of the Vedic sense, itis an Arthavada ; 
** and as such, cannot be admitted as a means of arriving at the real mean- 
"ings of words; firstly, because all Arthavadas have an entirely different 
“ purpose; and as such they can at best have only an indirect secondary 
“ bearing upon the matter in question; secondly, because all Arthavadas 
* have their sole purpose in the accomplishment of the attractiveness of a 
“ certain course of action; as we find in the case of such of them as—‘ the 
* post is the sun, ‘the sacrificer is stoue, ‘the Ahavaniya fire is the 
* Heaven, aud so forth; and thirdly, because they have no action in the’ 
* matter of the creation and explanation of the expressiveness of words and 
* meauiugs. For, if the meaniugs of words were to be accepted according 
“ to the Arthavāda (* the sacrificer is stone’ for instance), there would be 
“a direct contradiction of the Injunction (as whenever an action will be 
“ enjoined as to be performed by the‘ Sacrificer, we would represent the 
“ action as done by a piece of stone). Hence the clause— because we do 
'" not perceive any contradiction, &c.’—may be taken to mean that, in- 
*" asmuch as we do not find the aforesaid contradiction of the Injunction, at 
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* the actual performance of the sacrifice (7.e., as we do not find a piece of 
* stone substituted in place of the sacrificer) we conclude that Arthavadas 
“ cannot be accepted as regulating the significations of words. 

“ On the point at issue, our position is supported by such authors as 
* Manu and others, who speak of the ‘cotton sacred thread of the Banan 
“ mana being threefold (trivrt), with a threefold (trivrt) knot.’ 

“ Hence "we conclude that if not stronger, the ordinary Usage cannot 
“ be denied to be equal in authority to the Veda.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To all this we make the following reply : That signification of the word 
which is based upon the scriptures is decidedly the more authoritative: 
because the knowledge of Dharma, which consists of certain means and con- 
sequences, is gained by means of the scriptures alone. Even the significa- 
tion of words that is based upon the Arthavada is stronger in author- 
ity than ordinary usage; because the particular Arthavada (describing the 
fact of the sacrifice having become a horse, &c., &c.), has no other purpose 
save that of explaining the particular meaning of the word *agvabülah." 
If a certain signification is once adopted in the Veda, whether it be 
secondary or primary, it is only that which can be accepted as the means 
of accomplishing Dharma. 

As for the word ‘trivrt’ when it has been used in the Veda in thé 
sense of the nine Stotriya Rk verses, who can set aside this meaning, even 
if he were to be born a hundred times? Hence whenever we meet with 
the expression ‘ trivrt Agnishtoma,’ we must accept the word in the sense 
inparted to it by the Veda, Similarly, though the word ‘ stoma,’—in such 
ordinary expressions as ‘ Brahmanastoma’—is found to signify a group, yet 
in the case of such words as ‘ stoma,’ ‘ trivri,’ and the like, we cannot but 
reject their ordinary significations; because (1) we find the Veda making 
such declarations, as ‘the stoma is trivrt, (threefold), ‘the stoma iš 
fifteenfold' ;. (2) the persons versed in sacrifices have laid down that stoma 
is the measure or limit of the prayer; and (3) we find the grammarians 
Jaying down the rule that the affix ‘da’ is added to the word ‘stoma,’ 
simply for the sake of:its connection with the words ‘ fifteen’ and the like 
(which distinctly shows that the word ‘ stoma’ is to be taken as com 
the threefold or fifteenfold measure of the Prayer). 

As for the declaration of Manu that has been cited in the Pürvapaksha, 
as the assertions of human beings depend upon those significations that 
are founded upon ordinary usage, as also upon those adopted in the Veda, it 
is not to be wondered at that Manu has used a word in the ordinary popular 
sense. Or, even in that passage the word ‘ trivré’ may be taken in the sensè 
of ‘ninefold’ ; specially because, as a matter of fact, each thread of the sacred 
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thread is actually made up of nine-fold threads. The same may also be said 
in the case of the ‘trivrt’ character of the string (which may be held to be 
ninefold). Or, we may have recourse to the reasoning that, inasmuch as 
when the word ‘ trivrt’ has been found to be used in the sense of ‘ nine’ with 
reference to the Stotriyà verses, it can be used only in such cases where 
there is a possibility of the number nine ; in cases where the object referred 
to has a different number, we can admit the Vedic signification to be second- 
ary, and the popular signification to be the primary one; and in such cases, 
inasmuch as the popular signification 1s the primary one, we should accept 
this in preference to the Vedic sense,—a point that we shall explain in detail 
in the following Stra (the 10th). 

In the same manner, the word ‘caru’ having its unreasonable mnlti- 
farious expressiveness barred, it comes to be restricted to a single meaning ; 
and this single meaning is necessarily accepted to be ‘ cooked rice,’ which 
is sanctioned by the Veda as well as by the usage of persons versed in the 
sacrificial science. 

As forthe words ‘ āçvabālah’ and ‘ aikshavi,’ inasmuch as their signi- 
fications of ‘reed’ and ‘the root of the reed’ respectively, belong to the 
words conventionally taken as independent wholes (apart from any idea of 
their component parts), and are sanctioned by the usage of the Veda, they 
cannot but be admitted to have an authority greater than that of the ordinary 
popular meanings, which are based upon the significations of the com- 
ponent parts of the words (which are admitted by all to be weaker than 
the significations that are based upon convention through and through). 
And from this, too, we conclude the signification sanctioned by the Veda 
to have a greater authority than that of popular signification. 

In the case of the ‘ Cyéna’ sacrifice which has been compared to the 
Cyéna bird, though the word ‘ Cyéna’ in this connection cannot but be held 
to have been accepted as the name of the sacrifice, only by secondary or 
indirect signification, yet it is this secondary signification (of the name of 
the sacrifice) that is accepted, in such passages as ‘ the other procedures 
are exactly like those of the Gyéna’; where the word ‘Cyéna’ is taken to 
mean the Cyéna sacrifice, though it is the secondary figurative meaning ; 
simply because as sanctioned by the scriptures, it cannot but be accepted as 
of greater authority, in matters relating to Dharma. 

Even though the signification is an indirect and secondary one, yet it 
is the more authoritative; because as sanctioned by the Veda, it cannot by 
any means be set aside. A meaning that is accepted by the Veda can 
never be set aside by anyone, no matter whether it be the secondary or the 
indirect one, or got at by a splitting of the sentence, 

Nor can the Adhikarana, as thus explained, be said to be a mere repe- 
tition of what is going to be explained under the Sutra I—iv—29 ; becauso 
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in the case treated of here, there is no doubt with regard to any of the two 
significations considered. That is to say, just as there is no doubt with 
regard to the popular signification being correct with regard to its own 
objects, so too there is none with regard to the Vedie signification ; and 
hence there is every likelihood of the latter being set aside by the former 
(whereas the Sūtra I—iv—29 deals with cases of doubtful significations of 
words). 

For these reasons, we conclude that it is the signification based 
upon the scriptures that has the superior authority; and it does not 
resemble stray popular usages, which are scattered far apart, and often 
mixed (with mistakes and inaccuracies ), 


ADHIKARANA (6). 
[Treating of the authority of words as used by the Mlécchas. | 


Sutra 0). (The word used by the Mleccha) should be 
recognised as sanctioned by the Veda, because there is no contra- 
diction of any authority. 


There are certain words (used even in the Veda) that are not in use 
among the people of Aryavarta: (1) And we now proceed to consider 
whether or not we should accept the meaning that is given to them by 
the Mlécchas. (2) The second point for consideration is whether greater 
authority is to be attached to the meaning that may be got out of the 
etymological or grammatical roots and bases of these words, or to that which 
is sanctioned by usage among the Mlécchas. Even though the authority 
of the supporters of the latter is distinctly weaker, yet it appears to be 
more authoritative; because of the fact of the conventional meaning of 
the word as a whole being admittedly more authoritative (than that 
which is got at grammatically or etymologically). And we have now got 
to consider the point as to, between the weakness of the supporters and 
the inherent strength of the word itself, which should carry the greater 
weight. (3) The third point that will have to be considered, in connec- 
tion with this, is whether greater authority attaches to the meaning got 
at through the etymological and grammatical basis of the word, as being 
the one sanctioned by the scriptures, or is it the less authoritative, as 
being due to the breaking up of the component parts of the word. 

Thus then, there being many doubtful points on the subject, we have 
the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The meaning got from the etymological and grammatical bases has 

“a greater authority; because even though this would be a newly assumed 

* meaning, yet, as being based upon (grammatical) scriptures, it cannot but 

“ be held to have a greater authority. For certainly, it is better to accept 

“the authority of that which has a proper basis, even though it be one 
28 
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* that has got to be newly assumed, than that of one which, though well- 
“ established, is faulty in its origin. 

* How could words occurring in the Veda be taken in the sense that 
* is recognised only among the Mlécchas ? Specially when the very sight 
* of a Mléccha, makes us stop our recitation of the Veda. Nor is it allow- 
* able for the people of Aryavarta to have a conversation or consultation 
* with the Mléccha; and hence how could we ever come to know the 
sense in which any word may be current among them ? 

* Thus then, nob knowing any usage sanctioning a particular mean- 
"ing of a word, the person (that would depend upon the usage of tlie 
“ Mleechas) would have to seek after such usage among all Mléccha coun- 
“ tries; and there would be nothing left to be done by the commentaries 
* (upon the Veda). And then, too, the countries inhabited by the Mlécchas 
“ being innumerable, how could one succeed in getting at all their usages ? 
* Aud if any such usage were not found with regard to any particular 
* word, the signification of that word would always remain doubtful; and 
* certainly it would scarcely be possible for us to ascertain the endless 
* usages of the innumerable countries of the Mlécchas. 

* And (not finding such usage with regard to any word) if we were to 
‘t deduce a meaning from the roots of the word, by the help of the commen- 
“ taries and grammars, this would come to be set aside and rejected, if after 
“ two or three days, a contrary usage of the Mlécchas happened to be found 
* out. 

“ On the other hand, if we totally reject the authority of the usages of 
“the Mlécchas, then it would be quite practicable to hunt up usages (with 
“regard to the signification of a word) in Aryavarta itself; and this 
* being a single country limited within reasonable bounds, the existis or 
“ non-existence of a usage, would be easily found out in a short time; and 
“thereby the commentaries, &c., also would come to have their use in the 
“ pointing out of meanings — regard to which we could not find any 
“ usage). Thus then, for the sake of the usefulness of these commentaries, 
** &c., it becomes a necessity to reject the authority of the usages of the 
i Misaalns. 

* And again, inasmuch as the Mlécchas are found to have no regard 
** for Dharma, it is just possible that they may have distorted the meanings 
** of words, exactly as they are found to have distorted the forms of words, 
* because we do not find a single sanskría (or correct) word in use among 
“ them. 

* Though there are a few words in use among them that appear like 
‘‘sanskria words, yet these are found to be used in senses other than 
* those recognised by us; and as even these are used without the neces- 
“sary affixes, &c. they are not properly expressive; and as such they 
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" enn never be held to have any real denotation. Even when an Arya 
“ attempts to find traces of his own (sanskría) words among those of the 
* Mléechas, he can only find them by grouping together the letters of two 
“ different words (e.g., in * a custom,’ they find the sanskria word * ēka’); and 
** sometimes he finds therein his own words, either a little too short, or one 
“too long. 

** As for example, in the Dravida language, though all words are used 
* as ending in the consonant, yet the Aryas are found to assumein them 
“the affixes, &c., that can be appended only to words ending in vowels, 
“and thence make the words give a sense, in accordance with their own 
* (sanskría), language. For instance, when the Dravidas call ‘rice,’ 
“tecor, the Arya reads in it his own word ‘cora’ (thief), and comprehends 
“the meaning accordingly. And when the Dravidas call the road * atar, 
“ he reads it as ‘atarah,’ and declares that as the road is difficult to cross, 
“it is really ‘atara’ (uncrossable). Similarly they call the snake ‘ pap,’ 
“and he takes it as ‘ papa’ (evil), and argues that the snake is really an 
“ evil animal. So, too, in the case of the word ‘mal’ which they use in 
“the sense of the woman, the word is taken as ‘mālā? The word 
«c vair, used by them in the sense of the stomach, is taken as ‘vaira’ 
* (enemy); and the use is justified on the ground of the hungry man 
* being capable of doing many sinful deeds, which proves that the stomach 
. * jg an enemy of the man. 

* Thus then, when the Arya stands in need of such groundless assump- 
* tions, even in the case of the words current among the Dravidas (who 
“inhabit a part of Arydvarta itself),—how could we ever reasonably 
** deduce sanskría words from those current among such distant peoples 
* as the Parsis, the Barbaras (Barbarians), the Yavanas (Greeks), the Rau- 
“ makas (Romans), and the like. 

* Hence we conclude that those words of the Milsechas that are accept: 
“ed (or used) by the Aryas can never be fully trusted in the ascertain- 
* ment of words or their meanings. While those meanings, that are got 
‘from the etymological or grammatical bases of the words—'pika;' 
* * nema,’ and the like—, can be the only true ones." 


SIDDHANTA. 


To all this, we make the following reply: Even atnong the Mlécchas, 
if we find the word used by them to be exactly the one found in the 
Veda, we cannot but accept the sense that is imparted to it by them 
(in eases where the word is entirely foreign to our own vocabulary). 
As for the distorted forms of words, however, that are current in 
various dialects, as there have been many modifications, we cannot 
easily discern the real from the unreal. But when we find a certain word, 
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‘pika’ for instance, used in the Veda and its subsidiary sciences, and then 
subsequently we find exactly the same word current among the Mlécchas 
used by them as having a certain definite signification,—we can accept 
the word to have the same meaning in the Veda also; specially as such 
signification is not contrary to any other authority. 

That is to say, in the case of such words as} “ pika,” “nema,” and 
the like, when met with in the Veda, in connection with certain sacri- 
fices, when the matter is duly pondered over, if a person happens to be 
conversant with the two languages, he finds that the words are used 
in a certain sense among the Mlécchas; and from this he can reasonably 
take them in the same sense in the Veda also; specially when such inter- 
pretation is not against the authority of the Veda with regard to Dharma. 


(The 2nd interpretation of the Sutra). And again, the action of man 
being dependent upon his comprehension of the relation between the 
meanings and the words (used in the Injunction addressed to him), it is 
quite reasonable for him, with a view to the correct comprehension of the 
sentence, to have recourse to any usage that he may come across, Hence 
in the case of the words * pika, &c., the sense, in which we find them used 
by the Mlécchas, not being against any authorities, must be admitted to be 
pointed out by the Veda itself. 


(The 3rd intepretation of the Sutra). The word 'coditam (laid down, 
pointed out) may be taken with ‘pramdanéna,’ i.e., *vedéna, (by the authority 
of the Veda); and the meaning then would be that, inasmuch as such 
usage of the Mléccha is pointed out by the Veda, it can very well be 
accepted, specially as it is not against the Aryas, who actually stand in 
need of some such usage (for the proper understanding of certain Vedic 
texts). 

Just as when such words as ‘loma’ (hair) are used in the Veda, the 
priests themselves do not quite understand what the word exactly 
denotes; and they ascertain its exact meaning only by referring to such 
people (always of the lowest classes) as are always engaged in kill- 
ing animals (whose authority is accepted on the point as unimpeach- 
able). In the same manner, it is laid down in the Veda, that at 
the ‘Nishadéshti,’ it is only a false coin that can be given as the final 
gift; and the point, as to whether or not any particular coin is false, is 
decided on the sole authority of persons (always of very low character) 
who carry on a business in such coins. Exactly in the same manner, 
when we find such words as ‘pika, ‘néma,’ ‘ ta@marasa,’ used in the Veda, 
and find that we cannot ascertain their meaning either from the Veda 
itself or from the usages of the Aryas, we can certainly accept the meanings 
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imparted to them by the Mlécchas. Specially as such acceptance would 
be quite in keeping with our own authority; as it would not be 
contrary to our theory that the eternal significations of eternal words 
can be ascertained by means of the usages of men (and certainly the 
Mlécchas are also men). ; 

It has been argued above that the scripture being stronger in its 
authority the usage of the Mléccha cannot be accepted. But this is 
scarcely correct; because when there i8 no contradiction, there is no harm 
in accepting the weaker; that alone is to be totally rejected which, on 
the very face of it, is distinctly untrue, and incapable of any support, 
exactly like the perception of the mirage and the like. And that (Usage 
of the Ml6echa ), — which is rejected as unauthoritative on the sole ground 
of its being contrary to the stronger authority (of the Veda or of Arya 
usage),—cannot but be accepted as authoritative, when there is no such 
contradiction. And certainly we can find no contradiction in the case 
of the words ‘ pika,’ &c., with regard to which we know of no other usage 
(among the Aryas) that could be contradicted. ` 

It is for this very reason that in the case of the meaning of Vedic 
sentences, we can assert the superior authority of only such usages of the 
learned Aryas as are bearing upon the words and objects in question. 
That is to say, it is only when there is a usage among the Aryas, that we 
accept it as of superior authority ; and the assertion of such authority in the 
absence of the usage itself would be exactly like a description of the strength 
of the son of a barren woman. For instance, in the case of the Smrti 
passages dealing with the Ashtaka, &c., which relate to things transcenden- 
tal, and have their origin in the Veda,—as also in the case of the words 
‘cow,’ &c., and their meanings,—it is true that the Aryas are more trust- 
worthy and more competent. But in the case of the words ‘pika’ and 
the like, all that the Arya usage does, is to point out that they are words 
expressive of certain meanings, without hinting anything as to what these 
meanings are; and it is here that the operation of the Arya usage ceases; 
consequently, then, we ascertain these meanings from the usages of tho 
Mlécchas,—these usages too, like the words, being such as pertain to the 
relations of words and meanings, based upon a beginningless use of the words 
for the purpose of the accomplishment of the comprehension of visible 
objects. And in this there is no contradiction of any higher authority ; 
on the other hand, a distinctly useful purpose (in the shape of the under- 
standing of the Vedic text) is served. 

As for the commentaries, &c., we do not find them pointing out any 
other meanings of the words in question, which would serve our purpose 
(of understanding the Veda), and thereby enable us to reject the usages of 
others (viz., the Mlécchas). And there can be no doubt that a usage that 
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is already well-established is more authoritative than that which is newly 
assumed ; and hence, so long as we "s the oe — can Tn no ) room 
for the latter. a din. C aa js 

As for the comparative mii of. the upholders of different usages 
(viz., the Mlécchas and the Aryas), the superior authority of the latter 
has been laid down only in matters relating to Dharma directly ; as for the 
ordinary worldly things, such as agriculture and the like, all usages 
are equally authoritative. Consequently, in matters relating to menial 
service, house-building, and the like, we can freely admit the superior 
authority of the Mlécchas. 

In matters relatiug to the correct forms of words, however, we find 
that the Mlécchas are not very expert, and as such likely to be gradually 
losing the correct forms; and hence now no longer able to discern the 
correct from the incorrect. But if a certain word happens to retain 
its original correct form, even in their usage, this use of theirs would be as 
eternally traditional as any words in Arya usage; and as such how could 
he set them aside? "qe in the unit of such words as ‘patrorna ' 
(a silken or jute fabric), ^ vüravüna' (armour) and the like, as these 
articles are produced only in the Misecha countries, if they did not point 
out what they meant, how could we comprehend the words ? 

Hence, we conclude that the usage of the Mléccha cannot be held to be 
of an inferior authority. 

As for the Nirukta and other commentaries, &c., they operate only in 
connection with well-established facts and things, and that, too, only by 
means of such established things and facts: and they cannot function 
towards such objects as are not established (or known). That is to say, 
all that the Niruktas do, is to explain the words that are already in use 
among the people; and these too are explained only as pertaining to certain 
actions denoted by the roots, &c., that constitute the words. And all that 
Grammar does is to point out the correct forms of only such words as have 
their significations fully known; and it is only once in a way that the 
meaning of a word is pointed out. And as such, these two (the Nirukta 
and Grammar) cannot serve to set aside an usage, even though weaker, 
when dealing with subjects other than their own specified ones (explained 
above). 

Tn the case of a word, where we fail to find any usage, however much 
we search for it, we would be forced to have recourse to an assumption of 
its meaning, by means of the etymological explanations afforded by the 
Nirukta, &c. Though such assumptions would be confused and in diverse 
forms, and as such giving rise to many doubts, yet when there are no other 
means at our disposal, we cannot but have recourse to them. 

Nor can it be urged that, inasmuch as the Nirukta, &e., would not 
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help in pointing out the meanings of words, they would be useless. Because 
they have their use in helping in the proper accomplishment of sacrifices, 
which is possible only by means of a knowledge of the Veda with all its 
subsidiary sciences. For instance, we read in the Mahabharata: ‘ Being 
great and relating tothe family of Bharata, this work is called the ‘Maha- 
bharata’; and one who knows this signification of the word, becomes freed 
from all sins." 

And (1) inasmuch as the accomplishment of such results as Heaven 
and the like are brought about by means of only such actions as are per- 
formed with & full knowledge of them, derived from the Veda as aided 
by its six subsidiary sciences, the Nirukta and the like ;—and (2) as even 
though the forms of the words themselves are known, yet the real 
transcendental results do not follow, until one has duly comprehended the 
sentence with the help of a due cognition of the meanings of words, 
as pointed out by the component roots, &c., which are explained in 
the Nirukta,—we conclude that even with regard to the comprehension 
of such words (‘pika,’ &c.), as are used among the Mlécchas only, the 
Nirukta, &c., are not without their use (which lies in the helping towards 
the proper accomplishment of the transcendental results). 


ADHIKARANA (7). 
THERE IS NO INDEPENDENT AUTHORITATIVENESS IN THE KALPASÜTRAS. 


Sutra (11). Ifit be urged that “they constitute the science of 
rituals."— 


With reference to the Kalpasiétras, we proceed to consider the following 
points :— 

(A) Whether, like the Veda, the Kalpasütras are self-sufficient in their 
authority, or are they, like thé Mantras and the Brahmanas, a part of the 
Veda itself? (This inquiry is necessary, because) the case of these Sutras 
is not identical with the Smrti, inasmuch as they are mere compilations 
of what is directly laid down in the Veda. 

Question: What are Kalpas ? And what are the Sutras ? 

The answer is that the Kalpas are those treatises that point out the 
methods of sacrifices, in the form of well-established regulations; and the 
Kalpasiivas are those that serve to point them out. They are called 
‘ Kalpas’ because of their laying down (kalpanat) of the sacrificial proce- 
dure, and thereby helping in the accomplishment of sacrifices; and the 
Sitras are so called, because of their pointing out (sicanàt) the said proce- 
dure. Inasmuch as, with regard to each sacrifice, the Kalpas themselves 
lay down the rules of procedure, they appear in the form of the bare state- 
ment of facts (without any explanations or embellishments), as we find to 
be actually the case,in the works compiled by Baudhayana, Varaha, 
Magaka and others. While the Sitras serve to explain the technical uses 
of words, and thereby to differentiate between general rules and excep- 
tions ; and they contain arguments and instances (in support of what they 
lay down) ; hence it is only that which fulfils these conditions that can be 
called a ‘Sätra’; such are the works compiled by Acvalàyana, Vaijavapi, 
Drahyayani, Latiya, and Katyayana. 

[A] And there is a great difference between the status of the Kalpa- 
sutras and that of the ordinary Smrtis; because, while the former lay down 
the rules of sacrificial procedure exactly as are pointed out in the Vedic 
texts that are directly available, the latter are compilations based presump- 
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ably upon such Vedic texts as have become lost, and whose existence 
can at best be only inferred ; and for this reason the authority of the Kāpa- 
sitras could not be made dependent entirely’ upon the arguments that 
have been brought forward ina previous Adhikarana in support of the 
authority of the Smrtis. 

Firstly, because in that Adhikarana, the Pürvapaksha, as contained in the 
first Sütra of this Pada, bases its arguments upon the fact of the Smrtis not 
being based upon the Veda; and this could not be urged against the Kalpa- 
sütras; because texts in support of these are directly available in the Veda; 
and for this reason they cannot be said to be devoid of Vedic authority. 
And secondly, because the Pirvapaksha cannot declare these Sitras to be 
absolutely false, as it does in the case of the Smrtis. In the Adhikarana on 
Smriti, the Parvapaksha having urged the unauthoritative character of 
the Smrtis on the ground of their having no basis in the Veda, the 
Siddhanta has established their authority as being based upon assumed 
Vedic texts (see above). Aud the Kalpasutras have not been included there 
advisedly; because the arguments of that Parvapaksha are not applicable 
to them (as they cannot be said to be * agabda,’ ‘non-Vedic’). 

Then again, in the present Adhikarana also, we are not going 
to prove the authoritativeness of these Sütras, (because there can be 
no doubt as to that); all that we proceed to prove is the fact that they have 
no authority of their own, as apart from that of the Veda. 


[B] Or, we may admit that the former Adhikarana also refers to the 
Kalpasütras; and the present one applies to the Smriis also; because these 
latter too have no independent authority of their own. (The former Adhi- 
karana may be taken to have established the authoritative character of the 
Smrtis, as also of the Kalpasitras, and the present proving the fact of none 
of these two having an authority apart from the Veda). 

Now then, if the Smrtis be admitted to have any authority in matters 
relating to Dharma, then they would either become the Veda itself, or bo 
equal to the Veda in authority ; and as such they could be said to have an 
authority of their own, independently of inferred corroborative Vedic texts, 


[C]. Or, by the word ‘prayogagastra’ we can take the subsidiary 
sciences of (Cikshà, &c). And these may be considered equal to the Veda; 
specially as the Smrtis have spoken of them as being the Veda: “The 
name Veda is applied to the Mantra and the Brahmana, and some people 
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apply it to all the six subsidiary sciences,” where it is clearly stated that 
the subsidiary sciences are also called the ‘Veda.’ And hence, the convic- 
tion might very well arise, that these also are the Veda, having an 
independent authority of their own. And for these reasons, it becomes 
absolutely necessary to consider the matter from a different standpoint. 


[D]. Or, the Adhikarana may be taken altogether differently, as 
dealing with the scriptures of the Bauddhas. The character of the Smrti 
having been denied to them (in a previous Adhikarana), they may be 
taken as similar to the various recensions of the Veda; and this notion 
has got to be set aside. The Bauddhas are found to declare thus: 
*'The scriptures of the Bauddha being taken either as composed in 
accordance with facts, or as not being a product (of human agency) at all, 
there can be no doubt as to the eternal character of the Dharma as 
delineated in them.” Thus, then, if these Bauddha scriptures come to be 
as eternal as the Veda, then even those Dharmas (Duties) that are 
laid down in them would be such as have the Veda for their sole authority 
(which has been laid down as the sole characteristic of our idea of Dharma, 
which is quite contrary to that of the Bauddhas). And thus one (the 
Bauddha scripture) who was not allowed by the armed wardens of Smrti 
to enter into the village (of Dharma) would now enter it by the open 
highway (of the Veda). 

Thus, then, all the above four questions being capable of being dealt 
with together, the inquiry that is carried on with special reference to the 


Kalpasütras would apply to all others ; and it is for this reason that the 
Bhashya has cited the Kelpaséiras only. 


On the question of the status of the Kalpasütras, we have the following— 
PURVAPAKSHA, 

[A]. Kalpasitras, 
* There is nodoubt that the .Kalpasutras constitute the science of 
* Rituals, and as such the character of the Veda can never be denied to them. 
* Or, they may be taken as entirely independent of the Veda, having au 
* authority of their own, as the Veda itself has sanctioned their authority 
“in matters relating to Dharma. Or, they may be taken as the Veda itself, 


'"on the ground of there being many points of agreement between them 
“and the Veda. 
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" T6 may be argued that, on account of their having been composed by 
“ human authors, they can be admitted neither to be the Veda itself, nor 
“ to be equal to the Veda in authority, But we can prove the fact of their 
* being independent of human agency, exactly as we have done with regard 
* to the Veda; the names of * Macaka and the rest (as pertaining to the 
* Kalpasiitras) may be explained on the same grounds as the names 
*' Kathaka, &c., as pertaining to the Veda. That is to say, just as the 
** Vedic texts repeated by Katha having come to be known by the name of 
* * Kathaka, the application of the name does not debar us from proving 
“ the eternality of these texts; in the same manner, we could also hold the 
“ eternality of the Kalpasutras that have only been repeated by Magaka and 
“others. Or, just as in the case of the different SSámas, even though each 
“ of them is called after a distinct Rshi, that does not serve to deprive them 
* of their eternality ; so, in the same manner, the fact of the Kalpasütras 
“ being called after certain persons cannot deprive them of theirs. 

“ Because, even in the case of the Kalpasiitras, we do not find any men: 
“tion of authors that are not Rshis;and as for the authorship of Rshis, 
“it is a fact common to these Sūtras and the Veda. For instance, we read 
“with regard to the mantra called Caigava: ‘It is called Caigava, because 
“ Angiras wasa child, and yet an author among the composers of the 
“mantra '—where it is clear that the word * composer’ or ‘ author’ means 
“ “one who used’ ( Angiras having brought the particular mantra into use): 
* In the same manner, the word ‘author’ as applied to the compilers of 
“ the Kalpasiitras may be taken as signifying ‘one who uses.’ 

“In connection with the injunction of the daily duties of the 
“ Bralimana, we read (in the Veda):—‘ knowing this, the Brahmana should 
“read the Veda’; and then proceeding to lay down the details of this 
“study, the passage continues— ‘ he should read the Rk, the Yajush, 
“ the Sima, the Brahmanas, the Itihāsas and Puranas, the Kalpas’; and as 
* this passage distinctly lays down the Kalpas as to be read every day like 
“the Veda, it is clear that they too are Arsha (a name applied to Vedic 
“ mantras); specially as it is absolutely impossible for any works of ordi- 
“ nary men to be mentioned in an eternal ( Vedic) injunction as accomplish- 

“ing a certain Dharma by means of its study. 

* Then again, (1) because some of the Brahmanas too—those of the 
* Aruna aud the Paragara Cakhas—are in the form of Kalpas ; (2) because 
“ persons learned in the sacrifices accept these Brahmanas to have exactly 
“the same authority as the Kalpas belonging to the Cakhas other than 
* their own; and (3) because a few mantras that are mentioned in the 
** Kalpas are actually employed at sacrifices, exactly like the mantras of the 
“other Cakhis,—we cannot but accept the Kalpas to be equal to the Veda 
“ jn authority. 
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“Then, again, the word ‘ārshēya’ is accepted as synonymous with 
“c eternal ;’ and all the Kalpas are known as ‘ drshéya ;’ (and this also points 
t to their eternal character). 

* The authors of the Kalpasutras too—such as Lati and Drahyayani— 
“ while dealing with the authority of the Kalpas, have declared that 
“ the Magaka Kalpa is found to lay down that which is directly percep- 
“ tible; and as such being an Grsha, it does not stand in need of the 
“assumption of corroborative texts; this shows that they have 
“admitted the authority of the Arsha Kalpa to be 7a to the 
“ injunctions contained in the Brahmanas. Katyayana also, in the section 
“dealing with the Lakshanasitra, has declared, in the closing sentences 
“of the section on the bymns laid down in the Brahmanas as to 
“be sung at the sacrifices,—' we will not act according to the 
“ injunctions of the Brahmanas as apart from the Kalpas, as we will, in 
* accordance with those contained in the Magaka Kalpa.’ So, too, in connec- 
* tion with the Prayaniya Sama sung at the Agnishtoma, it is laid down 
“in the Pancavinga-Brahmana that there is an option between the 
“ Yajnàyajniya and the Jarabodhtya Sümas; hence either the one or the 
“other may be sung; but under the Sūtra ‘ Jarasat, Katy&yana has laid 
" down that the Jardbodhiya Sama is to be sung as the third from the 
“ Gayatra Süma, as occurring among the seven Sámas that constitute the 
“ Arbhava Hymn (and have nothing to do with the Prayaniya). In connec- 
“tion with the Arbhava Hymn, the Sama that appears next after the 
* Gayatra, has been named by him ‘Sam;’ and next after this he men-. 
“ tions the Jardbodhiya referred to by him by quoting a part of the first 
* word of this Sama; while by means of the word ‘dha, which is the 
“name of the Agnishtoma Saéma in connection with the Jyotishtoma, it has 
“been shown that it is the Yajnayajniya alone that is held to be the 
* Süma belonging to the Agnishtoma. And certainly, if Katyayana would 
“have considered the Brahmana to be superior to the Kalpa, he should 
* unhesitatingly have accepted the option that is distinctly laid down 
“in the Brihmana. 

* And certainly the rule, that has been laid down - such a person 
* as Katyayana, who is known to have been learned in many Vedas, can 
* never be declared to be illogical, by people like ourselves (who have not 
“studied a single Veda fully). Even the Veda itself has declared the 
“ unimpeachable authority of the declarations of great teachers; and certainly 
* the authors of the Subsidiary Sciences were all ‘ great teachers.’ 

* Again, just as all rescensions of the Veda are admitted to be equal 
“in their authority, on the ground of their agreeing with one another,— 
“in the same manner, and on the same ground, we could accept the Kalpa- 
“ sutras to be equal to the Veda, in authority. 
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“ Even the assertions of untrustworthy persons are accepted as 
“true, when found to be corroborated by other means of knowledge; how, 
* then, can it be denied in the case of the assertions of persons universally 
“held to be truthful ? specially when the assertions of such persons, are 
* found to be in keeping with those in the Veda, and thereby ascertained 
tto be true, —who can reasonably declare otherwise ? 

* And again, as a matter of fact, we find the persons learned in 
“ sacrifices to be performing sacrifices by the help of the Kalpas, even 
* without (any knowledge of) the Veda ; while with the help of the Mantra 
“and Brahmana portions of the Veda, without that of the Kalpas, they 
“are never able to perform any. 

* The authority of long-established tradition, too, is equal in the two 
“cases of the Mantra and the Kalpa, as is shown by the details laid 
"down in connection with the injunction of Vedic study,—the sentence 
“above quoted containing the name of the Kalpas, together with those 
“of the Mantra, the Brahmana and the rest. And the agents of tradition 
“ (i.e. the genteel people of our own day), as also the students of the 
“Veda, are found to be making as great efforts to learn the Kalpasiitras, 
* as they do in that of the Mantra and the Brahmana. 

“ As the uses of the different portions of the Veda keep on continu- 
“ously revolving, like the moving of a pulley, no Veda is held to be 
* complete in all its parts, without the Kalpasitras. 

“ Hence, we conclude that this science of Rituals, the Kalpasitras, &c.,: 
* must be either the Veda itself, or equal to the Veda in authority. 


[Band C]. Kalpasitras and Smrtis. 

“The above arguments would also prove that the character of 
“the Veda belongs to the ordinary Smrtis, as also to the six Subsidiary 
“Sciences; or these too, like the Kalpasátras, may be held to be equal 
“to it in authority. How can any person knowing the Veda deny the 
“character of the science or Scripture Method to such Smrtis as have al- 
“ ways been known as Dharmagüstra (scripture of Dharma)? Specially as 
“the Vedas, its six Subsidiary Sciences, and the Dharmacàstras, are all 
“counted together, by persons knowing the Veda, as constituting the 
* Fourteen Sciences. 

“ And further, just as we find Mantras pointing to the actions laid 
“down in the Brahmanas, so also we find Mantras pointing to those laid 
“down in the Dharmacastras—snch ns the Ashtakà and the like. In the 
“same manner, such penances,—as the performance of the Avakirini 
“sacrifice, the Krechra, the Candrayana and the like,—being distinctly 
“pointed out by Vedic Mantras, how can they be said to be contrary to 
“the Veda? Then again, the description in the Mantras of the young 
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“ Brahmana boy as being withont his Cikha, which speaks of the abséndé 
“of his Qikhà as a well-established fact, cannot but be taken as authorising 
“the tonsure of the Brahmana, which is clearly enjoined in the Smrtis ; and as 
“such how could this tonsure ceremony be said to be contrary to the Veda ? 

“Thus then, why should we seek to assume Vedic texts in support 
“of the Smrti injunctions, when these latter themselves can be accepted 
“either as Veda itself, or equal to it in authority. If we have to assumea 
** Vedic text, the fact of the injunction being based upon the Veda would 
“make it necessary for us to accept the injunction as eternal; and cer- 
“tainly it is much better to assert its eternality, just as it is found in the 
*" Smrti, without calling in the intermediate aid of the Vedic text. And 
“ certainly, the Smrti-injunctions being themselves well-established facts, 
“it is far easier to admit them to be eternal in themselves; or they may 
“be accepted to be Veda itself, ou the ground of their dealing with the 
* the same subjects as the Veda. 

* Consequently then, inasmuch as we do not find any owe of 
“these Smriis, even during thousands of years, we cannot admit them to 
“be non-eternal, but based upon an eternal basis. Because, as a 
* matter of fact, it is far more reasonable to assume that the texts as we 
“ find them in the Smriis are the very same that we assume to be present 
* in the Veda (and this does away with the assumption of a different text 
* for each Smrti-injunction). 

* And it stands to reason that, while laying down their teachings for the 
"sake of students learned in the Veda, Manu and others could not but 
* have brought forward the direct texts of the Vedas themselves. Conse- 
“ quently, it would appear that these authors, in their compilations, have 
** only brought together the Vedic texts themselves. For in the presence of 
* the Vedic texts (whose existence all parties admit), who could accept their 
“counterparts (as put together in the Smrtis) ? 

* Then again, inasmuch as we do not find any counterparts of the 
* Dharmagüstras composed, even till now, we cannot admit the composition 
“of any counterparts of the Vedas. It may beargued that Manu and others 
“did not bring together the Vedic texts themselves, for, in so doing, they 
* would have disturbed the continuity of the verbal text of the Veda; but 
“by arguing on these lines, we would have to admit that they did not 
* compose the Smrtis. Because when they did not dare to quote the Vedic 
“texts in parts,—how could they have ever thought of writing a work, 
* to replace the Veda itself ? 

“Tt is a fact admitted on all hands that the actions laid down in the 
* Veda can bring about their proper results, only when they are learnt 
** from the Veda itself ; and not from those that are learnt from other works 
“of human authors ; as these would be similar to the actions inferred from 
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" false semblances of the Vedic mantras, And it is evident that Manu and 
“others did not compose any counterparts of the Mantras, simply be- 
“cause they were sure of the fact of the incapability of such counterpart 
* Mantras to bring about proper results ; and on the same grounds, it must 
“ be held that they could not have composed the counterparts of the Brah- 
“ manas either; as they knew it equally well that Actions that are not 
“laid down in the Veda do not bring about proper results. 

“Nor can it be held that the Smriis are the orderly collections of 
“ Vedic texts scattered in different portions of the various Vedas (and as 
* such, they would be the products of human agency). Because the Smrtis 
“are distinctly recognised as independent works of a certain form. That 
“is to say, it is far more reasonable to hold that there is a distinct Veda in 
“the exact form of the Smrtis themselves, than to assume that they have 
“ their basis in assumed Vedic texts. 

“ Thus then, it is clear that the fact of the Smriis constituting the 
* Scripture of Action (Prayoga-¢astra) cannot but be admitted, if they are to be 
“ accepted as having any authority with regard to Dharma. For when it 
“has been already ascertained that Dharma is that which has the Veda for 
“its sole authority, anything that is not Veda, even if it be a Brahmana, 
“ cannot be accepted as having any authority regarding Dharma. 

* Thus then, it must be admitted, either that these Smrtis have no use 
“ with regard to Dharma, or that they are so many Vedas; there can be 
“no intermediate course. It cannot be rightly held that they point out 
“the Dharma, and yet have to point to Vedic texts for their authority. 
“ Because their authority extends only so far as the significations of their 
“words allow. (That is to say, in that case, the whole force of the Smrti will 
“have been taken up in pointing to the Vedic text, and they will be ab- 
“ solutely incapable of any action with regard to Dharma). Specially as, 
«if we make the words ofthe Smrtis, renounce that (direct mention of 
* Dharma) which they distinctly signify, and point to that (corroborative 
“ Vedic text) which is not signified by them, (on the ground of the incon- 
“sistency of the directly signified meaning),—then (we ask), inasmuch as 
* this latter assumed Vedic text is also made to signify the same (mention 
“of Dharma) that had been previously signified by the Smrti text, how 
“ can there be said to be an inconsistency in this latter (which could be 
“set aside by the said assumption)? (for if the mention of the particular 
* Dharma is inconsistent, it is as much so when signified by the Smrtis, as 
“ when expressed by an assumed Vedic text). Hence, we conclude that in 
“the matter of that Dharma which is directly mentioned by the Smrti 
“ text itself, this text cannot but have an authority of its own, indepen- 
“ dently of any intercession of the Veda. 
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[D]. Bauddha Scriptures. 

“ The fact of the works of Buddha and others being Smrtis having 
“been set aside (in a previous Adhikarana), we proceed to show that 
“they have the character of the Scripture of Action (Prayogagüstra), and 
“as such are so many Vedas. 

* We can prove the eternality of the Bauddha scriptures by means 
* of the same arguments that have been brought forward to prove the 
* eternality of the Veda. As in the Vedas, so in these scriptures also, 
* their authority is self-sufficient, because of their being perfectly ex- 
* pressive (and comprehensible) assertions; as we have no doubts as 
“to their meanings; nor have we any mistaken ideas about them. And 
“being, like the Vedas, without a human author, they are free from 
“all discrepancies consequent upon such origin; because, as in the 
“ Vedas, so in these scriptures also, the possibility of a human author is 
“absolutely denied. As for the name ‘ Buddha’s Assertion,’ as applied to 
“these scriptures, it only shows that they were explained (and not com- 
* posed) by Buddha, or that it was Buddha who saw (or found out) these 
“scriptures; exactly as the names Kāthaka, Angirasa and the like are 
* applied to certain recensions of the Veda. In short, whatever arguments 
* may be brought forward to establish the authority of the Veda, can all 
“be used in proving that of the Bauddha scriptures. Consequently, just 
* as the character of the Scripture of Action belongs to the Veda, so too 
“can it be quite reasonably asserted by the Mimansaka to belong to the 


* Bauddha scriptures.” 


SIDDHANTA. 
To all this, we make the following reply : - 
Sutra (12). Not so; because of the want of proper regularity. 


(It is Purvapaksha [D] that is taken up first) What has been said. 
above appears to be distinctly irregular (in its argumentation). 

As a matter of fact, with regard to any subject, people can have only. 
one correct idea; as for other mistaken notions with regard to it, even 
though they do not appear in the man's own mind, yet if they happen to be 
borrowed from another person, they cannot but be faulty (and incompatible 
with the former conviction). At the time that one is having a discussion 
with another person, it often happens that fresh arguments cross up in the 
disputant's mind, being occasioned at that very time, by the reasonings 

urged by his opponent. Hence it so happens that though the person 
may be fully cognisant of his own standpoint, yet he is tempted to 
bring forward counter-arguments to those urged by his opponent, even 
though in so doing, they retain a mere semblance of his own theory. 
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Thus it is that the Cakyas, Vaibhasikas and other Buddhistic sects, 
being afraid of thearguments put forward by the Mimansaka, lose their heads 
completely, and make the astounding declaration that their scripture also is 
eternal. They have such a hatred for the Veda, that they can never allow 
it any precedence over their own scriptures; and desiring to base 
upon this fact of non-precedence of the Veda, the truthfulness of such 
assertions of theirs as are contrary to those of the Veda, they declare even 
those of their assertions as speak of *non-slaughter, &c., to be independent 
of the Veda, taking their stand upon pure reasoning. But in that case, 
their scriptures, being as they are composed by human authors, come to 
be taken as unauthoritative in regard to transcendental matters; and (in 
order to save themselves from this predicament) they are taken in and led 
astray (from their own path) by the semblances of the arguments that have 
been brought forward (by the Mimansaka) to establish the eternality of 
the Veda. 

Even an ordinary Mimànsaka having proved the fact of human 
nssertions having no authority with regard to transcendental matters, the 
Bauddhas find themselves unable to set aside the well-established and un- 
impeachable authoritative character of the Veda, from which all chance of 
discrepancies had been set aside by the single fact of its being independent 
of human agency ; and thus finding no cogent arguments to bring forward 
against the Mimansaka, they lose their heart by having to fall back upon 
the device of repeating the arguments of the opponent;,and having no 
reasons of their own to bring forward, they say —“ Our scriptures are eternal? 
—forgetting in this all their own former declarations, and only apishly 
imitating the assertion of his opponent ; and this action of theirs is exactly 
like that of an ignorant bridegroom, who was asked by his father-in-law 
what his gotra was; but not knowing what it was he said—‘“ My gotra is the 
same as yours" (not knowing that this would make his marriage impos. 
sible). - - ! 

And when taunted by the Mimànsaka on the point of this argument 
belonging to the Mimansaka, and not to the Bauddhas, they turn round and 
say—“ It is our argument, stolen by the Mimànsaka." And certainly, if 
one were to shamelessly continue to bring forward such meaningless 
arguments, thereby seeking to deceive other people, he could never lose his 
point! 

But by asserting the eternality of their scriptures, in imitation of the 
Veda, the Bauddhas give up their well-known theory of the momentary 
character ofall things. The Buddha has laid down the momentary character 
of all things that are brought into existence; such a text of the Bauddhas 
being—“ All sanskaras (impressions) are momentary; and how can im- 


permanent things have any action? barring the two non-entities (Destruc- 
30 
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tion and Void) all that is cognisable is a product and is momentary.” They 
have the following text also :—‘ Inasmuch as, in accordance with a rule of 
the Intellect, a word can be related to a certain definite object, there can 
be no eternal manifestation of the object by the word; because, (whether 
. the manifestation be held to be brought about by a modification of the 
sense-organ, or by that of the object) in both cases such a manifestation 
would be highly objectionable,”—which clearly shows that the Bauddhas 
have always held the non-eternal character of the relations of words to 
their meanings; and under the circumstances, the declaration of the eter- 
nality of the scriptures, in contradiction to the aforesaid theory of non- 
eternality, would only make a laughing stock of the Bauddha. 

For certainly, if the weaver took up only the threads, and threw 
away the shuttle, when proceeding to weave a cloth, he would be striking 
with his fist at the sky. So then, the eternality of words,—which is the 
staple wood on which the whole fabric of the eternality of scriptures 
stands—having been apparently burnt (denied, at least by the Bauddha) 
by means of the fire of fallacious arguments, it becomes impossible for the 
Bauddha to rear up the fabric anew (in regard to his own scriptures). 
As for the eternality of usage (of words) (which the Bauddha admits), it is 
synonymous with the eternality of actions (of words); and when the very 
relations of words and their meanings are declared to be transient, how can 
any usage based upon these (relations) be said to be eternal? because upon 
what could the usage rest (in the absence of the relations) ? Consequently, 
those who do not admit the eternality of word, its meaning and the relation 
between the two, can never reasonably hold the usage, which would have 
no legs to stand upon, to be eternal. Because when the word, &c., will 
have disappeared, upon what could the usage rest? 

Hence the assertion—‘ This Dharma-scripture of the Bauddha is 
eternal"—comes to be absolutely meaningless. Specially as that which is 
momentarily disappearing can never be pointed out or spoken of as ‘ this’; 
and hence it becomes all the more impossible for it to be spoken of as 
* eternal.’ : 

(1) Thus, then, there being no chance for the eternality of the scriptures 
of those who hold the words to be transient, and it being impossible for hu- 
man assertions, treating of transcendental subjects, to be accepted as 
“Scriptures of Action,"—the authority of the Bauddha scriptures (in regard 
to Dharma) is denied, on the ground of “ asanniyama "—the meaning of this 
expression in this case being ‘the niyama, or acceptance, of assativa or 
transient character (of all objects in general, and of words in particular). ’ 

(2) Or, the scriptures of the Bauddha, the Jaina and others, being full 
of incorrect words, they cannot be accepted as “scriptures,” * because of 
assanniyama’’—the meaning in this case being, ‘because they are composed 
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of incorrect words aud expressions.’ Being full of vernacular words of the 
Magadhi and other languages, they are found to be very bad compositions. 
For instance, we meet iu them with such expressions as—mama vihibhik. 
khave kammavacca isisavé, ukkhitte lodammi wvvé atthi küranam. padané nat- 
thi küranam anubhavé kāranam ime sakkadà dharma sambhavanti saküranü 
aküranà vinasanti, anupyatt? küranam, and so forth. 

Thus, then, the words themselves being unreal, how could the objects 
denoted by them be accepted as real? And when we actually find the 
words to have deteriorated forms, how can we accept them as eternal? 

Though in the case of the Veda too, we have such fallacious arguments 
as—‘the Veda is non-eternal, because it is a collection of words and 
sentences, like the Mahabharata, d&c.’—yet these can produce an idea of 
the transitoriness of the Veda, only so long as the actual form of the Veda 
has not been perceived. No sooner are the forms of the Rk, &c., per- 
ceived than the aforesaid conception of their transitoriness disappears 
entirely. 

Even when we know the mere beginnings of the Veda, we can never 
intelligently believe them to have been composed by human authors. In 
the ordinary world, we find that people, following the bent of ordinary 
experience, compose works of poetry, &c., in connection with the facts of 
ordinary life only by means of words that are in keeping with ordinary 
experience. And who could ever have composed the Rgveda, consisting 
as it does of words which have almost never been met with in ordinary. 
usage, and which have definitely regulated accents, spreading over 
sixty-four Prapüthakas ? How could the first verse of the Rgveda—" I 
adore Agni, the foremost priest of the sacrifice, the glorious Deity, the 
Iuviter, the receptacle of Jewels "—ever be the assertion of aman? Where 
could he have found such a metrical method of expression, by the help of 
which he would compose the verse? What, too, would be his motive for 
composing it? Where has Agni been seen to be a ‘priest,’ that one 
could describe him as such? Where, too, has anyone met with the word 
‘dle’ in the sense in which it is used in the passage? Where again, 
hasit been found that Agni is the ‘Deity’ of the sacrifice? Because the Deity 
of each sacrifice is defined by Vedic injunctions alone. There is no such 
material class as ‘ Deity’—(a ‘Deity’ is only the name of one to 
whom offerings are made,—and this could not be perceived by the ordinary 
means of worldly perception). Nor does any man know the fact of 
Agni, being either an “ Inviter " of the gods, ora “ receptacle of jewels ” ; 
and certainly it is not possible to eulogise those properties that one knows 
nothing of. Hence we conclude that such assertions could be made only 
by the Veda as independent of everything else. 

Similarly in the case of the first mantra of the Yajurveda: “ O 
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Grass, &c."—, how could such an assertion be made by a human being ? 
How, too, could people know of this mantra being of use in the chopping 
of the twigs P Similarly, too, how eould the mantra “ Urjé, &c.," be known 
by any man, capable of understanding things before he does an act, 
to be of use in the washing of the twigs? What man again could 
lay down that the mantra ‘ Vayavah stha ’ is to be used in the separating 
of each calf from its mother (at the time of milking it). That is to say, 
that the .word ‘vayu’ in the plural indicates each of the calves as 
separated from its mother could never have been thought of by any 
human being, given to thinking over things, 

So, too, in the case of the first mantra ef the Samaveda, such forms 
(in singing) as—“ O gna 3," &c.—could never have been eomposed by a 
human being ; as there appears to be no visible purpose for singing it in 
this form. That is to say, how could any intelligent person transform the 
fully expressive words of the verse—'' Agné üyühi, &c.”—into the form 
‘O gna,’ &c., which is never met with in ordinary parlance, and which is 
incapable of any grammatical construction P So also, how could any 
intelligent person, unless he had lost his head, transform the eorrect ‘i’ 
in ‘ Vitayé,’ the ‘ta’ into ‘ tō,’ and the ‘ yé’ into * @ya’ P 

Thus, then, we conclude, that the form of the Veda itself establishes the 
fact of its being independent of human agency. There are only a very 
few passages in the Veda, that resemble ordinary sentences ; but in these 
too the learned detect certain Vedic peculiarities. 

Hence, whenever the teachers, or the students, or other persons near them 
come to ponder over the words and sentences of the Veda, and their significa- 
tions, they at once recognise the fact of its being independent of human 
agency, which is clearly indicated by the Veda itself. And since this is 
not enough to convince the logicians outside the Vedic pale, all that 
the Mimansaka has done is to bring out such arguments from the Veda 
itself, as go to prove the independence of the Veda of all human agency ; 
and thus the Mimahsak& has (by this unbelief of the Bauddha) only 
obtained the glorious name (of having proved the independence of the Veda, 
which is really established by the Veda itself). 

On the other hand, in the case of the Bauddha scriptures, even though 
we come across, here and there, with words that appear to have been 
correctly used in their original forms ; yet, even in these cases we often find 
such uses as those of ‘ prajmapti' (in the sense of jānāti), ‘vijnāpti’ 
(—vijanatr), * pagyata’ (instead of drigyata) and so forth ; and hence itis very 
rarely that we find any purely correct uses of words. When such is the 
case with words that appear to be correet, what can be said of those that 
are found to be used in forms that are more deteriorated than even the 
deteriorated vernaculars? For instance, in the case of the word ‘ bhikkhavé’ 
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quoted above, even in the Prükrta; we have often found the letter é at 
the end of Accusative Plural, but never in the Nominative orin the Voca- 
tive; in place of the word ‘ sanskria’ all that the Prakrta is found to do 
is to duplicate the ‘ K,’ delete the nasal‘ n, ' and change the ‘p’ into ‘a’; 
and it does not add a ‘da’ sound, as is found to be done in the word 
‘ sakkadà' quoted above which is thus found to have completely destroyed 
the unimpeachable form of the word ‘ sanskrtà.' 

Thus, then, we conclude that on account of their being composed of in- 
correct words and expressions, the scripture of the Bauddha, &c., can never 
be held to be either à Veda, or an eternal scripture. 

(3). Grammar supplies the only means of ascertaining the eternal 
and primitive forms of words. And while we find the Veda full of gram- 
matically correct words, we do not find the Bauddha scriptures to be so ; 
and thus there being no strict observance of the grammatical forms of 
words in these latter, they cannot be accepted as scriptures. In this case, 
ihe expression ‘asanniyamat’ would mean ‘ because of there being no strict 
observance of grammatical rules.’ 

(4). Or, the expression ‘asanniyamat’ may be taken as referring to 
the absence of any permanence in the Bauddha works, which did not 
exist (prior to their composition by Buddha), as is clearly proved by the 
Buddha himself, who seeks to establish the transitoriness of all things, on 
the ground of the momentary character of all that exists. 

(5). Or, the expression ‘ asanniyamüt ' may be explained as 

*asatüm niyamat,’ which would mean that, inasmuch as these works 
invariably lay down such evil and false doctrines as the momentary 
character of things, the world being a mere void, there being be no 
self, and so forth—or inasmuch as they seek to establish their con- 
clusion by false reasonings,—no authority can belong to] those decla- 
rations of Dharma that proceed from the same persons as have laid down 
the aforesaid doctrines. 
_ Nor ean these scriptures be held to be eternal, because there is a clean 
remembrance of their authors (Buddha, and others). And hence in matters 
relating to Dharma, which is amenable only to an eternal scripture (as 
proved under Sutra I—i—2), we cannot admit of the independent autho- 
rity of the Bauddha scriptures. 


(The Pürvapakshas [B] and [C] and [A] are next taken up.) 


In the case of all the Subsidiary Sciences aud the Smrtis too, inasmuch 
as we have a distinct knowledge with regard to their authors, they cannot 
be accepted as independent scriptures (in regard to Dharma). (As urged 
under Pirvapakshas, B aud C.) 


* 
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The same arguments also serve to set aside the independent authority 
of the Kalpasiiras (as urged in Pürvapaksha A; because of these too we 
know the authors, which fact is enough to prove that they had no ex- 
istence before they were composed by these authors (and as such they 
cannot be held to be eternal). The arguments that have been brought 
forward in support of the eternality. of the Veda, are not applicable to the 
ease of the Kalpasütras, because of people having firm convictions with 
regard to their having been composed by human authors. That is to say, 
just as the teachers and students know of the existence of the Kalpasütras 
and other Smrti works, exactly in the same way are they also cognisant 
of their authors, Agvalayana, Baudhayana, Apastamba, Katyayana, and 
others. ` 

From this it is clear that they had no existence prior to their being 
composed by these authors ; and, for this reason, how can they be accepted 
us Scriptures of Action, either as a digtinob Veda, or as similar. to the 
Veda ? i m ME 
( 6). We ds not base the fact of sht [s having best com. 
posed by authors on the mere ground of their being called by the names 
of certain persons; and hence our arguments cannot be met by the replies 
advanced under the Sūtra I—1—30 (“ The name is due to their having been 
explained by certain persons"). The fact is that the idea of these 
authors is brought about by means of an endless traditional conviction ; 
and this is only supported by the said names as applied to the Kalpasūtra, 
&c. In the case of the names ** Kathaka " and the rest, as applied to the 
.Veda, the names themselves can be held to be eternal, as based upon the 
fact of the eternal Rescensions of the Veda having been explained by 
such eternal personalities as Katha and others; but no such explanation 
is possible with regard to the names ‘‘ Magaka,” &c., as applied to the 
Kalpasütras, for the. simple reason that these Sütras are never recognised as 
eternal; because the words,—'' Magaka,” * Baudhayana,” and “ Apastamba ” 
—distinetly point to individual non-eternal (created or born) personalities; 
and as such, they cannot serve as the basis for an explanation of these 
names belonging to eternal books. Hence the Sutra may be explained as— 
* because the names ‘Mdacaka,’ &c., distinctly indicate the fact of previously 
non-existing (asatüm) books having been composed (niyamāt) in the form 
of the Kalpasutras, &c., these cannot be accepted as Scriptures of Action. 

(7). It may also be explained as— because in the  Kalpasütras, 
there are no such rules and regulations as there are in the Veda, they 
cannot be accepted as nc gne itii, a account s the 
non-existence of niyamas. | s 

(8). Another explanation of the Sūtra is this—‘ The Kalpastil cannot 
be accepted as scriptures, because there are no restrictions of time, &o., 
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with regard to them, as there are with regard to the Veda,’—as 
is distinctly mentioned in the Sutra ‘The Subsidiary Sciences may be 
studied whenever one likes. ' 

The Bhàshya has explained the Stra as referring to the Fr" of 
accentuation in the Kalpasütras. But this would apply also to the case of 
the mantras that are quoted in extenso in the Kalpas; as also to the 
Chandogya Brahmanas laid down in the Grhya-Sitras ; which would also 
come to be denied true scriptural character and authority. Because the 
eight Brahmanas with their esoteric explanations, that are studied by the 
Chandogas, have got no definite accentuation; and this absence of 
accentuation would make them lose their Vedic character. 

Consequently we must take the Sutra to refer to the absence, iu the 
Kalpasütres, of the self-evident eternality and independence of human agency 
(that have been pointed out with regard to the Veda); for though the 
Veda has a definite accentuation, yet this is not all that it has got 
(in contradistinction to other so-called scriptures). 


Sutra (13). Also because of the absence of explanatory 
passages. i E 


The fact of the Veda having explanatory passages also serves to point 
to the same fact (of the Veda being independent of human agency). Inas- 
much as, in the Veda we find many such explanatory passages, as are not 
possible in ordinary parlance, we conclude, from this, that the Veda is 
not the product of human intelligence. For what intelligent human being 
could be capable of composing such Arthavdda passages, as—'' Brhaspati 
sang for the gods,’ “Indra killed Vrtra,” “ Prajapati cut out his 
own fat,” * Cows performed this sacrifice, hence they have their horns 
growing after ten months," and so forth. Specially because, even as we 
find the Arthavadas in the eternal Veda itself, it becomes extremely 
difficult to connect them with Injunctions ; and tlien, if à human author 
were to compose such apparently incongruous passages to be taught to his 
students, he would come to be marked as a fool. 

As a matter of fact, however, in the Kalpasátras, we find nothing like 
such explanatory passages, which could lead us to conclude them to be 
independent of human agency. 

And further, the fact of these Kalpasutras, &c., being devoid of any- 
thing like direct Injunctions, distinctly establishes the descriptive charac- 
ter of these (that is, since they do not contain any direct Injunctions, 
they must be taken as mere descriptions or explanations); and it also 
shows that they are not capable of laying down anything new (in the 
shape of Injunctions on Dharma). In the case of the Veda we find that 
verbs in the present tense, when rendered attractive by means of Arthavādu 
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passages, become endowed with injunctive force. While in the Kalpa- 
siitras, there are no Arthavàdas (and as such there is no chance for the 
verbs in them, which are invariably in the present tense, to have any in- 
junctive force). (Norcan it be held that these verbs are in the fifth mood, 
Lét, which has an injunctive signification, and not in the Lat, (Present) the 
forms of both being the same; because) the fifth mood (Lët) has been 
distinctly laid down, as to be used in the Veda only; and as the Kalpa- 
sittras are neither Mantras nor Brühmanas (which two alone constitute the 
Veda), it is not possible for them to contain any verbs in that mood. 

Though the declaration that ‘according to some people all the six 
Subsidiary Sciences are Vedas’ would make the Kalpasitras known as 
‘Veda,’ yet like the Mimansa, they cannot attain to the position of Veda 
proper (metrical); because the regulations of Veda proper (metrical) 
apply only to the Mantra and the Brahmana portions of the Veda. That 
is to say, in accordance with the Sutra of Katyayana—“ the Injunction, 
the Enjoined, and the Argumentative Science of Mimansa, all constitute 
the Veda ”—though the name ‘ Veda” becomes applicable to the 
Mimansa, which consists of a compilation of all the arguments connected 
with the Veda, yet, it does not become affected by the rules and regula- 
tions relative to Veda proper; and hence the Kalpasūtras too, being 
exactly in the same position, cannot be accepted as forming a Scripture 
of Action, which is only another name for Injunction. 

It has been urged above that as the Kalpasitras have been enumerated 
by the Veda, among the subjects to be studied in course of the Brahmayajna, 
they must be held to be eternal ; but this premiss becomes too wide; inas- 
much as the Itihāsas and the Purdnas are also similarly enumerated, 
That is to say, the said Vedic text has mentioned the Kalpas together with 
Itihisas and Puranas; which shows that even the products of human 
agency (such as the Itihasas and Puranas are universally admitted to be) 
‘are included among the sciences (to be studied in course of the Brahma- 
yajua). ` | ! T 

(There is yet another explanation of the mention of the name of Kalpa in 
the Veda). There must have been other Kalpasūtras before our present 
Kalpasūtras were composed (that is to say, since the very beginning of time, 
there must have always been some sort of a Kalpasūtra, in each Kalpa, 
exactly as in each Kalpa, there has been a Smrti) ; because, in the absence 
of such Süíras, any thorough orderly comprehension of the methods pre- 
scribed in the extensive Vedas is absolutely impossible; whence it follows 
that ever since there has been a Veda, there has been a performance of 
sacrifices, and ever since then, there never has been a total absence of any 
of the Subsidiary Sciences (and it may be this endless series of Kalpas 
that has been mentioned in the Veda) ; as there is nothing against holding 
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this series to be eternal; though any particular Kalpasittra cannot be 
admitted to be independent of human agency. 

And as for the word “ Kalpa,” it signifies nothing more than an ez- 
planation of the meaning of the Veda; and as a name significant of this, the 
‘ Kalpa ' can very well be held to be eternal; and it is as such that it has 
been enjoined as forming part of the daily Recitation (of the Brahmana) ; 
but all that is meant by this Injunction is that the Brahmana should make 
it a point every day to recall to his mind (and go over) the procedure of 
the various sacrifices (laid down in the Veda); and though there can be 
no doubt as to this procedure being eternal, that does not necessarily mark 
the books dealing with this procedure (viz., the books on Kalpasitras) as 
eternal. 

As for the points of agreement between the Veda and the Kalpasütras, 
such agreement is quite explicable on the ground of the latter following 
(or being based upon) the former ; and hence as they only follow what has 
been laid down in the Veda, the Kalpasiitras cannot be said to have any 
independent authority of their own. 

Further, uo students have ever regarded the Subsidiary Sciences as 
Veda; as tor the declaration— according to some, all the six sciences are 
Veda "—, it by no means expresses the generally accepted theory. 

And again, as a matter of fact, whenever any two declarations are 
found to agree with one another, it is always concluded that one of them 
is explanatory of (and subsequent to) the other; and finding such agree- 
ment between the Braéhmanas and the Kalpasütras, we instinctively con- 
clude that inasmuch as the former is replete with direct Injunctions, it 
cannot be held to be explanatory of the latter; and hence we are forced to 
the conclusion that it is the Kalpasiitrus that are explanatory of, and sub- 
sequent to, the Brahmanas. 

Nor can the case of the authoritativeness of the Kalpasitras be held to 
be analogous to that of the different recensions of the Veda; because of the 
same persons being the students of the Veda as well as of its Kalpa. 
In the case of the different recensions of the Veda, the students of each 
are distinct from one another (and hence the Injunctive authority of all 
of them is admissible) ; whereas in the case of the Kalpa, as each Kulpa only 
explains the meaning dealt with in detail in the particular Veda to which 
it belongs, and as such tlie students of both of these being the same, the 
former can never be admitted to have an injunctive authority (apart from 
the Veda which supplies all necessary authority). 

Then again, we find that the authors of the Kalpas explain certain facts 
in accordance with the reasonings supplied by the Brahmanas; and as 
such, the Kalpas can never be held to be equal to the Bréhmunas, in authority. 

dl 


242 TANTRA-VARTIKA ADH. I—PADA III—ADHI 7 (abc). 


We also find that the passage in the Brahmana has a signification 
entirely different from what is assigned to it by the explanatory Kalpa ; 
and hence too, we cannot admit the Kalpa to be independent of the 
Brahmanas. Hence, though it is possible that certain similarities of 
subjects and expressions between the Brahmanas and the Kalpas may give 
rise to the misconception that the Kalpas are also independent Brahmanas 
hy themselves, yet the above arguments instantly remove such misconcep- 
tions. 

It has been urged above that the Veda itself speaks of the independent 
authority of the assertions of the great Teachers (among whom the 
authors of the Kalpasüitras are included). But there too, the word 
‘ Acarya’ in the Vedic text is only a chance coincidence of sound (that is 
to say, the world 'àcaárya' in the text does not mean ‘teacher’ but the 
‘Veda’ itself, the word being explained ‘as that which improves (ücinoti) 
the intellect’). Or, it may be taken as laying down the absolutely trust- 
worthy authority of the Teacher, with special reference to the students 
whom he should be teaching the text and the meaning of the Veda. 
Manu has thus explained the meaning of the word “d@carya”: “One, 
who having initiated his disciple, teaches him the Veda, with all the sub- 
sidiary sciences and esoteric explanations, is called the @carya”; and in 
order that at the time of such teaching of the Veda, the disciples should 
have an implicit confidence in the words of the Teacher, the Veda has 
declared the authoritative character of the assertions of the Teacher; and 
this declaration of the Veda does not refer to the authors of the Kalpa- 


sutras. 
Sutra (14). Because of the action being laid down for all 
cases; and because of the proximity of scriptural authority. 


All assertions of human beings are not accepted to be true; because, 
as a matter of fact, their assertions are generally found to be false. As 
has been declared elsewhere: “ Hence it is that speech speaks of both, 
truth and untruth, because it has been pierced with evil.” Such falsity of 
the assertions of the Kalpasütras is distinctly pointed out by the Veda 
itself; specially as we meet with many assertions that are contrary to one 
another (and to the Veda). This is what is meant to be pointed out by 
the first half of the sūtra; the latter half meaning that the contrary 
scriptural passages being in close proximity, the disagreement (or contra- 
diction) is easily perceptible. 

The example of such disagreement that has been cited in the Vriti, 
that with reference to the ‘‘ StAalzpüka " of the sacrifice on the 15th day 
of the month, has been disregarded ; because in that case the declaration 
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of the Grhyasütra in connection with this sthalipaka has keen attributed to 
the Kalpasitra which treats of the Darga-Pürnamüsa ; and as such it 
seems as if the Vriti had purposely, with a view to entirely suppress the 
authority of the  KXalpas&iva, fastened a foreign assertion on to it. 
We have a declaration of the Grhyasütra to the following effect: “In 
the Akshata Homa, until the evening offering has been made the morning 
offering should not be given up; nor should the evening offering be aban- 
doned until the morning offering has been made "; and just as this passage 
is not taken as referring to the Agnihotra,—so too, the following passage 
of the Kalpasitra cannot be taken as referring to the Darcapirnamasa : 
* Until the offering of the last day of the month has been made, that of 
the fifteenth day should not be abandoned; nor should the offering of the 
thirtieth day be abandoned until that of the fifteenth day has been 
made.” And as such, there being no real contradiction of the Kalpasütra 
by the Veda (in this case), we must cite another example (for instance, 
the Kalpasitra says —“ The Paryagni is made of all the sacrificial mate- 
rials,” which lays down the making of the Paryagni with reference to all 
the materials; while we have the Brahmana text which lays down the 
Paryagni as to be made out of the purodāça ouly; and there can be no 
doubt that there is a distinct disagreement between the two). 


“ADHIKARANA (8). 


[The Holakadhikarana—treating of the fact of the Vedic text assumed in 
support of a usage having universal application and authority. | 


Sutra (15). “Inferences being restricted in their application, 
usages can have only a limited authority.” 


With reference to certain popular local customs, the present discussion 
is started; the question being as to whether these customs have an authority 
limited within certain areas, or they have a universal application. In this 

connection, we have got to consider all the Injunctions and Prohibitions that 
are marked by the acceptance or avoidance by certain people, taking each 
of these one by one. 

There are certain customs that are followed by the Eastern people, 
though avoided by the exceptionally good amongst them; and we proceed 
to consider whether these customs have becn laid down for those people 
alone, or for all men. In the same manner, there are certain customs that 
are peculiar to the Southerners, some to the Westerners, and others to the 
Northerners ; and we have got to take into consideration each of these. 

The first two sitras of this Adhikarana (viz: the 15th and 16th 
sutras) can also be taken as referring to the question as to the locally limit- 
ed or universal authority of such works as the süíras of Gautama, the 
Grhyasütras and the like. That is to say, we find that, barring the 
Puranas, the Smrti of Manu, and the Itzhasas, all other Smrti works -— 
such as those of Gautama, Vagishtha, Cankha, Likbita, Harita, Apas- 
tamba, Baudhàyana and others—as also the works on Grhya—are each 
studied exclusively by only certain sections of the Brahmanas, and 
each of them has its relation restricted to only a definite Veda, exactly 
like the Pratigakhyas. For instance, the sūtras of Gautama and Gobhila 
are accepted by the Chandoga (Samavedi) Brahmana only; those of 
Vagishtha by the Reveds; those of Cankha and Likhita by the 
Vajasnéyis ; and those of Apastamba and Baudhayana by the Krshna— 
Yajurvedis, Thus then, the fact of such limited acceptance of these sutras 
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affords matter for reflection; the question being—is each of these sūtras 
authoritative only for the particular sect by which itis accepted? Or, 
are they all equally authoritative for all people? And on this, we have 
the following :— 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“ Inasmuch as we find the sūtras being studied only by the parti- 
“cular sects of the Brahmanas, we conclude that their authority is also 
“ limited to these Bràlimanas alone; specially as the authority of the sūtras 
“is based upon certain assumed texts, which as the objects of inference, 
* can be believed to have an existence only where the inferential indicative 
“tthe Smrti, exists; that is to say, the Smrti sutras being found to be 
“current only among certain limited sects, the Vedic texts pointed to by 
* these cannot have their existence outside this pale. Hence, whether it 
“be an Injunctive or a Prohibitive Vedic text, its existence cannot be in- 
“ferred outside those limits. P 

“That is to say, the compilations of the sütras, or the usages can 
“lead to the inference of Prohibitive or Injunctive texts (in support of 
“ themselves), only with reference to those persons among whom they 
** themselves are current, and not among other people. For example, the per- 
“ ception of smoke in one house cannot lead to the inference of the existence 
“of fire in another house ; nor can this latter be inferred by people who 
* have not seen the smoke (hence the authortative Vedic text corroborating a 
* Usage can have no authority for those among whom the usage is not cur- 
‘* rent). 

“Thus then, the Injunction of Agnihotra can refer to only those per- 
* sons for whom the Upanayana and the Adhàna have been laid down. And 
“exactly as certain duties and rules of conduct are restricted to certain 
‘‘definite families and castes, so too the duties and the rules of conduct 
“obtaining in a certain country would mee their authority restricted 
“to that country alone. . 

“ If the Prohibitions and pe" had a universal application, 
“ Usages (which are all based upon such Injunctions &c.) would also come 
“to have a universal authority, there being no reason for limiting the 
“scope of their authority. And then the Usage, based upon the texts that 
“have universal application, would be followed by the capable men of all 
“countries, exactly like the Injunction of the Agnihotra. 

“ As a matter of fact, however, we find the usages being followed 
“only by limited classes of people; and hence we conclude that the Vedic 
" texts authorising such usages must also refer to these limited communities 
"only. Because the only reason for assumiug the Vedic texts is to 
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“ substantiate the otherwise inexplicable usages current amongst the people; 
“and hence such texts could not have any application to those people 
“among whom the particular usages themselves’ are not current. And as 
* in the case of usages, so also in that of the Grhygasütra &c., the assumed 
* corroborative Vedic texts can have no relation to those people among 
* whom the Grhyas are not current, And hence we conclude that these 
“ Usages and Grhyasütras &c., have only limited applications. | 

* It has been shown under stra I—ii—30, that, if the fact of the grains 
“having been prepared by means of the carpa be taken as the reason for 
* making the offering by meaus of it, then the instance that has been 
“cited would also apply to that alone; hence the meaning would be that 
“inasmuch as the ¢urpa is the means of preparing the grain, the offer- 
* ing is poured by means of it; and there cannot, in such a case, arise any 
* question as to the offering being poured by means of the davrvi or the 
« pithara &c. 

** And, in the same manner, as we find all usages to have only a limited 
“local currency, we cannot but conclude that the corroborative Vedic texts 
“inferred in support of such usages, can have only a local application. 
“Thus then, all inferences being restricted within certain definite limits 
* of place, time &c., the Vedic text that is inferred cannot but be admitted 
* as having an authority only within those limits.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (16). But the duty must be universal, because of the 
universal character of the Injunctions. 


In this sara we have the reply to the above Pürvapaksha : 

On account of the universal charactar of the Injunctions the Dharma- 
çãstra, &c., must be taken as applying to all persons capable (of performing 
the duties laid down.) 

Having come across certain Smrtis and Usages, when we proceed to 
infer the Vedic texts in support of these, the inference that we can have 
must be of such causes as are similar to the effects (the Smrtis &c.),— 
according to the law that the effect always follows in the wake of its 
cause. And consequently the positive injunction, technically called 
* Bhavana,’ that is inferred, must be that which lays down certain definite 
actions, sacrifices, charities, offerings, fastings and penances &c.—ex- 
pressed by means of verb roots,—as leading to specific results, like Heaven 
and the like, by means of certain specified processes ; and in the case of 
certain actions of the body, the sense-organs and the mind, that are 
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shunned by certain people, the inference is that of a prohibitive text, 
pointing out the prohibited action as leading to undesirable results 
in the shape of Hell and the like. 

And thus we find that in both cases, the injunctions or the prohibi- 
tions distinctly refer to all persons that have the capability of doing the 
acts enjoined or prohibited ; and as such, none of these, Usages or 
Smrtis, can ever be taken as having a limited application, as referring to 
any particular place, time or persons. 

Specially because as a matter of fact, we know that with regard to 
each action, the character of the agent is ascertained, only in three 
ways : (1) by capability (for instance in the case of the Agnihotra, we ascer- 
tain that anyone who has the capability of performing it, should perform 
it); (2) non-prohibition (as in the case of certain actions that are done 
with a special object in view, we ascertain that all men can perform the 
actions, except those for whom it is distinctly prohibited); and (3) by 
special qualifying words (as for instance, in the case of the Rājasūya sacri- 
fice, it is distinctly laid down that it is only the “ Raja” (Kshatriya) that 
can perform it. 

And in the case in question, we find that the capability (of doing the 
acts) laid down in the Smrtis &c., belongs to the people of all castes and con- 
ditions, inhabiting the whole country of the Aryavarta, except the blind, 
the deaf, the mad and the dumb, who are precluded from such actions. 
The capability too, of doing the prohibited acts, we find existing in the 
two, three or four castes (i.e., certain actions that are prohibited for the 
Brahmana may be allowable for the other castes, and so on) ; and where 
we find the avoidance of the action much more extensive, we conclude 
the capability of its performance to reside in the Mleccha (who are believed 
to be capable of all actions howsoever abhorrent). 

In a case, however, where we infer a Vedic text, in support of a 
certain usage, we do not find, in this text, any qualifying expressions, 
limiting its application to any particular countries or persons. Nor can 
we infer any texts that could prohibit the said usages, with reference to 
the people other than those among whom it is prevalent. 

In certain cases it does happen that, though the capability of per- 
forming the action, belongs to all men, yet the action is distinctly re- 
stricted to certain definite classes of men by means of restrictive qualify- 
ing words ; as for instance the Rājasūya is laid down as to be performed 
by the Raja (Kshatriya), the Vaigyastoma by the Vaicya; aud so on. 

But in the cases in question, it is not possible for us to infer the ex- 
istence of one or many qualifying words (in the Vedic text), that would 
in any way specify the persons among whom the authorised usage may 
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-be prevalent. Because all denote either the Olass or the Individual 
while in the case in question, any such restrictive words that we would 
infer could not specify either the Class or the Individual. 

Because the restrictive words could be only such as “the Easterners 
(should perform the Holaka)”’ ; but as a matter of fact there can be no such 
definite class as “the Easterners," which would exclude all the people of 
the other parts of the country, and include all of the Eastern part; and as 
such we could have no such specification as that ‘ the Holàka is to 
be performed by the Easterners alone." As for the classes, “ Man,” 
* Brahmana " and the like, that are found to include the Easterners, they 
equally include the men and the Brahmanas of all parts of the country; and 
as such could not serve to specify the text as referring only to those people 
(the Easterners) among whom the particular custom might be prevalent. 

As for the words denoting individuals—z.e., the proper names,—they 
refer to one person only, like * Dévadatta ” and the like ; and the presence 
of such words could not point out the custom as referring to any number 
of persons: Nor is it possible to have anyone name for all the people 
of the Hastern country, because it is absolutely impossible for us to 
have any conception, either individually or collectively, for all the endless 
varieties of people inhabiting the Hastern part of the country. This 
also shows that words cannot signify individual persons, as endowed with 
certain particular properties and actions and as belonging to a particular 
class. Because there are no individual properties, actions or classes, that 
could be capable of pointing to particular individual persons, as inhabit- 
ing particular parts of the country ; as each individual is found to be 
specified, separately (by means of the properties belonging to each singly 
by himself). 

Nor do words denote anything other than classes and individuals, 
and hence there is nothing upon which we could base the specification of. 
the persons for whom the custom may be authoritative. 

It is with a view to this that the Bhàshya has declared that we can. 
not reasonably admit the qualifying word—that may be inferred to restrict 
the application of the Injunction that by its very nature refers to all 
capable persons—to be denotative either of the Class or the Individual. 

That is to say, such customs as those of the Holdka and the rest, can- 

not be said to belong either to a particular Class, or toa particular individual. 
Nor is it possible for us to have any name that would apply only to those 
people among whom the custom is prevalent. | 

Some people read the Bhashya passage as—“ That qualifying expression 
can only denote the Class and not the Individual.” And what they mean is 
this: Under sutra VI—1—8, itis shown that the expression “svargakāmah, ? 
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(one desiring Heaven), though expressing the meaning that is signified by 
its component parts, is yet made to signify the whole class of human beings 
that desire Heaven, irrespective of the gender and number in the 
word 'svargakümah " (which is in the Masculine Singular); on the 
ground that, as the expression occupies the position of the nominative no 
significance can be attached to its gender &c., and hence the injunction— 
* one desiring Heaven should perform sacrifices "—is made applicable to all 
human beings in general. In the s&me manner, in the case in question, 
because all local Customs and Observances, point to their being applicable 
to all persons that desire the particular results following from those 
actions, and are capable of performing them,—therefore it must be admitted 
that all men in general are entitled to the performance of such actions. 

There are other commentators however, who, in connection with the 
present passage of the Bhdashya, proceed to consider the signification of 
verbs; and as such having found fault with this last reading, accept the 
former reading, (that we have explained above); and being led astray by. 
the direct mention of the word “ vidhina” in the sūtra, and being unable 
to perceive any difference between the Vidhi and the Bhavana, fight shy of 
having to differentiate the forms of these two; and consequently upset- 
ting the conclusion arrived at in the Bhavarthddhikarana (II-i-1-4), 
favour us with the following explanation :— 

“The Bhavana (signified by the Injunctive affix, &c.,) is incapable of 
being Specified by its properties, by means of any other words (save 
the Injunctive affix, &c.)." And if some one, desiring to learn the real 
meaning of the verbal affix asks them—what is this “ Bhava or Bhavana” ? 
—all that they can say is that it is nothing more than the expression 
‘ kuryāt’ (should do) itself ; because they hold it to be inexpressible by 
any other word, they can only speak of it by means of the Injunctive 
affix ; but any use of the affix by itself being impossible, they have re- 
course to the next best method of uttering the affixin connection with 
the root ‘kr’ (to do), which is a common substitute for all verbal roots. 
[Though the conclusion arrived at in the Sutra II-i-l is that, the Bha- 
vana is denoted by the Injunctive affix, and is not the Injunctive affix itself]. 
And then they proceed thus: ‘All that is expressed by the word is 
either in the form of a Olass or an Individual ; but we find the verb to 
have passed beyond the Class and the Individual ; and hence we are forced 
to the conclusion that the signification of the verb is inexpressible." 
[Though the Bhavarthadhikarana distinctly points out that the signi- 
fication of the verb lies either in the Accusative or in the Instrumental. ] 
(They proceed) “it is this very fact that is mentioned in the Bhashya 
passage in question: It (the verb) cannot be held to denote either the Class 
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or the Individual ; the word *it' being taken as referring to ilie word 
* vidhana’ (in the sūtra), which is thus declared to be ind of ex- 
pressing either the Class or the Individual. For when one says ‘should 
do', the man has the conception ‘I do’; and as such the Vidhi, or the 
Bhavana (as appearing in the word ‘ M" E) cannot be a to be eign 
a Class or an Individual.’ 2E x wr D d 

But all this is —ÀÀ irrelevant and m -— and is due - a 
mere chance similarity of words, which, though having quite a diff- 
erent meaning, have been twisted by the commentators, into a signi- 
fication entirely at variance with the BAàshya, with the sole purpose of 
displaying their ingenuity ; exactly as the text—“ the bull with four horns, 
&c.,"—has been twisted (by Patanjali) into a reference to the science 
of grammar (vide above, the section on mantra). 

The present passage of the Bhdshya occurs in connection with the 
treatment of the fact of local customs having a universal authority. And 
hence it can be reasonably taken along with the sūtra, only if it be ex- 
plained, as we have explained it, as denying the possibility of any res- 
irictive qualifications in the Vedic texts (assumed in support of customs 
and usages). But if this explanation is renounced, and the passage is 
taken as pointing out the inexpressibility of the Bhavana (which we hold 
to be denoted by the verbal affixes), on the ground of its being neither a 
Class nor an Individual, then the passage would become well worth 
rejecting, on account of declaring what is entirely irrelevant, useless and 
unreasonable in the present connection. For in that case the passage 
could be construed with the rest of the sūtra, only in the following 
manner : * Because the verb cannot denote either the Class or the Indivi- 
dual, therefore the action enjoined by it has an universal application ! "' 
And certainly this would be a truly astounding declaration! For all that 
it would mean is that, “if the Injunctive affix, &c., could denote the 
Bhavana or the Vidhi either as the Class or the Individual, then such 
customs as the Holaka, and the like, would have only a limited autho- 
rity ; but because as a matter of fact the meaning of the said affix, 
&c., is distinct from either the Class or the Individual, and as such, alto- 
gether inexpressible, therefore that which is signified by the said verb 
must have a universal authority ! " And certainly this would serve as a 
first-rate example of irrelevancy. 

And having at first declared the Bhavana to be inexpressible, they speak 
of (express) it by means of certain synonyms of their own creation (such 
as ‘ Bhava.’); and thus they contradict their own former declaration. That 
is to say, with a view to show their own vollubility, they have spoken of 
the absolutely impossible synonymous character of such words as ‘vidhi 
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(Injunction), *«padéga' (advice), ‘kartavyataé’ (duty), and bhāvanā (the 
thinking of a certain result as proceeding from a certain action) ; and by 
this they have certainly succeeded in proving the inexpressible character 
of the Bhavana! ! 

Even if the verbal affix denoted either the efficiency of the agent, or 
the substratum of his efficiency (the Accusative),—then too, having, as in 
the case of the expression “the Brahmana sacrifices,” its specifications based 
upon the qualifying words (as “ Bráhmana "), the fact of its signifying the 
Class or the Individual would depend solely upon such qualifications ; and 
as such any consideration of the question of the verbal affix itself signify- 
ing or not signifying the Class or the Individual, could not in any way 
help us in ascertaining the scope of the authority of local customs and 
Smrtis; and under the circumstances, any consideration of the significa- 
tion of the affix would become all the more useless, when it actually 
signifies only the Vidhi or the Bhavana, independently of any denotation of 


the agent. . 
And again, if the mere fact of the verbal affix not signifying either 


the Class or the Individual were made the sole ground of the universality 
of an Injunction, then, even in the case of such Injuuctions—as “ The Raja 
should perform the Ràjosuya," “ The Vaicya should perform the Vaigya- 
stoma ” and thelike,—the verbal affix being as inexpressive of the Class or 
the Individual, as in any other Injunction, these too would have to be 
accepted as applying to all men ! 

If it be urged that—''in these cases, though the affix is truly inex- 
pressive, yet the qualifying words, ‘ Raja’ &c., serve to restrict their ap- 
plication,’—then, in that case, it becomes clear that one who holds these 
customs &c. to have only a local authority, should argue that there are 
such qualifying words (in the Vedic texts assumed in support of the 
customs, &c.,; while one who holds them to have a universal authority, 
should argue that no such qualifying words are possible. And this is 
exactly what we have done, having rejected the possibility of such 
qualifying words on the ground that any indication (by such words) of 
either a Class or an Individual, in accordance with particular customs, 
is absolutely impossible; and as such the Injunctions (assumed) cannot 
but be taken as referring to a// men as a class, which is implied by the 
force of the Injunction. 

And it is only as referring to the rejection of the possibility of any 
such qualifying words that the next two, eighteenth and nineteenth, sütras can 
have any connection in the present context. 

And hence, the Injunctions being always found to have a univer- 
sal application, we must conclude all local customs, as well as the 
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Grhyasitras, &c., that are prevalent only among certain. sects, to have a 
universal authority. d 


Sutra (17). The restrictions (in other cases) would be based 
upon direct perception. 


It has been urged in the Parvapaksha, that the customs should be held 
to have a limited authority: as are the usages and duties that are res- 
tricted within the limits of certain families or sects, so, in the same manner 
we could infer Vedic texts (in support of the customs) having similar 
restrictions. 

But this is not possible; because in the cases cited—(viz: those of cer- 
tain special sects of Brahmanas having three locks, others having one 
&c., &c.)--because we actually find (see with our eyes) restricted usages, 
we can admit of such restrictive qualifications as the class (*Brahmana") 
property, etc., and which are all expressible by means of single words ; ex- 
actly as we find in ordinary experience that the number of quartering 
the sacrificial Cake differs in the case of different Brahmanas ; and then 
finding that there are directly perceptible Vedic texts that specify these 
numbers for each particular sect, (in the same manner, actually finding 
tbe number of hair locks differing iu differentclasses of Brahmanas, we may 
iufer from that very fact, on the ground of analogy with the quartering 
of the Cake, that there are Vedic texts restricting the number of locks 
also). That is to say, in the case of the quartering of the Cake, we 
actually find that for those that belong to the family of Bhrgu, Vagish- 
tha, Cunaka, Atri, Budhnyagva, Kanva, Sankrti, and the Kshatriyas, 
recourse to the second praydja called the * Naàràgansa," while for others 
that which is called “ Tanénapàt," is laid down; and thus finding this to be 
invariably the case, we areled by these very perceptible facts to the direct 
Injunetions of these restrictions in the Veda itself. And the same process 
holds good in the case of the usages, &c., that are actually found to belong to 
only certain particular families and sects—such as one sect having one 
lock of hair, while others have three and so on,—all of which point to 
direet Vedic texts in support of this. Whereas in the case of the Holaka, 
&c., this method is not applicable (as they are not actually found to be 
keeping strictly within any definite bounds) ; and as such, there is a world 
of difference between the example and the fact sought to be supported by it. 


Sutra (18) Also because there are no distinguishing marks 
of any specific agent. 


It has already been shown that it is not possible for the text (assumed 
in support of a Custom) to have any qualifying words that would denote 
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either the Class or the Individual (to whom it is restricted) ; and we now 
proceed to show that it is also impossible for it to contain any such quali- 
fications as that ‘one who has red eyes (should observe the custom). 

The opponent declares: “ Though there may not be any restrictive 
"qualifying words in general, that could denote the Class or the Indivi- 
“ dual,—yet it is quite possible for the text to contain words that would 
“ point out the form, complexion and other qualifications of the person fol- 
“lowing the Custom,—exactly as the Injunction of the laying of fire lays 
"down such qualifications as ‘having a son,’ ‘with black hair, and 
* so forth,—which would restrict the authority of the Custom.” 

And in reply to this, we have the following: There being no distin- 
guishing marks, any specification of a particular agent is not possible. It 
is only by means of constant or exclusive distinguishing marks that any 
particular agent can be positively singled out; while in the case of such 
qualifications or distinguishing marks, as the having of red eyes, &c., that 
could be pointed out as belonging to the Southerners, we find that these 
marks are also common to other people, who do not observe the particular 
custom (of the Southerners) ; and conversely, we find the Custom being 
observed by people not possessing the said features (f.7.: those of the 
Southerners whose eyes are not red). Hence the authority of the Custom 
cannot be restricted by means of any such distinguishing characteristics of 
agents. i 

The Bhashya has taken the word ‘nityasya’ (in the sūtra) as qualify- 
ing the word “liñga” ; but in that case the compound “lingabhava ” 
would be inexpressive (or impossible) ; inasmuch as the word ‘linga’ 
being the subordinate member in the compound would (in that case, 
be dependent (1.e., connected with, or qualified by, something—viz., 
‘ nityataé ’—which is expressed by a word—‘ nitya’—that does not form 
a member of the Compound). 

It might be urged in reply, that the word ‘liùga’ being ever depen- 
dent (upon that which possesses the L?&ga or mark), it would always 
imply the other co-relative of its; and thereby not losing its efficiency, the 
Compound would be quite possible ; exactly as we have in the case of the 
expression—“ Dévadatiasya gurukulam.” 

But this is not possible; because the present case is not similar to 
that of this last expression; because the relations in the two cases are 
totally different ; the word ‘linga’ does not always stand in need of (4.e., has 
not its denotation dependent upon) constant (‘nitya’) ; while the word 
* Guru’ (teacher) has its denotation ever dependent upon that of * Deva- 
datta ’ (the disciple). That is to say the word ‘guru’ can have its de- 
notation only as with reference to the disciple (i.e, the Guru is always 
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recognised as the Guru of some disciple, and there can be no idea of the 
Guru, which is not accompanied by that of the disciple) ; and hence in the 
case of the expression—“ Dévadattasya gwrukulam "—the word ‘guru’ 
has its denotation included in its permanent relationship to the disciple 
‘ Devadatta ' ; and as such this dependance (of a word notin the compound) 
does not necessarily vitiate the compound. In the case of “linga” and 
* «ityasya, " on the other hand, the word *'iAga" has its denotation 
dependent only upon a Liùgi, that which possesses the Lizga ; and certainly 
the word ‘ nityasya’ cannot be said to be in any way synonymous with this 
Langit; and as such the permanent relationship of the Livgi and the 
Liga cannot justify the compound “ nityasya lingabhavat.” 

Though it is true that the word ''/àga" is used only where there 
is a relation of the Indicator and the Indicated, (and this relation is 
eternal) yet the denotation of that word does not depend entirely upon 
‘eternality ’, as that of the word ‘ Father’ depends upon that of the word 
‘Son,’ or that of the word ‘ Teacher,’ on that of the word ‘ Disciple.’ 

And further, it is the word “ liùgi ” itself which, having its denotation 
fixed by those of its component parts, depends upon the word “linga ” ; 
and the word “liùga " does not stand in need of anything besides the 
verbal root from which it is formed. And imasmuch as the word 
* liga" denotes that by which something is marked or indicated, there 
is a distinct dependence upon the relationship of the action of indicating ; 
and as such, though it is not spoken of as related to anything, yet it is not 
independent of the Object, the Instrument, &c., of the Action; and on this 
ground, we could justify the efficiency of such compounds as “ lingino 
lingadarganam," specially because the denotation of the word “liùgi” 
depends upon that of the word “linga.” In the case of the word 
* nityasya," however, it is only after the denotation of the word “ liga " 
has been duly accomplished, that the word “ nityasya " comes to be 
related to it as expressing, by means of the Genitive, one of its proper- 
ties; and hereby the need of this relationship not being supplied (by the 
word “ liga ” itself), the compound, * nityasya lingabhavat ’ remains abso- 
lutely inefficient or inex pressive. 

Forthesereasons, the word “nityasya” must be taken as qualifying either 
the agent, as distinguished by certain definite distinguishing features, or 
the authoritative application of the text assumed in support of the Custom ; 
the meaning of the sūtra being that, inasmuch as there can be no exclu- 
sive distinguishing marks, that could single out any particular agent, or 
point out the limits of the authority of the text assumed (in support of 
the Custom ),—it cannot be held that such customs as the Holaka and the 
rest have a limited authority as based upon certain assumed Vedic texts 
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containing certain words that point out the distinguishing characteristics 
(marking out the particular agent &c., d&c., &c.). 


Sutra (19) The name is based upon a connection with place. 


This sūtra refers to such qualifying words as the names ‘ Easterner ? 
and the like, which the Custom is found to follow in its entirety. 

Says the opponent: “ All local customs are observed by men, speci- 
“ fied by such names as ‘ Easterners, ’ ‘Southerners, ' and the like ; and they 
“aro never found to be prevalent among people that are without such 
* names; consequently the Vedic texts that are assumed in support of 
“such customs cannot but contain these distinguishing names ; and as 
“such they must more à be pii as having only a limited 
“ authority.” — A : 

To this we make iio T UE d reply : Because Buch names are ap- 
plied to the agent on the sole ground of his connection with certain places, 
we conclude that the Vedic Injunction assumed in support of the Cus. 
toms, must contain words that denote the qualifications of place. Then, 
as for the place, as qualified by a certain quarter (East or West, &c.) or 
in the shape of the quarters East &c., themselves—there can be no one 
partieular country in the world that can be exclusively and invariably known 
as the Hast (the inhabitant of which would always exclusively be known as 
the Easterners, &c.) (and even if there be such a fixed place) as a matter of 
fact the Custom in question (f.?., the Holaka) is not found to be limited exclu- 
sively and invariably within those limits; as we find that it is observed by 
many people residing outside the limits of the place called the ‘ East ’ ; 
while many people residing therein are found not to observe it. 

Thus then, for such names, there being no basis other than itio 
place, the Customs, supported by Vedic texts as qualified by the parti- 
cular places (indieated by the names) could not have their prevalence de- 
pendent upon any other cause than the relationships of these places. But 
as a matter of fact, we do not find the prevalence of these Customs re. 
gulated by these, either positively or negatively; as we find that the 
Holaka is observed by certain people not inhabiting the Eastern country; 
and also that it is not observed by some men of that country ; and hence 
we conclude that there can be no assumption of Vedic Injunctions qualified 
by specifieations of place by means of certain names pointing to certain 
places. 


The opponent finding in the above argument a (fancied) support to 
his own theory, springs forward with the following :— 


Sutra (20) "As the Custom could not be found to be 
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prevalent in other countries (the names cannot be held to be 
based upon the specifications of place)." 


* Tf you have succeeded in refuting the fact of the names being based 
* upon specifications of place, we can easily point out another basis for 
* them. For certainly, if the names were based upon the specifications of 
* place, then the Customs could not be found to be prevalent among other 
“countries ; therefore we must find for them another basis in the shape of 
* Class, &c. 

* Or, we may accept the names by themselves, as independent of any 
* causes; even then, they could serve to qualify the Injunctions (or the 
* Agents). For, all that we have got to do is to find a basis for the Cus- 
“ tom ; and this basis being found in the Vedic Injunction as qualified by 
* by such Names, we do not stand in need of any further enquiry into the 
“basis of these Names. That is to say, the restriction of the authorita- 
* tive application of the Custom having been accomplished by means of 
“the Names, independently of any basis for themselves, there is no reason 
* for assuming the fact of their being based upon specifications of place, 
“specially when such specification has been found to be distinctly faulty.” 


To this, we make the following reply :— 


Sutra (21) The names would be literally significant, like the 
word ‘ Mathura.’ 


The specifications of place are made on various grounds—as those of 
habitation, birth, or departure. That is to say, the name “ Easterner " can- 
not be applied to any man, except upon one or other of the following 
grounds: (1) either he must be an inhabitant of the Eastern country 
or (2) he must have been born in that country, or (3) he must have come 
from that country ; and so forth. And thus we find that such Names 
are never independent of some sort of a connection with a place. 

And we have already shown that the prevalence of the Custom is not 
always in accordance with these names; since we find many inhabitants of 
that (Eastern) country not observing the Custom (Holaka) ; while, on the 
other hand, certain inhabitants of another country, whose fathers or 
grandfathers had originally migrated from the Hastern country, are still 
found to be keeping up the Custom. And hence we conclude that the 
Names could not serve to restrict the authority of the Injunctions (sup- 
porting the local Customs). 

The Bhashya has explained the word “ Mathura” as also denoting 
one whe has started for Mathura; but the affix, that is present in the word 
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can be possible, only if the word be taken to mean ‘a messenger going to 
Mathura’ in accordance with Panini’s sūtra: iv-iii-85; or, if applied to 
all men that may be going to Mathura, the word cannot but be held to he 
used as such by untrustworthy (ignorant) men; as the affix could not be 
possible in the case of all persous going to Mathura being meant. 


Having thus found it absolutely impossible to infer an Injunction with 
qualifications specifying the agent, the Opponent proceeds to the theory 
that the Injunction assumed must refer to the special places, as constituting 
a part of the Custom itself. : 


Sutra (22) “The specification of place may be a property of 
the Action itself, like the sloping &c.” 


“Tu connection with certain sacrifices the Veda has declared that the 
“altar should be sloping towards the East and to the North, or to the 
“Bast only; and just as these specifications of place are laid down as 
* parts and parcel of the sacrifices themselves (as itis only when per- 
* formed upon such an altar that the sacrifices can bring about their proper 
* results) ; so, in the same manner, the specifications of the Eastern coun- 
“try may be taken as laid down by the assumed Injunction, as forming a 
* constituent part of the Custom itself (7.e., the Holàka can bring about its 
** proper results only when performed in the Eastern country)." 


To this we make the following reply : 


Sutra (23) But this too is similar to the qualification of the 
Agent. 

Just as the qualification of the Agent has been shown (in sūtra 18) to be 
inconstant (inexclusive) ; so also would be the qualification of place ; be- 
cause there is no strict fixity either of the “ Eastern Country, " or of 
“the country with black soil” (which are the two qualifications of place 
that have been cited iu the Bhüshya). ‘That is to say, the country (f.i, 
India) which is * Eastern ” according to some people (of Afghanistan), is 
** Southern " according to others (the Thibetans); and similarly there is no 
single country that could be exclusively spoken of as the ** Northern " or 
the * Western." And as for the presence of “ black soil,” it is found in 
many countries, and as such could not serve to distinguish any particular 
country among these. 
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For thesereasons, we conclude that the Injunctions of the Holaka, &c., 
cannot be qualified by any specifications of place &c., with reference to the 
men (inhabiting these places); because, as a matter of fact, we find that 
many people actually inhabiting “a country with black soil" do not 
observe the Custom; while it is duly observed by people inhabiting 
other countries (with red soil) ; and hence any specifications of place cau- 
not be accepted as regulating or restricting the authority of the Injunc- 
tions assumed in support of such Customs, &c. 


ADHIKARANA (9). 
[Treating of the necessity of using the correct forms of Words]. 
PURVAPAKSHA. | 


Sutra (24) “The Science of Grammar not having the charac- 


ter of Scripture, there could be no restriction to the usage of 
words." 


* In a ease where a single word is found to be used variously with 
“entirely different meanings—e.g., in the case of the word ‘yava’ which is 
“ used in the sense of the barley corn and also in that of long-pepper,— it 
* has been shown above (Adhi.5) that both meanings cannot be held to be 
* optional alternatives, because of all options being tainted by eight dis- 
“crepancies ; also that the same word cannot be accepted as having differ- 
* ent meanings; as that would necessitate the unreasonable assumption of 
“ various potencies in the same word ; consequently, the only method that 
“was found to be reasonable, was the taking of only one meaning as the 
* primary denotation of the word, all others being relegated to the second- 
“ary position; and then again, it has been shown that we accept that mean- 
* ing of the word as authoritative which is supported by scriptural usage, 
“and as such, reject those that have their sole support in ordinary usage. 

“ But in a case where the single object, Cow, is found to be spoken 
“of by means of many words— such as ‘go’ (the Sanskrit word), and ‘gdavi’ 
“ (and such other vernacular corruptions),—it is quite reasonable to accept 
“the expressive potency of all these words, as they are found to be used 
“by old and experienced men; and there being no contradiction of the 
“scriptural forms of words by the vernacular forms, and the Scriptures 
“ being in the form of sentences, their full functioning is always preceded 
* by that of the words (constituting the sentences); and as such the serip- 
“ture can never reasonably have anything to do with the pointing out of 
“ certain words as correct or incorrect (südhw ov asddhu); because in that 
“case there would be a mutual interdependence (between the Words and 
"the Scripture). That is to say, because the Action of the Scriptures 
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* depends upon the ordinarily accepted significations of words, no words in 
“ ordinary use can ever be differentiated by them as correct or incorrect. 

“In the case of Sentences, as appearing in the Veda or in the Smrtis, 
“or as giving expression to certain usages, we accept the one that pre- 
* cedes to have a greater authority than that which follows ; because we 
“ perceive a distinct contradiction among them. In the case in question, 
“ however, this is not possible (7.e., the science of grammar pointing out 
* the correctness or incorrectuess of words cannot be accepted to be more 
“authoritative than ordinary usage); because in this case, the order is 
“ reversed ; that is to say, the correctness or incorrectness of words can 
“ be acertained only by means of ordinary usage ; specially as correctness 
“and incorrectness are universally recognised as identical with eapressive- 
“ness and tneupresstveness, respectively (7.e., the word that expresses some 
“ meaning is accepted as correct, and that which is meaningless as incorrect ; 
* and whether a certain word expresses a meaning or not can be ascertained 
“only by ordinary usage). 

“It is only an indistinct sound, or single letters, or a conglomeration 
* of letters without any reference to their signification, —as for instance, 
“the letters of the alphabet repeated by the boy,— that can be said to be 
“ incorrect (asüdhu). That is to say, the sound made by the beating of a 
“ drum, the single letters ‘ ga,’ &c., pronounced either singly by themselves 
“or together with all of the same class (i.e. ka, kha, ga,gha and ñ), — 
“all these do not express any meanings; and as such are incorrect. And 
“in this case, it is only from ordinary usage that we ascertain the fact of 
“these sounds expressing no meanings, and hence being Zhcorrect. On the 
* other hand, the vernacular words, * gávi ' and the like are found to be cap- 
* able of denoting the Cow, just as well as the Sanskrit word ‘ go’ ; in fact 
“they are quicker than the Sanskrit word in their action of denoting the 
“ object, as they are used more commonly than the Sanskrit word. And 
“hence though all these words are denotative of the single object 
“< Gow,’ yet, inasmuch as they are quite capable of expressing their 
* meaning, they cannot but be recognised as correct ; exactly as the words 
“¢ hasta,’ ‘kara,’ ‘ pani,’—all signifying the hand—are all accepted to be 
** correct. 

* Thus then, if the words ‘ gàvi,' &c., be declared to be incorrect on the 
“ ground of their inerpressiveness (which has been shown to be the only 
“ reason for incorrectness), then such declaration, being in direct opposition 
“to a well-recognised fact of ordinary experience (that the words in ques- 
“tion do actually denote the cow), cannot be accepted (as true). 

“If the Correctness or Incorrectness of words be said to depend on cer- 
“ tain unseen transcendental facts, then, inasmuch as such correctness, &e., 
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“ are not found to be laid down in the Veda itself, they could not be accept- 
“ed on the strength of any other means of knowledge. (1) As for Sense- 
* perception, the letters of all words, Sanskrit as well as Vernacular, are 
“equally perceived to be pure letter-sounds ; and we do not perceive, 
“ by the senses, the correctness or incorrectness, of these letters, taken 
* either singly or in groups. (2) Nor can these be ascertained by means of 
“ Inference ; because as they are not amenable to Sense-perception, itis not 
** possible ever to perceive any invariable concomitance of these with any- 
“ thing. (3) As all human assertions are based upon Sense-perception and 
“ Inference, and Correctness, &c., have been shown to be not amenable to 
“ these, they cannot be held to be capable of being ascertained by means of 
"such assertions. (That is, we cannot accept a word to be correct or in- 
“correct because a man pronounces it to be sò). While as for Vedic 
* assertions, we have already shown (in the Arthavada section) that when 
* they contain only descriptions of certain things or their properties, with- 
* out any counection with Injunctions or Prohibitions, they have no author- 
“ity. (That is, we do not accept the authority of a Vedic sentence that 
" would merely describe a certain word to be correct). And the correctness 
* or incorrectness of words not having the character of an Action, it can 
“never form the object of an Injunction or a Prohibition. 

“It may be argued that, as correctness and incorrectness appear as In- 
“ struments in the Bhavana of Denotation (i.e., as we recognise the fact that 
“trae denotation can be realised only by means of such and such words, 
" and that true denotation cannot be realised by means of such and such 
* words), they can form the objects of Injunctions and Prohibitions. But 
“this is not possible; because it is absolutely impossible to assume end- 
“less Injunctive and Prohibitive texts, referring to each individual word. 
“And then, too, when as a matter of fact, we have never come across any 
“authoritative list enumerating all the correct words, how is it possible 
“for us to have any idea of the Vedic texts authorising the use of each of 
“ these words ? And as for the incorrect forms of words, their number is 
“even greater than that of the correct ones; and as such it is absolutely 
“impossible for the use of each of these to be prohibited singly, like the 
‘prohibition of the eating of kalanja (the flesh of an animal killed by a 
* poisoned arrow). In the case of such objects as the Vrihi and the 
" Kalanja, we have distinct notions of the extent of the denotatious of 
“these words, as restricted within certain well-defined limits of Class or 
“ Property, &c. ; and as such they are found to form the objects of Injunction 
“and Prohibition respectively. While so far as the words ‘ go’ and ‘ gàvi," 
“ are concerned, they cannot form the objects of Injunction and Prohibition, 
" either as a definite Class or an Individual. Because correctness or ?ncorrect- 
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“ ness is never perceived in the shape of a genus, either of objects or of proper- 
“ties, pervading over all individuals (7.e., all correct or incorrect forms of 
“ words are never perceived together as included in any class or as having 
* any property in common) ; and as such we cannot assume only two texts; 
“one a general Injunction (‘all correct forms should be used’), and another 
“a general Prohibition (‘no incorrect forms should be used’) (the former re- 
“ ferring to all correct forms and the latter to all incorrect ones). Because 
“all words—be they correct or incorrect—are equally included in the 
“ general class ‘ Word,’ and there are no two intermediate secondary classes 
* that could refer to the two (the correct and the incorrect word) separate- 
*]y. And hence if each individual word were to be enjoined or prohibited 
* then we would have to assume as many Injunctive and Prohibitive texts 
* ag there are words ; and thereby the number of Vedic texts, assumed in 
“ support of the various Smrtis aud the endless number of words, would 
* be more than the whole universe could contain. And as a matter of fact 
“it is not possible for even a millionth part of these to be directly declared, 
* and the text that is not directly declared cannot serve as the basis of 
“any Smrti; because we have already shown above that the Smrtis cannot 
* be said to be based upon such Vedic texts as can only be inia nnd 
* not capable of being ever directly perceived). . 
* Nor is it possible for the Injunctions and Prohibitions to " "E 
“upon the expressiveness or inexpressiveness of words ; because all words 
“correct or incorrect—are equally expressive. Hence we can have no 
“ such injunction as that * one should use only expressive words’; because 
“such use is an established fact (there being no inexpressive words used) 
* (and as such it could not stand in need of an Injunction, which always 
* Jays down something that is not got at by other means). Nor is it pos- 
* sible for us to have any such prohibition as that * No inexpressive words 
“ should be used’ ; because as there never is such a use, its prohibition 
* would be useless and impossible. For we cannot have such Injunctions and 
* Prohibitions as— one should drink water,’ ‘one should not drink fire '— 
“ (because the former is unnecessary, and the latter impossible). 
* [n the case of the Smrt?s relating to the science of Grammar, it is 
* necessary that, we should assume a Vedic text enjoining the use of 
“ correct words, or one prohibiting the use of all incorrect words, or one 
“that combines the said Injunction and Prohibition. But writers upon 
* Grammar have preferably had recourse to the first alternative—bas- 
“ing their Science upon the Vedic text enjoining the use of correct 
* words. If the science of grammar were based upon the Prohibition. of 
* the use of incorrect words, then,—inasmuch as these incorrect forms’ 
“are indefinitely innumerable, it would be absolutely impossible to have 
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* any definite idea of the science ; and hence the writers have based it upon 
“ the Injunction of the use of correct words, which naturally (through Appar- 
“ent Inconsistency) implies the prohibition of the use of incorrect words ; 
* just as in the case of the Smrti injunction—‘ Only five of the five-nailed 
“animals are fit for eating, '—it implies the prohibition of the eating of all 
* other five-nailed animals. In the case of the Injunction of the use of 
* the correct words, these words have got to be remembered. In both 
* cases, the one (Prohibition or Injunction) implies the other also ; and as 
* such the [njunction of the use of correct words also serves to give us an 
“idea of the impropriety of the use of incorrect words. 

“ Thus then, in the case of the Science of Grammar, whichever of the 
“three alternatives is employed, it becomes possible to include all cases 
* within a definite compass ; and as such there may be some sort of definite- 
“ ness ; whereas it is absolutely impossible to have any definite idea of the 
“ Injunction and Prohibition with regard to each individual word ; because 
* 1t is not possible for us to read up an endless number of sentences. And 
“it was with reference to this impossibility that the Bhāshya has declared, 
“in the section on Holàka : ‘the word cannot be said to be expressive of 
“ either the Class or the Individual.’ And thus there being no basis for the 
* Seience of Grammar, in any Vedic = it must be concluded to be a 
* misconceived Smrti. | | | 

“ And again, a fact that is — — iy other means can 
* never be the object of a scriptural Injunction or Prohibition; and the 
“ word and its use in a definite sense are such as are already — 
* (or ascertained) by means of ordinary experience. 

“Tt may be argued that, even though the word is already known, from 
“ordinary experience, to have a definite meaning, yet the scriptures may 
“point it out, for the sake of Dharma (as it is only that which is laid 
“down in the scriptures that can be of any use in matters relating to 
* Dharma) ; and as such the the science of the usage of words(7.e., gram- 
“ mar) cannot but be accepted to have the character of a scripture. 

* But this is not possible; because in the case in question there is no 
* object of restriction (Niyama). That is to say, it is only one whose appli- 
“ cation is uncertain that is restricted in its application by the scriptures ; 
* while the word has its application or use always certain ; and as such it 
“can never be an object of restriction. And one that has no application 
* at all (e.g., the incorrect word) can never be the object with regard to 
“ which anything else (the correct word) can be restricted. (That is to 
“say, that which is used cannot be said to be differentiated from that 
* which has never had an application). And certainly the words ‘ gàvi ’ 
* &c. can be said to be such as have no application at all; in fact, we 
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* accept them to be actually used (or applicable to usage). Hence in both 
‘<< cases, there is no possibility of Restriction. 

* And again, what sort of a restriction would you assume: (1) either 
* that one should utter only correct words, or (2) that one should always 
* utter the correct words ? If the (1), then it would not be a restriction 
“ (or differentiation) from the incorrect words, because there is no chance 
* of these being used (as by ‘incorrect words’ we only mean ‘ words with- 
“out a meaning,’ and these cannot be anywhere used). Aud if the (2), 
* then the man who is silent would be incurring a grievous sin (as infring- 
“ing the injunction of the continuous utterance of correct words). 

* If the correct and the incorrect words were capable of being used 
“ with regard to one and the same object, then alone could there be an oc- 
“casion for restricting the use to the correct word (and rejecting the in- 
“ correct one); but according to you the incorrect word being absolutely - 
* meaningless can never be capable of being used anywhere; and as such 
* any restriction of the correct word could not serve the purpose of pro- 
* hibiting the use of such an incorrect word (because it is naturally pre- 
“cluded from usage on account of its meaninglessness). 

* The restriction may be said to serve the purpose of setting aside such 
* forms of words, as happen to be used, either through the natural incapa- 
“city of the talker (to pronounce the correct word) or through his igno- 
“rance. But this is not correct; because, as a matter of ordinary experience 
“ we find that if one is habituated, either through ignorance or incapacity, 
“to the use of an incorrect word, no amount of scriptures can dissuade 
* him from its use. 

“If it be urged that, ‘we do find incorrect words being used for the 
* purpose of expressing certain meanings (and as such it cannot be argued 
“that there is no chance for an incorrect word being used), '—we make 
“the following reply: as for such expressiveness, we often find people 
"having recourse to certain gestures and squints of the eye, &o., for the 
“ purpose of expressing certain meanings ; but we do not find any restric- 
“tions that would prohibit the use of such gestures, &c. Nor again can 
* restrictions be said to serve the purpose of negativing the contrary ; as this 
* purpose is served by Parisankhya (or Negation) ; nor can the case in 
"question be said to be an object of Parisankhya; because there is no 

“ simultaneity in the case (the incorrect word not heting used simultaneously 
“ with the correct one). 

“ Nor can the use of the correct word be said to bring about a trans- 
" cendental result; because when the necessary explanation is found in the 
“facts of ordinary experience, it is not right to have recourse to the trans- 
"cendental, That is to say, there is no Apparent. Inconsistency in the case 
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“that could justify the bringing in of the transcendental element. As for 
* the declarations of certain transcendental results following from a correct 
* use of words, the sole purpose of these is to persuade other people to such 
* usage ; and as such they can be taken as mere Arthavada. 

* And when there is no transcendental result, we cannot assume the 
“ correct use of words to bring about an Apürva (an unique agency that 
* would bring about certain results in the hereafter). 

“Nor can we ascertain the substratum of this agency of the Apirva that 
“would be brought about by the said Restriction (of the usage to correct 
** words); because such a substratum could be found only among the fol- 
“lowing: (1) the Word; (2) its meaning; (3) the Person addressed ; (4) 
“the cognition (of the word and its meaning); (5) the speaker ; and (6) 
“the utterance. But none of these is possible; because, (1) as for the 
“Word, as it is distinctly uttered for the sake of another person, any 
“ Apürva residing in it could be of no use (to the speaker himself). (2) 
“ As for the meaning, though as being the object of denotation, it is the 
** primary factor in the case, yet it is found to be a part of the Word, even 
“ in ordinary parlance, where there is nothing transcendental, in the shape 
* of an Apürva ; and as such the Apūrva cannot in any way help the meaning. 
* (3) As for the Person addressed, there can be no mention of such a per- 
* gon in the Restrictive Injunction ( which would be in the form * one should 
** use only the correct forms of words’ ) ; and any Apirva brought about by this 
“Injunction cannot in any way affect the Person addressed. (4) As for 
* the cognitions (of the word and its meaning), these last only for a mo- 
“ment; and as such cannot serve as the receptacle of the Apirva, 
“ which continues for along time. (5) As for the. Speaker, he occupies 
“only a subordinate position in the utterance of the correct word (7.e., in 
“the said Injunction, the primary factor is the correct Word, and the 
* Speaker has only a secondary position); and as such he cannot be said 
* to be in any way affected by the Apürva brought about by the Restrictive 
“ Injunction; specially as in this Injunction there is no word that could 
“assign the primary importance to the Speaker, as there is in the case of 
* the Injunction ‘one desiring heaven should perform sacrifices’ (where the 
“ clause italicised serves to attribute the primary importance to the 
“ Agent); nor do we find the genitive signifying any relationship of the 
* Speaker, which could impart a primary importance to him. In the case 
“of such injunctions, as that ‘one should take his food, facing the Kast,’ 
* and so forth, the Apürva that is brought about by facing the particular 
* quarter is believed to affect the Agent, through the action of eating, which 
“serves a direct visible purpose of the Agent himself (the appeasing of 
* hunger); in the case of utterance, on the other hand, the action (of 
“ utterance) is not found to serve any visible purpose for the Speaker ; and 
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“as such its conditions cannot be held to be analogous to those of the 
“aforesaid eating. (6) Lastly, as for the utterance itself, as it is extremely 
“ transient, it is absolutely incapable, like Cognitions, to be affected by the 
* Apürva. 

“ Thus, then, the — relating to the Usage of Words (1.e., the works 
“on Grammar), not having a basis in the Veda, they cannot be held to 
* serve the purpose of laying down rules helping the accomplishment of 
* Dharma (either directly or through the medium of an Aptrva) ; nor can 
“they be accepted to be Scriptures by themselves (independently of the 
* authority of the Veda). 

* And it is with a view to this fact that we have the S#tras I—11—11, 
"TAS i 
“ Nor again can the works on Grammar be said to have the same position 
“as the Veda, and as such a self-sufficient authority. On the contrary, as 
“their very existence is due to human agency, they can have no authority 
“at all. Because in the case of all human assertions, what we conclude 
* from such an assertion, is only that this person knows the matter thus, and 
* not that such is the real state of things. And hence as all that the works 
* on Grammar do is to give expression to the view of the speaker, they can 
* never rightly help in h ME the really cor - or incorrect forms 
“of words. i 

* Nor do we find any otber Smrt treating of the — (of imet 
“ mar) ; and as such, the matter resting upon the sole authority of gram- 
“ matical works, the assumption of corroborative Vedic texts is not quite so 
* easy as in the case of the Smrtis treating of Upanayana, &c. (which are 
“treated of in many Smrti works) That is to say, the works of Manu, 
* Vacishtha, Gautama and others, mostly treat of the same subjeets, and as 
* such the authority of these being strengthened by the absence of any 
“ contradiction among themselves, it becomes a comparatively easy matter 
“to assume corroborative Vedic texts. 

* The works on Grammar, however, do not treat of the same — 
“ags the said works of Manu and others. And as for the various writers 
“upon Grammar itself, there are endless contradictions among the asser- 
“tions of the Sūtra (Panini), the Bhàshya (Patanjali), and the Vartika 
“ (Katyayana) ; how then can one ascertain what the truth is P 

* And again, Panini has not mentioned any purpose of the Science of 
‘Grammar. And it still remains to be explained how he forgot to explain 
“the purpose, in such an extensive work. It is a general rule that when- 
“ever a work begins to be written, its aim is always definitely stated, in 
* order to encourage the student in the study of the work; and as à 
“ matter of fact we actually find the aim definitely stated, even in the 
* case of works whose aim is apparent from the very beginning ; as also 
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“in those for the getting up of which much effort is not required ; as for 
“instance, ‘we are going to explain Dharma,’ * we are going to explain 
* the sacrifices,’ and so forth. While, even though the Science of Gram- 
* mar is extremely difficult, yet the Author when composing the Sdtras, has 
* not stated either Dharma (Duty) or Artha (Wealth), or Kama (Pleasure), 
“or Mokska (Deliverance) to be the aim of the science. And certainly it 
* was not proper for him to disregard the most important factor (in the 
* treatment of a subject). Nor can it be held that the aim was too well- 
* recognised to require a distinct mention; because it was so well-recog- 
* nised, that even till now there is no unanimity among Grammarians on 
* the point ! 

* (Nor is it possible for Dharma to be held to be the aim of the Science 
* of Grammar, because) Dharma too is described to consist in such actions 
“ of sacrifice, &c., as bring about certain definite results; and we do not 
* find any such Actions laid down in grammatical works. It is true that 
“writers on Grammar have held that the knowledge of the Science of 
* Grammar, or the using of words in accordance with the rules therein 
«laid down, constitutes a Dharma; but this too is not as it should be, in 
* the ease of scriptural works. That is to say, the purpose or scope of a 
“scripture is always of a well-defined form ; while in the case of Gram- 
“ mar, we find that there is no certainty upon the point. As for instance, 
* Patanjali has declared that the knowledge of Grammar constitutes 
* Dharma ; and Katyayana, fearing that such a conclusion would make the 
“knowledge of incorrect forms of words also Dharma (as the knowledge 
“of Grammar includes that of correct as well as incorrect forms), de- 
* elared that Dharma consisted in the using of words in accordance with 
“Grammar ; and then again Patanjali reiterates his own theory that it 
“ consists of the Knowledge of Grammar. And certainly, when there is 
“such a diversity of opinion on the point, we cannot ascertain exactly what 
* the Dharma is (that would be accomplished by the Science of Grammar). 

“It is a well-recognised fact that of two correlated things, if one is 
* held to have the charaeter of Dharma, the other being only subsidiary 
“to it, cannot itself be recognised as Dharma. And hence (of the two 
“correlated things, the Knowledge of Grammar and the Using of Words 
* in accordance with grammatical rules) if the knowledge be accepted as 
* having the character of Dharma, then the usage (of words) which is a 
** well-established fact of ordinary parlance, being accomplished by means 
“of the said knowledge,—even though it (the Usage) is found to accord 
“a distinct help, it cannot be recognised as having any direct use; just 
“as the water that is left in curd after the solid particles have been 
“removed is not accepted to have any direct use of its own.. Con- 
“versely, if the usage of words according to grammatical rules be taken 
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* as constituting Dharma, then the Knowledge of the Science having all its 
* purpose fulfilled in the helping of the Usage, there is no desire on our 
'parb to seek for any other use for it; and hence even if we meet with 
“any Vedic texts speaking of results (as following from the Knowledge of 
‘“ Grammar), we must take them as mere Arthavadas, in accordance with 
“the arguments laid down under Sūtra IV—1i—i. And we have already 
* explained (under Sara I—ii—4) that when two things treat of the same 
“ subject, if one of them be recognised to be the means of accomplishing 
“a certain result, the other is not cognised as accomplishing the same re- 
“nlt; as for instance, in the sentence—“.one who performs the Agva- 
“ médha sacrifice, and also one who knows this passes beyond all sorrow, 
“ &c. '—if the knowledge of the sacrifice be recognised as really bringing 
* about the said result, why could any person engage in the ME 
* sacrifice itself ? 

“ And again, as the Science of Grammar itself has had a beginning in 
* time, we can never admit the character of Dharma to belong either to its 
“ knowledge or to a usage according to it. Nor do we find any Vedic texts 
“standing in need of Grammar. It is only when the knowledge is 
“afforded by the eternal Veda that any action in keeping therewith can 
* be accepted as bringing about a transcendental result. The know- 
“ledge of Grammar, however, depends solely upon the works of human 
“ authors ; and as such the mention, in grammatical works, of transitory 
* things &c. cannot be explained away by means of the arguments that we 
* have employed with regard to the mention of such things in the Mantras 
“and Arthavadas of the eternal Veda ; and as such, they cannot be held 
* to be treating of the same subjects as the Veda. 

* Nor is Grammar itself ever recognised as eternal; because such 
* eternality is set aside by the mere fact of our being fully cognisant of 
“its propounders. If the eternality of Grammar were to be assumed on 
* the ground of the eternality of the usage of words in accordance with its 
* rules,—then too, the Science of Grammar being found to have been pro- 
* pounded by many authors, it can never be admitted to have any basis in 
* the Veda; in accordance with the law contained in the Sūtra I—i—29 
* (and hence not being eternal, ib cannot be the means of accomplishing 
* Dharma). 

* Nor is there any such (eternal) class as * Vyakaranatva’; specially as 
“all collections of sentences (that make the works on Grammar) being 

“ non-eternal (as composed by human authors), where could the eternal 
“ class subsist P 

“ It may here be urged that, ‘ the works on Grammar consisting of rules 
“ (lakshanas) and the subject of the rules (i.e., the words treated of and 
“ explained under the rules), though the former are the works of human 
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“ anthors and as such non-eternal, yet the latter being eternal, the existence 
“of (eternal) Vedic injunctions (in support of these) is quite possible. ’ 

* But this cannot be; because the words being innumerable and en- 
“ tirely different (from one another), unless there is a rule or assertion 
“embracing all of them, it is not possible for them to be spoken of in 
* any Injunctions, as we have shown above, (that in the absence of an all- 
* embracing assertion, we would require an endless number of Injunctions. 
* And as the rules are non-eternal, there can be no Injunctions treating of 
“ them). 

* Objection: ‘ But we find the — of Grammar indicated by the 
“ Veda itself when we read—tasmddésha vyākrtā vàgudyate (then comes 
“ forth a vyakrta sentence) ?’ 

* But it is not so; because all Vedic sentences being vyākrta —-— 
* fied or clarified) by a traditional course of study, the sentence quoted 
“refers to these same Vedic sentences that are uttered at sacrifices or 
“ during the study of the Veda. That is to say, the Vedic sentence,—hav- 
“ing its form definitely ascertained by means of the regulations with re- 
“ gard to its consonants, vowels and accents, as handed down from teacher 
*to the diseiple, in the course of an eternal tradition,—is spoken of as 
“< oyākrta (clarified), in contradistinction to all ordinary sentences, 
'" which are not so sanctified. And certainly there is a Dharma in the 
' knowledge of such Vedic sentences, as composing the Mantras and the 
* Brahmanas, as also in the performance of actions in accordance with In- 
“ junctions laid down in these. | 

“The Grammarians quote the following passage from the Veda, in 
“ support of the theory that Grammar in itself affords the means of ac- 
'" eomplishing Dharma: ‘A single word correctly known, duly used, in 
“accordance with scriptures, becomes a means of fulfilling all desires in 
* Heaven and on Earth. But this also is in praise of Vedic study itself. 
* In continuation of the Injunction that * one should read the Veda every- 
* day," we have an obligatory rule which lays down the necessity of the 
“daily reading up of even a single Rk, Yajush or Sàma ; and in reference 
* to this, we have the praise above quoted, which means that in a case one is 
“unable to read up even a single complete Mantra, if he manages to utter 
“a single word as found in the scripture, that single word becomes a 
“ means of fulfilling all his desires ; the expression ‘ Càstrünvita! thus mean- 
“ing that which is found in the Veda ; * correctly used ' z2uttered or studied 
"in full accordance with the regulations of study—such as Initiation, 
“living with the tutor, attending upon him, with the sacred Kuça in 
“ hand, and so forth. 

“ Another passage that they bring forward is—‘ Hence the Brahmana 
* should not behave like the Mleccha, i.e., he should not talk incorrectly, 
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“because an incorrect word verily is Mleccha. But this passage only 
“Jays down the prohibition of distorting the traditional readings of the 
“Veda. It is only the ordinary expression of the word that can be un- 
“derstood as ‘apagabda’ (incorrect word), as it would be at variance with 
“ Vedic modes of expression ; and that which is at variance only with ordinary 
“ every-day expressions can never be known as ‘apagabda.’ Because even 
“such words as * g@vi’ &c., (which the orthodox Grammarian would call 
“an apagabda) are perceptible by the ear; and as such they cannot but 
* be accepted as denotable by the word ‘Cabda,’ as comprehended under 
* the idea of ‘ Cabda,' and as included in the class * Cabda. If it is abso- 
* ]utely necessary to apply the word ‘ apagabda,’ to expressions at variance 
“ with ordinary expressions,—then, we cannot apply it to the languages of 
* the Barbara and other countries not included within the sacred limits of 
* Aryavarta defined as the country included between the Himalaya and 
“the Vindhya mountains, where the black deer roam about; because 
* with regard to the languages of such foreign countries, we have the 
“ prohibition, ‘One should not teach the language of the Mlecchas,’ and the 
“ above-quoted passag e speaks of * Mleccha word’ as synonymous with *apag- 
“abda;’ therefore we must apply the word * apacabda’ to the words cur- 
* vent in foreign languages (which are at variance with those eurrent in 
* Aryavarta). And as all practices and usages of these foreign countries 
“are prohibited for the Arya, it is only natural that they should avoid 
^ their language also. And further we can never apply the word ' Mlec- - 
* chic’ to any such words and expressions as ‘ güvi? &c,, that are current in 
** Aryavarta, because the Ávyávarta can never be spoken of as * Mleccha ' ; 
“and hence these words can never be spoken of as *apacabda'; specially 
* ag an analogous word we have *apavría' (contrary conduct) ; and this 
“is found to be applied only to such conduct as is not permitted in 
s Aryavarta. 

* Another passage quoted by the Grammarian is—'If one who has 
“taken to the Agnihotra happen to utter an apacabda, in expiation of 
“this, he should perform the Sarasvati sacrifice.’ But this only lays down 
* an expiatory rite that is to be performed if the person happen either to tell 
“a lie, or to distort a Vedic reading, or to pronounce a word of some foreign 
* language ; and it does not refer to the use of words that may not be 
* sanctioned by the comparatively modern rules of Grammar. Because if 
“the use of words at variance with those sanctioned by these rules were 
“so very sinful, how could all Agnihotris deviate from this rightful path 
“(and we actually find them making use of such words as ‘ gàvi ' and the 
“ like)? Or, how could they escape from being cried down as vulgar? As 
“ao rule, we find that in the case of persons who have their minds always 
' engaged in the performance of Dharma, it is only once in a away that they 
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- ean be found slightly infringing any rules (of conduct or of speech). And as 
| “a matter of fact, we do not find the using of such words as ‘ g@vi, ' and the 


* like marked down as an *infringement'; nor do we find people having 
* any doubts or aversion to their use, as they have to the eating of Kalanja 
* (flesh of an animal killed by a poisoned arrow). And even if we take the 
“cases of a thousand Agnihotris, we do not find anyone of them to be 
* using only such words as are sanctioned by the modern rules of Grammar. 

* Even among the authors of the Kalpas, the Sutras, works on Smrti, 
“ Mimansa and the Grhyas, many excellent writers are found to be 
“making use of words at variance with the rules of Grammar. For 
“instance, in the Kalpa of Magaka, we meet with such sentences as 


..'* Samünamitaram Jyotishtoména,’ which is in imitation of the rule 


** Samünamitarat gyénéna,’ and which has the ungrammatical form 
“c itaram’ in the place of, ‘ itarat.’ In the sūtras, we read—‘ Sadasi 
“ shwviran, ' where * stuviran' is in the A/manepada which is a highly un- 
* grammatical form ; as the result of the action of hymning does not per- 
“tain to the person hymning, and as such the proper form would have 
* been the Parasmaipada, as in ‘yajanti yajakah.’ So too we find Acvà- 
' Jayana saying—‘ pratyasitva prayagcittam &c.,' where the word ‘ pratya- 
“ sitvā’ being a compound, the correct past participial affix to use would 
“have been '/yap' (and not 'kívà'); and again, we find him saying 
**ajyenakshini aşya,’ where there being no compound in ‘ajya,’ * lyap ' 
* was not the right affix to use. Narada says in his C?kshü—-' pratyüshe 
“ brahma cintayét,’ where the word * pratyüshe ' (instead of ‘ pratyüushasi ") 
* jg as ungrammatical as the words * gàv?' and the like. We find Manu him- 


“self saying—‘ jnatàrah santi métyukiva,’ where the correct form would 


“ have been * mé ityuktva,’ and still he has disregarded the rules of Gram- 
“mar on the point and has merged the ‘i’ of ‘iti’ into the ‘8’ of ‘mē. 
* In the Mimansa, we have the sutra “gavyasya ca tadadishu, ’ ( viii-i-18) 
“where the word ‘ gavya,’ applicable, according to approved grammatical 
“ rules, to something proceeding from the body of the cow, has been applied in 
“the sūtra to the * Gavamayana’ sacrifice. Then again, we have the sūtra 
* * dydvostathéti cet, where the word ‘ dyāvoh ' is wrongly used for ‘ dyàvà- 
“ orihivyoh. So also we find the author of the Grhyas speaking of mar- 
* *dhanyabhijighrünam' instead of *'mürdhanyabhighrünam.! Through- 
“ out the Nirukta, we find many words used against all rules of grammar ; 
* such, for instance, as the assertion * bráhmano bravanat,’ which occurs dur- 
* ing the interpretation of the word ‘brahmana’ as occurring in the mantra 
“< Samvatsaram gaicayana’ &c., where the word ‘ bráhmana ' is explained 
“as apylying to one who is capable of speaking or explaining ; and here the 
* proper form to use would have been * brahmano vacanāt’ and not ‘ brava- 
“nat; because in such cases the root ‘ bri’ is transformed into ‘ vaci,’ 
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“according the sūtra * bruvo vacth’ (Panini II—iv—53). And as for Puranas 
“and Itihasas, there is no end of such ungrammatical words in them, as 
“for instance, ‘ubhabhya’ which is applied by tamers of elephants, 
* Royal Princes and others, to such elephauts as are capable of striking with 
* both tusks simultaneously; and this is not in keeping with any rules of 
“orammar. Even in the Veda, we find many forms that are not in accord- 
“ance either with general grammatical rules, or with those rules that have 
“been framed with special reference to Vedic usage. 

* Nor can these anomalies in the Veda be said to be in accordance with 
“such grammatical rules as lay down exceptions with reference to the 
* Veda—as for instance, * the rules with reference to the terminations &c., 
* are not always observed in the Veda, ov that *in the Veda there are 
* many anomalies, and so forth. Because there are certain iustances 
* where even these exceptions do not serve to justify the uses. E.g., 
* ! madhye àpasya, where the change of * apam’ into * àpasya ' is in no way 
“justifiable; so also in ‘ nicinavaram,’ where instead of the word ‘dvara’ 
“we have ‘vara’ which » found noftre Ww -— in the pe 
“language. = 

* From these considerations we — that iam is no use - hee 
“ing any rules with regard to the uses of words as are laid down in gram- 

“ matical works, for the simple reason that no such rules can em in all 
* the words that are used. ! "x 

“ And further, even those who occupy the utmost me of gromma- 
“ tical knowledge, are mang found to be making use of such ungrammatical 
“forms of words as 'güv?' and the like. For instance, in the Sara (Pàni- 


* ni), the Varttka (of Katyayana) and the Bhüshya (of Patanjali), we. 


“ come across many corrupt forms of words. And certainly those sitting 
* on the horse, could never forget "€ SN horse's existenoe; if - had - 
* slightest intelligence. : i | 

“ For instance, we have the stra ‘ donare — (Pánini—Li iv- 
* 30), where we find two grammatical mistakes; the word ‘ Jani’ signifies 
“ the root ‘jan’ (to produce), and certainly the sūtra does not lay down 
“the Ablative termination for the producer (kartā) of the root; and the 
* word ‘Jani’ never being capable of signifying ‘that which is produced,’ 
“< Jantkartr’ can never mean the ‘ producer, (which is what was really 
“ meant); and hence we conclude that the word ‘ Janikartr’ is as in- 
“correct in the sense of ‘producer, as the word ‘açva’ in the sense of 
** * poor.' (2) The second mistake is that the compound ‘ Janikartuh’ itself is 
“absolutely ungrammatical, being a direct infringement of the sūtra ( Pani- 
* ni II-11-15) that lays down that there can be no compounding with the 
* nominatives ending in the affixes trc and aka; as here we have the com- 
“pounding of the word ‘kartr’ (kr and tre); so also in the: sūtra 


| 
| 


—_— 
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“ »rayojako hetucca, (Panini I-iv-55) where we have the compounding of 
“ the word ‘ proyojaka’ which ends in ‘ aku.’ 

* So also in the Vartika (of Katyayana), we meet with the sentence, 
“*dambhérhalgrahanasya yativacakatvat siddham,’ where the compound 
** ! jativadgaka ' is an infringement of the sūtra II-ii-15 (the word ‘ vacaka’ 
“ending in ‘aka’). And again, we read —' ànyabhávyantu kalacabdavya- 
“ vayat,’ and here, in the first place, the compound in ‘ dnyabhavya’ itself 
“ is not easily explicable ; and even when we are able to explain the com- 
“ pound, the name ‘compound ’ would preclude the name ‘ adjective’ ; aud 
“as such we would have the affix *shyas;' used in a word which is not 
“an Adjective; and this would be an infringement of the sūtra of Panini 
* V-i-124 (and then too the affix would be absolutely useless, as it would 
* not change the meaning of the original word). 

“In the Bhashya (of Patanjali) too, we find the expression ‘ aviravi- 
* kanyáyéna, which is a Tatpurusha compound containing within itself a 
* Dvandva compound (aviçca avikagca = aviravakau, aviravikayoh nyüyena = 
“ aviravikanyüyena); and here,it was absolutely necessary to delete in the 
“ former compound the nominative termination in the first * avih, in accor- 
* dance with the sūtra of Panini Il-1v-71; but this has not been done iu 
* the expression cited (the correct form of which should have been ‘ avya- 
*"vikanyüyéna'). And again, we read—anyathakriva coditam anyatha- 
“kriva parihàrah'; where we find that the affix 'mamul' has not been 
“used even though its use is distinctly laid down by Panini in sūtra 
'* III-iv-27. 

“Nor can the use of the above expressions be justified on the ground 
* of their being * nipàtas' (grammatical forms assumed to be correct) and 
“as such quite correct. We can apply the mechanism of the ‘ nzpata’ 
“only to those words that are not found to be subject to any other rules. 
** For those however that come directly under certain rules, their use is 
“entirely barred by such rules (if the use is against them). Because 
“we have already shown above that when there is contradiction between 
“usage and Smrti, the latter always sets aside the former. And in the 
“instance cited above, we find the expressions Janikartuh, &c., to be 
“directly against certain distinct rules. A word is said to be correct on 
* the ground of its being a nipéta, only when it is not found to be against 
“any direct Rule; because in that case, there being no Smrti (i.e. Rule) 
“ applying to the word, the mere fact of its being used is made the ground 
“of assuming a rule relating to the parts of the word; and thereby the 
“ word may be justi fied. 

* Some people might argue that the mie (laid down by Pānini) aro 
* not applicable to the language of the rules (the süfras) themselves; be- 
“cause it is impossible for anything to have an action upon itself, and 

35 
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* because that which is the ‘ lakshana’ (the means of — ie — 
“itself be the * lakshya' (the object pointed out). 2 

“But we cannot admit of any such arguments; — the word 
“appearing in one sūtra can very well form the object of, and be amenable 
“ to, the definitions (and rules) contained in another süíra, exactly as one 
“ word is always capable of being pointed out by another word. (And this 
“ would not be a case of anything having an action upon itself). 

“ And as a matter of fact, we find the Mahabhashya itself applying 
** one rule or sūtra (of Panini) to another sūtra; as; for instance, we read 
“ under sutra I-i-1—‘ why have we not here the K instead of the final C ? ' 
“ this question distinctly showing that sūtra I-i-1 is meant to be amenable 
* to sūtra VIII-ii-30; and again under sūtra II-i-1, we read—‘ koyam çab- 
“ dah’ &c,, which goes on to explain the word in question in accordance ` 
* with another sūtra. And as a matter of fact, if sūtras were not applicable 
“to sūtras, whole works of grammar would form a mass of mistakes. And 
“any half-and-half application of the rules would make the work entirely 
* untrustworthy. 

* Some people might argue thus: ‘The rule that one should use only 
“ correct words is laid down with special reference to the words used dur- 
* ing the performance of a sacrifice, and not to those used in the süfras or 
* jn their commentaries.’ 

* But this is not right; (1) because the using of correct words is 
“spoken of as ‘bringing about all desirable results 2n this world as well as 
“in heaven’; and (2) because otherwise the mention of ‘one who has 
“taken to the fire’ (Agnihotri) would be absolutely redundant in the 
* Vedic text which lays down that if such a person utters an incorrect 
* word he should perform the Sàrasvat? sacrifice, because the person enga- 
“ ged iu a sacrifice is always ‘one who has prepared the fire’; and hence if 
* the using of correct words were necessary for him only, it would not be 
‘necessary to mention such a person in the above text laying down the 
* Sürasvat? sacrifice. 

“In the chapter on Jyotishtoma, we read—‘ tasmad brahmanairna 
* mlacchitavat’ (said with reference to the Vajasnéyis) ; and though this 
* occurs with special reference to the performance of a sacrifice, yet in this 
“ case, the word ‘ mlécchitavai’ means the distorting of the readings of the 
“Veda established by tradition, or the using of the language of the Mléc- 
“ chas, as we have already shown above. (And hence this text can have no 
' bearing upon the point at issue). 

“ Then again in the Mahabhashya, we find that, having put the question 
* ‘which are the words here treated of?’ the author replies—‘ the 
“ words Vedic as well as worldly,’ where the words used in the Veda are re- 
“ presented as something absolutely different, from those in ordinary use. 
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* But as a matter of fact, we find almost all the words in the Veda to be 
“the same that are met with in ordinary usage; and as such only a very 
“slight differentiation, if any, was needed. And hence an assertion like 
“the above—expressing as it does an absolute difference between then— 
“ cannot be justified. 

* Again, the Mahabhashya has cited the words ‘gauh, *gàvah, &., 
“as being those met with in ordinary usage; but this is not quite right; be- 
* cause all these words are found in the Veda also; and have been borrow- 
" ed from the Veda itself. It is only such words as are spoken of in the 
“ sutras as being used in ‘ordinary usage only,’ that should have been cited 
* (as the examples of words in ordinary usage). In the same manner, as 
“examples of ‘ Vedic words,’ the Mahabhashya has cited—‘ Cunno dévirabhish- 
“ tayé Sc. &c.; but this too is not correct; because the words contained in 
* these—' Cam &c.’—are also met with in ordinary usage; and the parti- 
“cular order iu which they occur in the particular sentence cannot justify 
* us in speaking of them as exclusively ‘ Vedic.’ Nor does Grammar treat 
“ of sentences. And hence it is only such purely Vedic forms as ‘ grbh- 
“nami, ‘datvayatha ’ and the like, that should have been cited here; and 
“not *Canno devi $c. But such purely Vedic forms could not be com- 
“ patible with another declaration of the Mahabhashya—that * the meanings 
** of words are known from ordinary usage’ (because the purely Vedic forms 
* ean never have their meanings ascertained by ordinary usage). 

“« And on the other hand, if Grammar treated of only such words 
“as are met with in ordinary usage, it could refer to only such words as 
*'gàv?' and the like; as it is only these that are exclusively ‘ worldly,’ 
“never being met with in the Veda. And as for the words ‘gauh’ and 
"the like, they can certainly be said to have been borrowed, in ordinary 
“usage, from the Veda itself. As says Manu: ‘Each of the various 
“works on Smrii &c., were composed out of the Veda itself? And as a 
“matter of fact, even nowadays we find that persons learned in the 
“Vedas, make use of whole sentences from the Veda, eveu in giving ex- 
** pression to thoughts relating to every-day life; and in that case, it is by 
“no means impossible for single words to have been borrowed from the 
“ Veda. 

** Then again, the words contained exclusively in the Veda, having their 
“forms indelibly fixed by the well-regulated traditional system of the 
“ getting up of each individual word therein contained, do not stand in 
“ need of any rules or definitions (for the pointing out of the correct 
“ forms of words), specially as for these there can be no better, or more 
"authoritative, means of comprehending than the Teacher himself. 
“ And in fact Panini himself has declared the rules and definitions to be 
* dependent upon the Veda, which clearly shows that these rules can have 
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“very little use, with reference to the purely Vedic forms of words. 
* Because the laying down of any rules with regard to Vedic words would 
“be as useless as the laying down of rules for agriculture &c., which are 
* matters of ordinary every-day experience. 


“The Mahabhashya has pointed out various uses of the Science of 
. * Grammar, chief among which are (1) Raksha, (2) Uha, (8) Agama, (4) 
** Laghu, and (5) Asandéha; but none of these is tenable ; because all these 
“are accomplished by means other than Grammar, which is found to bo 
“ of very slight, if any, use in them. 

“ (1) As for ' Rakshā’ or the preserving of the Veda, the greatest 
* means of this protection consists in the relationship of the Teacher and the 
“pupil; because it is a well-known fact that the form and order of the 
“ Vedic sentences which have got nothing to do with grammar, have been 
* kept intact only on account.of the fact of their being continually studied ; 
* and the slightest disarrangement in the order has been said to be a very 

' serious offence; (which is not pointed out by Grammar, according to which 
“any difference in the order of the sentence is not a matter of any conse- 
" quence). And with regard to this, it has been said—' That by means 
“of which the object in question is fully comprehended is accepted as its 
* lakshana or definition; and that which leaves off even the hundredth 
“ part of the object, can be accepted to be of very little use in the matter.’ 
“ That is to say, the traditional system of teaching the Veda is found to 
“have ever been the means of keeping intact, everything in connection 
** with it; while Grammar deals with the single factor of words, and leaves 
“ off all the more important ones, of the sentence, its order &c.; aud as 
* such Grammar cannot be held to be of much use, in matters relating to 
‘the Veda, specially in the preserving (Raksha) of it. 

« We also find that even in what is known as the Sama Véda, there are 
“certain rules aud definitions; and it is these that are proper and useful, 
“ helping the accomplishment of all things (in connection with the Sama); 
* while, on the other hand, the Grammar has got very little use with re- 
* gard to what should be done. That is to say, in the Aucchikya section 
“of the Sümavidhüna, we find all the parts of the Sama defined in accor- 
“ dance with a definite order; and this helps us to all the information that 
“we want with regard to the form of the Sama; and these definitions 
“ serve the further purpose of dividing the Süma into its five parts of the 
* Prastava &c., specially at the time that we are passing from one verse to 
“another. While as regards the Grammar, as its sole use lies in the defi- 
“ ning of certain forms of words only, it can have but very little use in the 
“keeping of the Vedas, which are collections of various combinations 
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* of words and sentences, and which can never have their words newly 
“created or formed. For a person who could keep up the words and sen- 
“ tences, and the various combinations of these, as contained in the Veda, 
* by the help of the rules &c., detailed in the Veda itself, —he could cer- 
“ tainly successfully keep up, by the same means, the idea of the roots and 
“affixes &c., (and for this small matter of roots &c., there can be no use 
“of a different branch of study in the shape of Grammar). 

“ And again, if the persons learned in the Veda would believe in the 
* fact of the Veda being kept up by means of the Grammar, whenever 
“they would have any doubts on any point relating to the Veda, they 
* would proceed to the Grammarian to have them removed. But (asa 
* matter of fact the means of keeping up the Veda being contained in the 
“ Veda itself, why should the Vaidika seek the help of the Grammarian ; 
“ because) when a person has a vessel full of water hanging by his own 
“ side, wherefore should he seek after other sources of water for washing 
“his hands? And even in ordinary life we find that when a man wants 
“to know sumething, he betakes himself to persons that are recognised to 
“ be authorities on the subject in question. For instance, the Ayurvéda be- 
“ing the science most needed in regard to medication, it is from the 
“ doctors of that science that people learn all about the nature and the 
* medicines of diseases. 

“In the same manner, whenever in the mind of the Vedic student 
“there arise doubts or misconceptions with regard to the words and sen- 
“tences of the Veda, the only persons that afford any help in clearing 
“away the difficulties, are the more advanced among his own fellow- 
“students of the Veda, and not the grammarians. Hence, as a matter of 
** fact, we find that the whole of the Veda is kept up by means of these 
* Students themselves; aud even when there are actual mistakes in the 
“accents and the letters, the Vaidika student never condescends to seek 
* the help of the teachers of other sciences (which they consider to be far 
“beneath their own science of the Veda). And hence, the teachers of the 
“Veda, who are exceptionally devoted to the good of their disciples and 
“always anxious to help them in their difficulties, are the only persons 
“that help in keeping up the Veda; and hence it is this traditional system 
* of teaching alone that can be admitted to be the means of the Veda being 
* kept intact. 

* And thus we find that the Science of Grammar cannot be said to be 
“studied for the purpose of preserving the Veda. 

" And as for ordinary parlance too, all that is necessary, in the way 
“of talking and writing—even of poetical works and the rest—is actually 
“found to be accomplished, even without any Grammar, by the help of the 
* Janguages themselves. 
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* Even though found to serve no useful purpose in ordinary talk- 
“ing &c., the Science of Grammar may be held to have its use inthe composi- 
“tion of Sanskrit poetry, exactly as the rules and regulations contained in 
* the several Prakrta Grammar &c., have their use in that of Prakrta 
* poetry and drama &c.,—yet (we could explain the sūtra as that) the 
“Science of Grammar not affording the rules and regulations with re- 
“regard to the composition of poetry, and such compositions being capable 
* of being accomplished by means of the mere languages themselves, the 
* said grammar could not rightly be accepted as laying down any proper 
* rules for the usage of words. Even in the matter of the ornaments of 
* Poetry, grammar is not found to be of much use; on the contrary, it is- 
“only on account of the restrictions of grammar that authors are often 
* obliged to use distinctly unmelodious and unrythmical words and ex-- 
“ pressions. | | 

“Then again, the mere fact of a certain word being grammatically 
* correct, cannot justify us to use it, if it happens to be one that is not ac- 
“cepted in ordinary usage; and as for the words that are already estab- 
“ lished in ordinary usage, any rules or definitions would be absolutely use-: 
“less. 

* And tbus we find that even in ordinary parlance, Grammar cannot 
“ serve the purpose of keeping up any words or expressions &c. 

*(2) As for Üha (Conjecture or supplying of ellipses), the Science of 
* Grammar can serve no useful purpose in this conjecture or supplying of 
“ words; because this purpose is distinctly found to be served by other 
“ means, exactly like the differentiation of that which can be thus supplied 
“from that which cannot (which differentiation is done by the science of: 
* Mimünsü itself). 

* For instance, the Mantras that are employed in the Primary sacri- 
“ fice,——on such grounds as (1) the fact of their having a direct bearing 
* upon it, (2) that of their serving a certain visible purpose with regard 
** to it, (3) that of their forming an integral part of the sacrifice itself,— 
* in these five cases, there can be no conjectural modifications made in the 
* Mantras, when they come to be employed at the corresponding subsidiary 
* sacrifices. While in cases other than those thus specified, the Mantras 
* undergo conjectural modifications, according to the special purposes that 
** present themselves. 

“ And when one can obtain all these informations from other sources, 
“independently of the Science of Grammar, how could he fail to get at the 
“ proper words to give expression to these? At all times, the Veda is the 
“only Model or Receptacle (of words and expressions); and as such, 
** people could very easily get all the words that they want from the Veda 
“itself (and there would be no use of Grammar in this). And again; 
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“when we find such words as ‘ g@vi’ and the like being actually used with 
“reference to certain definite objects, how could this well-established 
“ nsage be ever set asido P 

* As regards the words signifying the names of deities, we have the 
“Jaw laid down under sūtra X-iv-23, which shows that they are employed 
“ in the sacrifices in the very form that is pointed out by the parts of the 
“ same or other sentences, in accordance with the procedure laid down in 
“the original Injunction, without the slightest reference to any considera- 
“ tions of the correctness or otherwise of one or the other of the various 
“ synonyms of words. And on this point we have certain Sciences, like 
“the Kalpasitras and the Mimansa, which serve to point out the use of 
“ the said names in regard to Dharma. 

“ As for the words that signify the substances and their — 
** &c., these have their complete forms pointed out by the objects lying near 
“the person concerned, and as such come to be used in connection with 
* the sacrifice; and hence there being no chance for the use of any words 
“ not so pointed out, even though there may be certain words (denotative 
* of substances and properties) that are used with reference to an object 
“meant to supply the deficiencies in the Mantras concerned,— yet their 
* use cannot be regulated by the Science of Grammar, as this is not found 
* to have any bearing upon such usage. The use of Mantras in the Primary 
“sacrifice is in accordance with certain scriptural Injunctions, (contained 
* in the Veda), while in the subsidiaries, their use is regulated by the 
“ exigencies of the circumstances and objects concerned ; and this does not 
“necessarily consist of only such forms of words as are in keeping with 
* grammatical rules. 

“ As for the rules of Grammar itself, they cannot have any basis in the 
“ Veda; and as they are the products of the human brain, they cannot have 
“an injunctive force; and as they are found to have their own authority 
“shaken by the additions and alterations, deletions and contradictions, 
“ contained in the sūtras themselves,—to contain in themselves endless 
“ discrepancies in the modifications of roots and affixes that are gratuitous- 
“ly laid down (in grammatical works),—and to depend upon such known 
“human agencies as those of Panini and others,—they can never be ac- 
“ cepted as scriptures bearing upon the eternal use of words during the 
** performances of the eternal sacrifices. 

“Thus then, those persons who are experts in the knowledge of the 
“sacrifices and their accessories, having all their necessary conjectural 
“ modifications accomplished by means of the usage of words in the Veda 
“and in ordinary parlauce,—what would be the use of Grammar (in re- 
“ gard to such Conjectures)? 

“ And it is with a view to this well-known incapability of the Science 
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“of Grammar to accomplish any such conjectural modifications (in the 
“ Mantras) that the Commentators (on the Kalpasitras) have declared 
“as follows: ‘The subsidiaries (Purānātyā, &c.), the names of relations 
* (^ mother, &c.), the organs of sense (the Sun as the Hye)—these do not 
“undergo any conjectural modifications; as we find in the case of the 
“ Adhrigu Mantra (Dēvyāh gamitarah, &c.)' (this shows certain cases where 
“such modifications are possible, and certainly these cannot in any way be 
“ affected by the rules of Grammar). 

= (3) “The third use of Grammar that the Mahabhashya speaks of is 
“ Agama or Scripture; but in that case, wherefore has not the study of the 
“ Veda been described as the result of sacrifices? Thatis to say, the serip- 
“ture is known to be the origin of all that has to be done in the way of 
“ sacrifices, and not as their purpose (and hence to assert the scripture to 
* be the purpose served by the rules of Grammar would be as reasonable 
“as to declare the study of the Veda to be the result of the sacrifices laid 
* down in it). 

* [f it be urged that what the Mahabhashya means is that the use of 
“ Grammar is that which is pointed out as such, in the scriptures ;—even 
** this could not hold water; because we do not find any such use mentioned 
“in the scriptures; and also because the text that is brought forward in 
“ support of the study of Grammar distinctly mentions the fact of such 
“study not serving any purpose. ‘That is to say, the Vedic text in ques- 
“tion is—' the Veda with all its six subsidiary sciences is to be studied 
* without a view to any result’; and this distinctly shows that the study 
“ of grammar has no use. As for scriptures, we do not admit of any such, 
“apart from the Vedic texts themselves; and certainly, how could the eternal 
“ Veda contain any injunctions with regard to the study of the rules of 

* grammar, which have had a beginning in time? 

“ Thus then, we see that the only Injunction that we actually have in 
“the Gatapatha Brahmana is that ‘the Veda should be studied, which 
“lays down the study of the Veda alone; and this is the only Injunction 
“ that could be found in the Veda; as this is the only one that refers to an 
“eternal subject of study. And as for the Injunction of the study of gram- 
“ mar or any other of the subsidiary sciences, we do not find any such in 
“any branch of the Veda. And again that (grammar) which consists of 
“things (rules) that have had a beginning in time, cannot be said to have 
“the character of the Veda, or to have a self-sufficient authority; as both 
“these facts are dependent upon eternality. 

“Aud asa matter of fact, Grammar has got no claims to be count- 
“ed among the ‘subsidiary sciences’ of the Veda; because it does not serve any 
_ “necessary purpose with regard to the Veda ; nor does it form an integral 

“part of it. That is to say, none of the six means of interpretation— 
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** Direct Assertion, Indirect Implication, Context, Syntactical Connection 
* Position or Name—points to Grammar as serving any useful purpose 
* with regard to the Veda; and as for being an integral part of the Veda 
* how could that which has had a beginning in time form part of that which 
* is eternal? 

* For these reasons, we must explain the expression ‘the Veda with 
“its six subsidiary sciences’ as referring to its constituent parts, in the 
“following manner: The ‘six subsidiaries’ referred to must be takeu to 
* be the six means of interpretation—Direct Assertion &c.; as it is only 
* when interpreted through these that the Veda becomes capable of rightly 
“ pointing out Dharma. 

* An objection is here raised: ‘If the subsidiaries referred be taken 
* as those contained iu the Veda itself (4.e., Direct Assertion, &c.), and not 
“as anything outside it (as Grammar, Nirukta, &c.), then in that case the 
“qualification with the six subsidiaries would be absolutely meaningless. 
* Specially as we can have a qualification, only when such a one is possi- 
“ble, and when a qualification is actually needed for the purpose of set- 
* ting aside certain incongruities (or contradictions); aud certainly as there 
“is no incongruity in the Veda with regard Direct Assertion &c., what 
“ could be specified by a qualification of these subsidiaries? [That is to 
" say, Grammar not being invariably concomitant with the Veda, a 
“ qualification is needed in order to make it an object of study together 
“with the Veda; while Direct Assertion, &c., are always contained in the 
“ Veda; aud hence any qualification of these would be absolutely mean- 
* ingless].' 

“Reply: Our firm conviction is that one who studies the Veda, 
* with a full knowledge of these—Direct Assertion, &c.,—and a due differ- 
“ entiation of these, by means of the causes, forms and results (of actions),— 
“ he alone fulfils in full the conditions of the said Injunction (that one 
* should study the ‘ Veda with its six subsidiaries ’). 

“Or, we might take the expression should study in the sense of should 
“understand or know; and in that case the said Injunction would mean 
“that one should know the Veda as consisting of Direct Assertion, &c. Or, we 
“could take the expression * Vedodhyéyah’ as ‘vedah dhéyah’ (and not as 
** * vedah adhyéyah’), the meaning of the Injunction being that one should 
* contemplato on or ponder over the Veda, which has all its meanings mani- 
“ fested by means of Direct Assertion, &c. 

“Thus we find that the said Injunction lays down the pondering over 
“ the meaning of the Veda, in the way shown in the Mimansa sütras; and 
* jt can never be taken as laying down the study of Grammar. 

“Then again, as a matter of fact, we have certain grammatical facts 
"in the Veda itself; and the said Injunction of the study of the six 
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“ subsidiaries may be taken as referring to the Grammar that is contained 
* in the Veda. As for instance, the Veda points out the reason why the 
** curd is called * dadhi,' and so forth ; aud in this way we have in the Vedic 
“ Arthavadas, many grammatical and etymological explanations of words. 
* And the said Injunction may be taken as laying down the study of the 
* Injunctive portions of the Veda, together im the dne a con- 
. * tain such explanations. 
* Or again, there are cium Doe iplis in relation to ai branch 
- * of the Veda, which are studied with as much regard as the Veda itself ; 
“and as these are actually found to be of use in matters relating to the 
“ Veda, they can certainly be taken as the ‘Subsidiaries’ of the Veda. 
“That is to say, those that are actually found to have a certain use (or 
* operation) in regard to the Veda, cannot but be accepted, by that fact 
* alone, as its subsidiaries ; but this cannot be said with regard to the works 
“ of Panini and the rest, which only here and there treat of Vedic senten- 
“ces; and that too, only with a view to cloak it in Vedic authority. 
“ [f it be urged that the grammars of Panini and others could beaccepted 
“as ‘scriptures’ relating to Actions, just like the Pratigakhyas,—we cannot 
* but deny it; because the grammars of Panini and the rest donot at all 
“treat of the form of the Veda itself; that is to say, all that these gram- 
“ mars do is to lay down certain purified forms of words, without any 
“ reference to the form of the Veda. While the Peàtigakhyas deal with 
* accent, conjunction of letters, hiatus, explanations, precedence and se- 
* quence, &c., all of which are directly connected with the study of the text 
* of the Veda itself. And as such this fact distinctly points to the fact of 
“the Pratigakhyas, and not the grammars of Panini, &c., being the real 
“< subsidiary ' of the Veda. 
* Nor again is the declaration of Scripture (as being the purpose of 
* the grammars) quite compatible with what has been asserted before in 
* the Mahabhashya. Because the Scripture that is here meant is the mere 
“ getting up of the verbal text; while the Mahàbhüshya has, on a former 
* occasion, asserted the teaching of words to be the purpose of the Seripture 
* (aud as no such teaching can be possible without a knowledge of the 
“ meaning of the Veda, the mere getting up of the verbal text cannot be 
* accepted to be of any use in such teaching). 
“ And further, the said Injunction distincly lays down the study of the 
“ Veda with its six subsidiaries, which does not bring any worldly results 
* to the students; and hence the assertion of the Mahabhashya that ‘the 
* knowledge of Grammar constitutes a Dharma,’ or that of the Vartika that 
*'the using of words in accordance with grammatical rules brings pros- 


** perity, cannot but be rejected as being directly contradictory to the afore- 
“said Vedic Injunction. 
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(4) “ Another use of Grammar that the MaAhàbhàshya speaks of is that 
** it tends to simplify (make ‘ laghu") the process of differentiating the correct 
** from the incorrect forms of words. But this is only proper, being the only 
** resource left to him, when all other uses have been shown to be untenable; 
“and this is true enough! 

* Or, it may be that the ‘ simplification ' spoken of really means ‘ com- 
** plication, by the process of ‘ contrary expression’ (?.e., ironical method), 
“exactly as the word ‘coward’ is applied to a really brave man! 
“That is to say, all that grammatical works are found to do is to point 
* out the forms of words that already exist and are known in the ordinary 
“ world, after having gone through endless complicated processes, such as 
* the laying down of most difficult verbal root forms, and queer unādi and 
“other affixes, mixed up with an endless number of extraordinary nomen- 
* clatures and postulates, dealing with gratuitous arguments and counter- 
“arguments. And yet with all this, there are only a few students who 
* ean rightly apply these elaborate processes to words other than those 
“that are actually cited as examples. And thus we find that the process 
“ employed is terribly complicated; and then to speak of it as 'simplify- 
“ ing’ cannot but be taken as mere empty praise (ironical). 

* Some people have declared that the real character of words cannot 
* be known without Grammar. But it would have been as reasonable for 
“them to say the same thing with regard to the perception of Colour, 
* Taste, Odour and Touch! Certainly, in regard to matters perceptible by 
* the senses, how could any person, knowing the real nature of the scriptures 
* and ordinary experience, declare them to he capable of being compre- 
* hended by means of the scriptures? Hence we must read the said declara- 
“tion thus—'the real nature of words is not known without the sense 
“of audition’; because on this point there is no difference of opinion; as 
* we actually find that there is no perception of words by the deaf, &c. 

(5) “ The fifth use of Grammar that the Mahabhashya has spoken of is 
“that it helps to remove all doubts with regard to the meanings of Vedic 
* passages (* Asandéha.’) But this also is not correct ; because grammar does 
“ not in any way help us to ascertain the meanings of words or sentences. 
“For as a matter of fact, we find that many doubts with regard to the 
* meanings of words are set aside by the observation of the usage of ex- 
'* perienced and learned people ; and the few that are still left are cleared 
* by the help of commentaries, etymological explanations, Kalpasütras, and 
“the persons versed in matters relating to the Veda; because all theso 
“latter deal with the meanings (of words and sentences) On the other 
“hand, Grammar takes no notice of the meanings of words, dealing with 
“ merely verbal forms; and as such it cannot in any way help us in ascer- 
“taining the meanings of Vedic passages. 


284 TANTRA-VARTIKA, ADH. I—PADA III—ADHI 9. 


“ For instance, in the case of a certain noun, grammar points it ont 
“as being made up of certain roots and affixes, and as such connected with 
“a certain action (denoted by the verbal root), while, as a matter of fact, 
* we find that when the noun is actually used, there is not the slightest 
“ idea of the said action: e.g., the word ‘Go’ is explained as made up of 
“the root gam (to go) aud the affix dd; and these would make the word 
“ ! gó' applicable to all that moves (or goes). But as a matter of fact we 
“find the word used with reference to a particular class (of animals); . 
* and certainly the explanation of a word must be in keeping with 
"its generally recognised signification (and not an arbitrary one). In 
* the same manner, we have the words, ‘ kugala’ and * udàra' which, as 
“ grammatically explained, would mean, the chopper of grass, and one whose 
“ wife is good (respectively); but as a matter of fact we do not find these 
" words used in the sense fastened to them by the arbitrary grammatical 
"rule. And so also, though the words ‘ agvakarna’ and ‘ajakarana’ are 
“grammatically explained as compounds (thereby being made to mean 
“the ear of the horse and the ear of the goat respectively),—yet in ordin- 
* ary usage, they are used in the sense of certain herbs, which have no con- 
“nection with the signification of the several constituent parts of 
“the words; exactly like the word ‘vrksha’ which grammatically 
" would mean that which is being cut, while ordinarily, it is used in the 
“sense of the tree. So too in the case of the word ‘ Rajanya,’ though 
“grammatically it is made up of the word ‘ Raja’ with a patronymic affix 
* (and thereby it would mean the king’s son), yet the generally recognis- 
* ed meaning is entirely different from the said etymological one. 

“Then again, we find certain grammatical rules to be directly against 
* the Veda itself ; and certainly, even if we accept these, they cannot be 
“accepted as subsidiary to the Veda. For instance, grammar points out 
“the word ‘kaléya’ to be made up of ‘kali’ and * dhak, and the word 
“< Vamadévya’ of * Vamadéva’ and * dya’ ; and thus according to this, these 
“names as applied to the Sümas, would mean the Samas seen by Kali and 
* Vamadéva respectively, whereas in the Veda we find these names of the 
* Sama explained differently: ‘because plenty of riches flow forth from 
“it, the Sama came to be known as Vamadévya’ and ‘ because the Sama 
“removed all impediments, therefore it came to be known as Kal&eya. 
“And these Vedic explanations cannot but set aside the interpretation 
“supplied by grammar. In the same manner, we find in the Kalpasutra, 
* such expressions as ' Krshnagam vasah, * Krshnavalakshé ajiné, used in the 
“ sense of the cloth or skin that has black threads ; and such meanings can never 
* be got at even by the help of a hundred grammars ; all these being capable 
" of being learnt only from an uninterrupted tradition of the teachers and 
“students of the Veda; and so also are words like*yupa' and the rest, 
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“ which are explained in accordance with the sequence and precedence 
“of Vedic passages. 

* And as in the case of these words we actually find their meanings 
* duly ascertained, independently of grammar, we conclude that even in 
“the case of such words as ‘ sthalaprshat? ' and the like (where the signi- 
“fication of the word depends upon the nature of the compound, which 
* ean be learnt only by means of the accent as regulated by grammatical 
* rules), we can safely have recourse to the commentators themselves (for 
“the ascertaining of the actual meaning of the said words). And as such 
“there can be no use of Grammar on this point. 

“Then again, with regard to the true meanings of sentences, thousands 
* of doubts arise in our minds; and Grammar is not fouud to be able to 
* express even a single phase of the question (to say nothing of being 
“able to set aside the doubt completely and point out the true conclusion). 

“Tf the use of Grammar lay in the removal of all doubts with regard 
“to the meaning of Vedic passages, then it would certainly have helped 
* to solve questions like the following: (1) Are the Arthavada passages 
“ capable of expressing independent meanings of their own, or are they 
“only supplementary to the Injunctive passages ? (2) Is the mention of 
* the fact of the Udumbara wood being * power' to be taken as pointing out 
“a result that would follow if the sacrificial post were made of that wood, 
“or it only serves to eulogise the particular wood ? (3) Whether a certain 
‘“ passage mentioning a reason is to be taken as an Injunction or an Artha- 
* vada ? (4) Whether the use of a certain Mantra brings about a seen or 
* am unseen result ? (5) Whether it is only one or all the vessels that one 
“has got to wash? &c., &c. If it be urged that—‘ these questions being 
“treated of by the Mimànsà are not taken up by grammar, ’—then, 
“inasmuch as we find many such words as ‘sthilaprshat’ and the like 
“having their meanings duly ascertained in the Kalpasutras, with regard 
* to such words, it becomes all the more improbable for grammar to serve 
* any useful purpose. ; 

* And again, whenever there are any doubts as to the meaning of the 
* grammatical rules themselves, the true meaning is ascertained through 
* the explanations contained in the commentaries ; and certainly, there is 
* nothing to debar such explanatory commentaries appearing with refer- 
*ence to the doubtful words occurring in the Veda (and as such there 
“would be nothing left to be done by grammar). And inasmuch as 
“there is a postulate that explanatory commentaries serve the purpose 
“of bringing about specific ideas, —just as the fact of there being certain 
* doubts with regard to a certain grammatical rule does not deprive it of 
“its character of a ‘rule’; so too the mere fact of there being doubts 
* with regard to a Vedic passage cannot deprive it of its Vedic character. 
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* And until one knows the actual meanings of certain words, he can never 
“explain any Vedic passage by the mere help of Grammar; aud as such 
“ this latter cannot be said to be the means of ascertaining the meaning 
“of the passage. And the explanatory commentaries to the Veda 
“being as eternally continuous as the Veda itself, such words as 
*  sthülaprshat' and the rest are found to be explained, without the help of 
* Grammar. 

* ( Nor can the accents as treated of in Grammar be said to help in 
.*the ascertaining of the meanings of words ]. No words in ordinary 
* usage being found to be accentuated, we conclude that accents are some- 
“ thing entirely beyond the pale of usage; and as such they cannot be uti- 
“ lised in ascertaining the meanings of Vedic passages. Asa matter of fact 
* the ascertaining of the real meanings of words is always accomplished 
* by means of the usage of experienced people. And as we meet with no 
“ differentiation of accents,—as that the last word of the compound is acute 
“and so forth,--in the usages of these people, any specialities of accents 
“can never be accepted to have an effect . upon the significations of 
* words. And if the cognition of the meanings of sentences depended upon 
* the specialities of accents, there would be no cognition of the meanings 
* of those Vedie passages, whose accentuation has not been ascertained. 
“ But as a matter of fact, as we find the meanings of such passages duly 
“ascertained by means of Context, &c., (independently of the Accents), 
“the denotativeness of those meanings cannot be said to belong to the Ac- 
“cents. And hence we conclude that the accentuation of the Vedic texts 
“can have only an unseen (transcendental) result; specially as it is only 
“found in connection with the reciting of Mantras at the sacrifices in- 
“ cluded under the ordinary Brahmayajna (Daily sacrifices or Duties of the 
* Brahmanna). 

“ And hence even the grammatical rules that refer to Accents may be 
* said to serve some sort of a purpose with regard to such transcendental 
* matters; but never with regard to the words in ordinary usage; because 
* Accentuation is found to have absolutely no use in ordinary parlance. 
* And as a matter of fact, the Accentuation, as laid down in Grammar, is 
* never found to help us in ascertaining the real meanings (of words or 
* sentences); specially because what we find in grammatical works, 
“is only a teaching of the verbal forms of words, and not of their 
* meanings. 

“ Thus then, we conclude that Grammar cannot be said to be necessa- 
"rily studied as serving the purpose of removing doubts with regard 
“to the meanings of Vedic passages; specially as it is not found to treat 
* of such Accentuation or uses of words, &c., as could be of any use in the 
. “ascertaining of the meaning (of words or sentences). 
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“ After having iaid special stress upon the five aforesaid uses of 
' Grammar, the Mahübhàshya proceeds to enumerate ‘ many other uses ' of 
“it; but of these some are such as cannot be spoken of as ‘uses’; a few 
" are such as have the mere semblance of a ‘ use ' ; while some are entirely 
“ groundless. And again when the usefulness of the science has not been 
“established by means of the five, that were spoken of as the ‘primary 
“ uses, that it will be proved by that of the secondary uses, is a hope too 
* sanguine to be realised; and the attempt has all the resemblance of a 
“ drowning man catching at a straw. 

(1) “The Mahabhashya quotes the Vedic text—‘ The Asuras ut- 
“ tered the (incorrect words) helayah, and hence they were defeated ... 
* ,. the utterance of an incorrect word is behaving like a Mleccha’; and 
“from this concludes that the use of Grammar lies in protecting us from 
“being a Mleccha. But what the real meaning of the word *Mleccha’ 
“is we have explained above (as referring to the distorting of the textual 
“ readings of the Veda). 

(2) “ The second use spoken of by the Mahàbhüshya is that it protects 
* us from the misfortunes that befall those uttering incorrect words, as 
“evinced by the text—‘a word pronounced incorrectly, either as to its 
“ accents or letters, becomes a thunderb»lt killing the sacrificer, as for in- 
“stance the word indragatru (which was addressed to Vrtra, as the killer 
“ of Indra, a Genitive Tatpurusha, but asthe accent that was used was that of 
“the Bahuvrihi compound, V rtra became one whose killer was Indra) But 
“here the Mahabhashya has substituted in this text the word ‘word’ for 
“< Mantra,’ which is the reading known to many men; and this substitution 
“of a different reading only shows an undue degree of partiality to his own 
* theories. And as for the misfortunes of sinfulness befalling the sacri- 
“ ficer who employs incorrect Mantras, it is a fact that no one denies; speci- 
“ally as we have many texts,—f.i. ‘the sentence that is killed (spoilt) by 
* the priest, kills the sacrificer himself ’—that clearly point to the fact of 
* the discrepancies in the use of Mantras by the Priests bringing about evil 
“results to thesacrificer. And itis because the text refers to the mistakes 
“ of Mantra that it has cited the use of a Mantra—-‘ indragatro vardhasva’ 
“ —as an example. 

(3) “The Mahabhsahya cites a passage from the Nirukta :— That 
“ which is pronounced simply verbally, without a knowledge of its meaning, 
* is not effective, being like dry fuel being placed where there is no fire to 
* burn it; and from this it concludes that the study of Grammar is neces- 
“sary, inasmuch as it helps us to know the meaning of Mantras, thereby 
“saving us from the predicament spoken of. But the text here quoted 
* we have explained in course of the explanation of the word atha in sūtra 
« [ —1—]1, as authorising a postponement of the Final Bath, after the mere 
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petting up of the text of the Veda ; and we have there shown thatif we did 
* not postpone the Bath, we would be making the Veda, which has a pur- 
* pose to serve, absolutely without a use; as the purpose that the Veda is 
“ found to serve is the pointing out of Duty (and this could not be pointed 
* out to the person tliat finishes his study with the mere getting up of the 
* text and pays no attention to the meaning); and hence the meaning of 
“the text quoted is that ‘the Veda that is not explained, not expressing 
“any meaning, becomes totally ineffective’; and this is quite true; 
“though in this, there can be no use for Grammar ; because it is a well- 
“ recognised fact that the Science of Grammar has no bearing upon any 
* thing relating to Action (or sacrifices). Nor can it be asserted that gram- 
“marisa scripture relating to words; because we have shown above that 
* there is no basis in the Veda for the rules of grammar that treat of 
* words; and as such, these rules cannot be accepted as rightly regulating 
“the use of words either. Thus then, inasmuch as the meaning of the 
* Mantras aud the Brahmanas that one has studied can be ascertained only 
* by the help of the Kalpasütras, the Niruktas and the Mzmünsà, the use 
* pointed out by the Mahabhashya should be attributed to these, and not 
* to Grammar (which is not fonnd to afford any help in the ascertaiuing of 
* the meanings of any passages of the Veda). 
(4) * The next passage that is quoted by the Mahabhashya is—‘an expert 
*in the knowledge of the relations of senteuces, who makes use of the 
“correct forms of. words, obtains victory iu the next world ; while by the use 
* of incorrect words he becomes tainted (with sin)’; and from this it con- 
“cludes that the use of Grammar lies in this leading to victory in the 
* next world (as it is by the help of Grammar alone that we can differ- 
* entiate the correct from the incorrect forms of words). But this passage 
“also refers to the fact of the use of the correct forms of Mantras 
“and Brahmanas bringing about excellent results; exactly as the use of 
* the incorrect forms of these—.e., not as they appear in the Veda— 
“taints the person with sin; and as such, we take the passage to be 
"supplementary to another Vedic text—‘If the sacrifice fails in regard 
* to the verses recited, &c , &c.'—, which’ speaks of similar results follow- 
“ing from the distorting of the reading of the Veda, during its reading, 


“teaching, sacrificing, either directly or indirectly. Hence we take the 


“expression—‘one who is expert in the knowledge of the relations of 
* words ’—to mean the person who is fully cognisant with all relationships 
“of words as established in the ordinary usages of the word ; and as such, 
“ with reference to the Braihmanas, the expression would mean one who 
“has ascertained the true forms of sentences, by means of a proper 
* differentiation of the Subject from the Predicate, the Primary from the 
* Secondary, and so forth ; while with reference to the Mantras, we take it 
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“to mean the person who is fully acquainted with the real character of 
“the Mantras, differentiating the enjoined from the unenjoined, as also 
“one that expresses its own meaning from that which expresses that of 
“another, and so forth ? For these reasons we cannot take the expression 
“to mean the Grammarian; because Grammar is found to have no bear- 
‘ing upon the aforesaid facts (in connection with Mantras and Brah- 
“ manas). | as | | 

(5) “The fifth text quoted by the Mahābhāshya is— when the person 
“saluting another is ignorant of the fact of the last vowel of a name being 
“acute, the person saluted should response as to a woman’; and from this 
“it concludes that if we wish to avoid the treatment accorded to women, 


M 


“we should learn Grammar, which is the only means of learning the 


“ acuteness, &c., of vowels. But the fact of a vowel being acute is well- 
“known through ordinary usage; and as such the condition laid down by 
“Manu in the passage quoted being fulfilled by ordinary usage itself, any 
“science dealing with these conditions of acuteness, &c., cannot be admit- 
“ted to the position of a scripture relating to the performance of actions. 
“Nor does the above passage serve to point out either the. fact of the 
* differentiation of the correct from the incorrect forms of words being 
“necessarily due to a knowledge of the roots and affixes as dealt with in 
“grammatical works; or to that of such knowledge being of any use in 
* the said differentiation. 

(6) “ The sixth passage cited is the Injunction—' The Prayàjas are to 
“be performed with due attention to the grammatical terminations '— 
“which is taken as laying down the necessity of learning Grammar (which 
“is the only means of knowing the terminations.) But in the first place 
“a knowledge of the terminations here spoken of is very easily acquired 
“by means of the direct teachings of persons versed in sacrifices; secondly; 
“all the seven terminations are found to be enumerated in the Shadaha 
“section of the Chandogya-Brahmana ; and lastly, we find all these termina- 
* tions duly pointed out in the Mantras themselves—as in ‘ Agni (nomi- 
“ native) killed the Vrttras, ‘we address Agni (in the accusative) the 
* killer of Vrttra, and 'the fire is lighted by the fire (Instrumental),' and 
“so forth; and all this shows that even without the grammatical works, 
* we can have a due knowledge of the said terminations, by merely paying 
“due attention to the words having the terminations (as they are met with 


- “in ordinary usage); and thus thereby the said Prayàja being duly per- 


“formed, Grammar cannot be held to be a scripture bearing upon its due 
“ performance. 

(7) “ Another passage quoted is—*one who knows the science of 
“speech, as consisting of words, accents and letters, he alone is capable of 
“rightly performing the duties of a sacrificial priest’; and this is taken to 
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* point out the necessity of grammatical study. But as a matter of faet, 
* this passage only speaks of the person who has duly learnt the. Veda. 

(8) * The eighth passage quoted is—‘ there are four kinds. of 
* words; and it is only those Bréhraanas that know them that are said to 
“ be learned; of these three are rət pronounced by ordinary people, who 
* speak out the fourth only’; and the ‘four kinds’ are explained. by the 
* Mahabhashya as referring to Nouns, Verbs, Prefixes and Nipatas; and 
* ag a knowledge of these cannot be acquired except by the help of Gram- 
“mar, the passage is taken to lay down the necessity of grammatical 
“study. But in dealing with the ‘four kinds of words’ as mentioned in 
* this passage, the Niruktas have,—in accordance with their own maxim 
“that ‘all words are to be explained in accordance. with the similarities 
* of the letters therein contained,'—spoken of many quartets, such as— 
* (a) the Pranava together with the three Vyāhrtis, (b) the four Vedas, 
~ * (c) the four kinds of speech, Para, Pgyanti, Madhyamü and Vaikhari; 
“and certainly in regard to none of these can Grammar serve any useful 
“purpose. Even if the quartet referred to be taken as that consisting of 
“ Nouns, Verbs, Prefixes, and Nipatas, even then, inasmuch as all these are 
“ learnt from ordinary usage itself, a knowledge of these could not stand 
* in need of grammatical study. But in reality, this cannot be taken as 
“ the quartet referred to; as in that case, the sentence—‘ it is the fourth kind 
* alone that men make use of ’—would be absolutely inexplicable, as men 
“ are actually found to make use of all the four kinds (Nouns, &c.). There- 
* fore the Mantra: quoted cannot but have the following meaning, which 
“ip the only one that is in keeping with the context (of the Mantra): 
“The expression * Vakparimitapadani=the four means of right notion,— 
* Sense-Perception, Inference, Analogy and Apparent Inconsistency,—by 
“ which alone is. speech (Vak) cognised (padyaté bodhyaté) ; thus. then 
** people do not actually. utter those three kinds of speech, or sentence which 
"are cognisable by means of the last three of the said means of right 
“ notion,—viz: (a) Inference, (b) Analogy, and (c) Apparent Inconsisteney,—  - 
* which originate respectively, (a) in the mention of the first word of the 
“sentence in an Injunction (as, for instance, we have the Injunction 
“< Ishētvēti cakham chinatti,’ where the mention of the first two words 
“of the Mantra.leads us to infer the whole of the Mantra, which does nob 
“stand in need of being wholly quoted in the Injunction), (b) in the 
‘similarity of the Subsidiaries to the Primary sacrifice (as for instance 
“we have the Injunction ‘prakrtivadvikrtih kartavya ’ which, through 
“ Analogy, leads us to the conclusion that the Mantras used at the Subsi- 
" diaries are the same that are used at the Primary,—the Analogy thus 
“obviating the necessity of quoting all the Mantras in connection 
“with the Injunction of the subsidiaries), (c) and in the apparent 
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“explicability of a perceptible fact (as in the case of the Vicvajit sacrifice, 
“the fact of its actually being performed leads us to conclude that it 
“brings about a real result in the shape of Heaven; and as such, the 
“ Mantras of the Jyotishtoma are employed at its performance) ; while that 
“part of the speech, which is cognisable by means of direct (Auditory) 
** Sense-perception alone, and not by the aforesaid three means of right 
“notion, is the only one that men—students of the Veda—pronounce—z.e. ls 
“speak out directly or lay down completely. Out of the six means of 
“right notion, generally accepted, two have been totally removed from 
“doing anything with regard to the cognition of speech ; one of these is 
“ Negation, which refers only to non-existing objects; and as such cannot 
“ help in the cognition of speech ; another is Verbal Testimony ; and this 
* in itself consists of speech only ; and as such being a receptacle of that 
“ (speech) which has to be cognised, it could not be accepted as the recep- 
“tacle of that which brings about the cognition. Or, it may be that, that 
“which is amenable to Verbal Testimony is that which is directly ex- 
“pressed in words; and as such this being included in Auditory Sense- 
“ perception, is not factione? separately. 

(9) “ Another passage quoted is—‘ The'bull having four horns, three 
*-feet, two heads, &c.......is the great God that makes a sound, and enters 
“all mortal beings’ ; and the * bull’ here spoken of is interpreted by the 
“ Mahàbhüshya as ‘Grammar itself, the ‘four feet’ being taken as the 
“above mentioned four kinds of words (Nouns, &c.), the ‘three feet’ as 
* the three senses, the ‘ two heads’ as the two shapes of words, the radical 
“and the modified, and so on ; and in order that we may be like this great 
“God, it is necessary, says the Mahàbhàshya, that we should study Gram- 
“mar. But this Mantra is spoken of with reference to the butter used 
“by the Priest at the Vishuvat sacrifice ; and what its real meaning is we 
“have already explained in the Adhikarana (of the 2nd pada of this 
* Adhyayw) dealing with Mantras (under the Sutra I—ii—46). And in 
“this, there can be no use of Grammar. The interpretation of ‘four 
“ horns’ as the four kinds of words, &c., &c., has got no connection with 
“the performance of Actions; aud as such these interpretations (of a 
“passage occurring in connection with the performance of certain sacri. 
““fices) can only be explained as put forth by the author of the Maha. 
““bhashya, with the sole purpose of showing off his cleverness acquired 
** from a long-continued course of grammatical study ! 

(10) “The Mahabhashya has cited the Mantra—' Utatvah pagyan, &c ' 
“which is taken as the praise of one knowing the science of words, and aa 
‘auch, laying down the necessity of studying Grammar. But in reality 
"ethe passage is in praise of one who knows the true meanings of words, 
“tas pointed out by ordinary usage, the Niruktas, the Kalpasütras and the 
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“tenets of the Mimünsà; and as such it cannot be taken as in any <= 
“ praising a study of Grammar. 

(11) * There is yet another passage quoted which apanki of the 
* science of words having a purifying tendency ‘like the sieve’; and this 
“the Mahabhashya has taken io mean that it is the study of Grammar 
“that purifies all usage of words. But asa matter of fact the passage is 
* in praise of a due knowledge of the meaning of the Vedic text, purified 
“ by a long course of uninterrupted study. 

(12) * The passage—'If the Aginhotri happens to use an incorrect 
* word he should perform an expiatory rite'—has been taken by tbe 
* Mahübhüshya to signify the necessity of grammatical study. But the 
* real signification of this passage we have explained above. 

(13) “In connection with the naming of a child, the Kalpasütras lay 
* down that the name should begin with a certain kind of letter, and that 
“it should contain only two or four letters, and should be one made up 
“of a verbal, and never, a nominal affix, &c., &c. ; and the Mahabhashya 
* urges that these detailed instructions could never be followed unless one 
“ studied and knew the rules, &c., laid down in grammatical works; as with- 
“ out these, one could not know what a verbal afix was. But, as a matter 
“of fact, these expressions—‘ having a verbal affix ' and the like,—could 
* not but have been borrowed by writers on Grammar from the vocabulary of 
“the day, which must have had a prior existence (and as such even now 
“we can very easily learn what they mean even without the help of a 
* grammar); as for the number of letters in a name, itis a fact of ordinary 
** perception accompanied by memory (and as such not dependent upon 
“any grammatical rules, &c.); as for the characters of the letters, &c., 
“ these can be learnt from the explanations eontained in the Çikshās and 
“the Prüficgakhyas. And we actually find people learned in the Vedas 
“very easily coming to a conclusion with regard to the naming of & 
“child. And hence we cannot admit Grammar to be a — — 
* ing the usage of words. | 

(14) ** There is à. Mantra addressed to: endings who. is pee as 
* having seven rivers, &c.; and the Mahübhüshya takes the Mantra as ad- 
“dressed to the science of grammar, explaining the ‘seven’ rivers as the 
“ seven case-terminations, &c. , and from this it argues that it is necessary 
“to study Grammar, for the purpose of learning what is meant by these 
“ <‘ terminations,’ &e, But as a matter of fact all that grammar does is only 
* to attribute the name ‘terminations ' (Vibhaktis) to certain letters, &e. ; 
* but even this name it may have only borrowed from ordinary usage ; while 
“so far as the words made up of these terminations are concerned, they 
“are found by themselves both in the Veda and in ordinary parlance ; and 
“there can be no necessity of learning grammar on this score. Then 


p^ 


NECESSITY OF USING CORRECT FORMS. OF WORDS. 293. 


“again, even if it be absolutely necessary to explain the words ‘ severi 
‘rivers’ figuratively, as meaning something other than actual rivers, 

“ then, too, there are many septenaries in connection with sacrifices, that 
“ could be taken to be indicated by the said words ; for instance, there are 
“ seven persons, including the priests and the master of the sacrifices y 
"seven sentences pronounced by the Hotr priest; seven sentences 
“from the Sama and its parts; and so forth. And all these being matters 
* dealt within the historical and sacrificial portions (of the did there can 
* be no need of grammatical study on the score of these." 


“ You seem to hold that it is only the words grammatically purified 
* that are correct ; and now it is for you to explain what it is that is puri- 
* fied, and in what manner. That is to say, if grammar be held to help 
* in the purification of words, it is not very easy to ascertain what it is that 
“is purified ; aud also whether the purification is in the shape of produc- 
* tion, or acquisition, or modification, or fructification into an Apürva, or 
“the bringing about of a fresh potency. 

“In the first place it is not possible for any individual of the class 
“*Cabdatva’ or of the class ‘ Varnatva’ to be the object purified ; 
“because this would apply to all words and letters, and as such there 

“could be no restriction (of the correct or the incorrect). And if the 
“class * Cabdatva' were held to be the object purified, then any ordinary 

* sound (that of the beating of the drum for instance) would also come to 
* be spoken of as ‘correct.’ And if the class ‘ Varnatva ’ were held to be that 

“ object, then the letters contained in the words, ‘ gàvi,' &c., being ‘letters’ 
* (as much as those in ‘gauh.’), the case of these would be exactly similar 
“to that of the words ‘ gauh ' and the like. 

** The same argument holds also respecting the |. ification as belongin £ 
“ to the individual letters ; and when the letter ‘ga’ has once been purified, 
* as occurring iu the word ‘9d,’ it being the same in the word *' gàv?' also, this 
“latter word could not but be accepted as correct. And thus all indivi- 
“dual letters having been purified, no word could ever be rightly held 
*to be incorrect. And as for the purification applying to the collection 
* of letters, this cannot be ibm as no two letters being heard simulta- 
“neously, there can never be any ‘ conglomeration’ of these. 

“Those again, who hold all individual letters to be pun 
“momentary destruction, tan never have any purification of letters; as 
“each letter being destroyed no sooner than produced, there svala be 
“ nothing left to be purified ; and hence even though the letter be an 
“ entity, it can have no existence at the time of the purification, it having 
. * disappeared, even at the time that we may be thinking of purifying it. And 
“if it could be purified, no one would be able to perceive it in its purified 
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* form ; and hence this purification of the letter would be exactly like that 
“of the flour that may be said to be purified by being offered into the fire ! 
“ That is to say, in the case of the sentence, ‘offers the flour,’ the flour offered 
* into the fire having been burnt up by the fire, and as such becoming in- 
“capable of being seen or used again, if the Accusative ending in * saktüm ' 
“hbe made the ground of accepting the view that the flour is purified by 
* the fire, ‘then, in that case, every factor of the Injunction (*offers the 
“ flour')—namely, the Flour, the Offering, the Bhavané and the Injunction 
*jtself— would be absolutely meaningless; and for this very reason we 
* hold that there is no purification of the flour in the offering. Exactly 
“in the same manner, there would be a meaninglessness of all things 
“ concerned, if we admitted of a purification of the momentarily disappear- 
“ing individual letters. 

* And the declaration of ‘uncertainty’ in the Bhashya,—as whether 
“the word be eternal or transient, the definition (of grammar) is equally 
“applicable—only shows, on the part of the author, that he has either 
“been purposely fighting shy of the above arguments, or simply trying to 
“hoodwink his disciples ; and as such we cannot accept it. ‘Specially as 
“itis only in regard to-an:object that is removed from us that there can 


“be any uncertainty ; for who is there that ‘has any uncertainty as to l 


“ whether fire is hot or cold ? 

* If however the word be held to be transient, "heo the only puri- 
“fication (saùskāra) that could belong to it would be production ; amd as 
* such it becomes all the more impossible for Grammar to be a scripture 
* dealing with the usage of words. Thatis tosay, the grammarian, holding 
* all correct words to be produced by the rules of Grammar, himself rejects 
“all possibility of Grammar either having a basis in the eternal Veda, or 
“being a part of it (because ‘that which is admrtted to be transient can 
“never be a part of that which ‘is eternal). 

“If the Veda itself ‘be said to have been composed by'means-of-the 
“words produced by Grammar, then the Veda ‘would also come to'be as 
** unauthoritative as Grammar itself. And again, if the word be held'to be 
“produced (and -as such momentary), it would have mo existence apart 
“from the moment of its production; and as ‘such, ‘there could be no 
* purification of it ;nor could such a ‘word be of any use. 

“For these reasons, you eannot but give up the uncertain attitude that 
“you had taken up with regard to'the eternality of a word ; and ‘hence, if 
'* vou hold the purification ' to belong to:the eternal word, then, (1) being 
“eternal, it -could ‘shave no ‘purification in ‘the form of modification. 
“ (2) And as-for the purification in:the shape of Acquisition (or perception), 
‘this is found to be accomplished by means of the sense of ‘audition, 
without any action of Grammar. i¢Hence Gammarcannot 'beaccepted 
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“as the means of such purification). (3) As for a purification in the 
“shape of being made able to bring about a transcendental result, we 
** cannot admit of any such, in the absence of any Vedic Injunction on the 
“ point; and specially as words being found to fulfil a perceptible end (that 
* of expressing certain meanings), they can have nothing to do with anything 
* beyond the senses; for instance, the corn that is meant to fulfil the 
* perceptible end of satisfying the hunger of a man can have no connection 
“with any transcendental resalt following from its * washing ' (which is ap- 
* plieable only to the corn used at sacrifices). Nor do we find the gramma- 
“tical rules to be laid down iu connection with the performance of sacri. 
“ fices; and as such they cannot be held to bring about the purification of 
* words, serving to accomplish a certain Apüva (or unseen Potentiality or 
* Agency). Nor is it possible for us to have a grammatical Injunction, 
“similar to that of the threshing (of the corn) ; because how could an eter- 
“nal Injunction speak of a process (that of grammar) that is a pure pro- 
“duct of the human brain? And for the same reason, there cannot be any 
“ Injunction of the grammatical processes, even apart from the perfor- 
‘t mance of sacrifices ; and even if this were possible, such an Injunction 
“ could not serve any purpose with regard to. the performance of sacrifices, 

“ And again, if the word were to be purified for the sake of the sacri- 
“ fice only,— like the Sruva and other sacrifical implements,—then any 
“such word could never serve the purpose of expressing or describing the 
‘‘ sacrifice itself (in any Injunction) ; as the purification would not affect 
‘‘the ordinary usage of the word (and. it is this usage alone that can 
" make the sacrifice comprehended as being laid down by a Vedic Injunction), 

‘“ And as there is a difference between the words as occurring in the 
** Veda and in ordinary parlance, no grammatical processes could ever affect 
“ the sacrifice pointed out by the word (in the Veda). 

“And further, the word having its existence in Akāça, in what way 
“could it be ‘purified’? For being eternal and incorporeal, it is 
“as incapable of purification as the all.pervading character of Akāça 
* itself. 

“Then, if grammar be held to serve the sole purpose of purifying the 
“letters of the alphabet, this would be accomplished by means of the four- 
“teen Pratyühàra-sütras (A-I-U-N, &c.) only (which lay down the alpha- 
* bets); aud there would be no use of the rest of Panini's siitras, &c., &c. 

“ As for the conglomeration of words, these can have noexistence by them- 
‘selves (apart from the constituent letters); and as such, no ‘ purification’ 
‘‘ ean be said to belong to them; and as a matter of fact, we find that even 
“ though a number of bricks are piled together in a kiln, so as to form a 
‘‘ single block, the action of fire in the baking affects each individual brick 
** separately (so too even if the purification be held to belong to the word as 


296 " TANTRA-YARTIKA, ADH, I—PÁDA III—ADHI Ñ. 


“a , whole, it could only be accomplished through the purification of each of 
* the constituent letters). 

“ Nor is it possible for a word to be built up by means of the com- 
“ponent letters into a single composite mass ; and as such, there can be no 
* purification of the word as such; this we have already shown before 
“(under Tarkapáda in the Clokavartika, in the section on * words’). And 
“as for such theories as those of Sphota, the class * Gogabdatva,’ and the 
“ class ‘gatva,’ &c., all these have been rejected by the explanation that 
* we have given above (under Sūtra I—i—5) of the words ‘gauh’ and the 
“like. 

* Nor is it possible for a collection of all the letters of the alphabet to 
“ undergo any process of purification ; because any such collection not hav- 
*ing any meaning, it cannot be used to any useful end, And if groups 
“of three of four letters in each individual word be held to be purified, 
** then it would only be the particular member that would be purified; and 
* this purfication would apply to the incorrect words as well as to the cor- 
** rect ones. 

“The particular sequence of totins - ü, | &e.) may be held to be 
* the object of purification; but such a sequence residing only in the hear- 
* ing or the pronunciation of the word, cannot be accepted as a property 
* of the word itself (and as such the purification of the sequence could not 
“ affect the word) ; and moreover, inasmuch as there is a certain sequence 
* in the words *gàvi,' &c., also (a purification of the sequence would be 
“applicable to these as well as to the Sanskrit words). And if you hold 
* the hearing and pronouncing of words to be the object of purification, 
“this cannot be; because it is impossible for an action (pronouncing, for 
“ instance) to be accomplished by means of another action (purification), 
* as we shall show later on, under Stra III—i—19. 

* Nor can the various places of utterauce —the palate, &c.,—be held to 
“be purified by means of grammar; because these are found to be purified 
* by the rules and regulations laid down by the doctors of medicine ! 

“Tf again, the Mind, or the Man himself, be held to be the object of 
* purification, then it would be absolutely meaningless to speak of grammar as 
“the ‘Science of Words. Because a science is that which teaches some- 
“thing that is capable of being taught ; and as words are incapable of be- 
“ing taught, any science of these would be absolutely useless. 

“ As for the Sphota of a word, it is absolutely impossible for it to 
“ undergo any purification; because in the Sphota, there is a total absence 
' of the roots and affixes (that form the subject-matter of grammar). 

“ As for the Sphota of sentences, which some people hold to be devoid 
“of all component parts, a declaration of the purification of the nouns and 
“verbs as forming these sentences would be exactly like speaking of the 
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“horns of a hare! If it be urged that we can speak of the purifiéation of 
“the nouns, &c., as extracted out of the syntactical Sphota, then it could be 
“as reasonable to speak of the purification of the horn as extracted out of the 
“hare! If you hold the extraction of the part of the sentence to be accom- 
* plished through the similarity of the part of other things, then, why can- 
* not the extraction of the hare’s horns be equally accomplished through the 
* similarity of the horns of the ass? As for similarity too, we have spoken 
“ of a certain sort of similarity existing between the parts of the body of tho 
*gavaya and that of the Cow; but in this case we actually perceived a 
“similarity between real parts; and do you employ the same arguments 
“to the present case, where the parts spoken of are only imaginary? 
“The fallacy of this we shall show in detail under the Vàkyadhikarana 
“(in Adhyaya II). And hence the assumption of ewíraction too is by no 
“ means admissible. iiie ai BeA pum 

“Then again, if grammar were to explain words that have no real exis- 
“ tence, but are only conjecturally extracted (from the syntactical Sphota), 
“then this very fact would make it as unauthoritative and untrustworthy 
“as any ordinary tricks of jugglery. 

“Thus then, as far as the words are concered, they can never be the 
‘‘ objects of teaching ; and hence with regard to these, Grammar cannot be 
“said to be a science ; and as for sentences, Grammar is not found to teach 
“anything with regard to them (dealing as it does with the formation of 
* words only). 

The Mahabhashya has distinctly spoken of purification as belonging to 
“ words as used with reference to certain meanings ; while as a matter 
“ of fact, we find that it is only sentences that are found to be so used ; and 
“ never the words, which by themselves (apart from the sentence) have no 
* significance (and yet Grammar is found to be dealing with words alone 
“ which is hardly compatible with the former declaration). 

“In grammatical works (for instance, in the Vakyapadiya) we meet 
“with such declarations as —‘as in the compound Brühmanakambala, there 
“is no significance in the word bràlmanah, so also would the word déva- 
‘“dattah have no significance in the sentence dévadattah pacati ; and thus the 
“word by itself being found to be incapable of being used with any 
“ significance, it would have been proper for Grammar to treat of sentences ; 
“ but as a matter of fact this has not been done: we find the later commen- 
“ tators making as contradictory statements as the authors of the Sutras, 
“the Bhàshya and the Vartvka; and this goes to show directly that the 
“ science of Grammar has been propounded by absolutely untrustworthy 
** persons. 

"Thus then, the science of Grammar being found to consist mostly 
* of random declarations contradicting ome another, to be devoid of any 
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* basis in the Veda, and to be absolutely without any use, it cannot be 
* accepted as in any way regulating the usage of words. 

* Then agaiu, apart from the study of the Veda itself, and also the 
“usage of the Veda in the performance of sacrifices, there can be no 
* regulation (by means of grammar) even in the case of the words of 
“ordinary parlance. And hence we should make use of all words; they 
* are all equally correct. 

* And on this point, we have the following arguments : 

*(1) The words gàvi, ' * gon?, ' &c., are equally expressive of the cow,— 
* because they are used in that sense by experienced people—exactly like 
* the words ‘ gauh,’ ‘usra,’ and the like. 

*(9) All these are correct words ; because they are found to denote a - 
“certain object—( like the words, * gauh,’ &c.) 

*(3) They are not corruptions,— because they are comprehensible 
* by the ear—like the words (* gauh,’ &c. ) instanced before. 

*(4) They are all eternal;—because we cannot trace their usage 
“to any beginning in time, specially as, just as in the case of the word 
“< gauh,’ so in that of these also, we can always find one speaker prece- 
* ding the other ad infinitum. 

*(5) Those that utter only grammatically correct words cannot, by 
“that, attain to any transcendental result; because they are all found to 
* accomplish the visible purpose of expressing a meaning ; just as the per- 
* ception of smoke leads to the cognition of fire (and not to any transcen- 
* dental result). 

*(6) The grammatically correct words cannot bring about trans- 
* cendental results, because they are not the subjects of perpetual Injunc- 
* tions, exactly like the words of Buddha. 

*(7) Grammar cannot be held to be a scripture; because it has not 
* the form of the Veda ; exactly like the explanations of the formations of 
** Vernacular words. 

*(8) The authority of Grammar cannot be held to rest upon the 
“ fact of its having its basis in the Veda; because it is not found to deal 
“with the subjects that are treated of in the Veda;—exactly like 
* dramatical works, &c. 

*(9) Grammar cannot be a part of the Veda; because it is not found 
“to serve any purpose of the Veda; exactly like an ordinary story, &c. 

* (10) Grammar cannot be held to serve any useful purpose of the 
“Veda; because the Veda is found to express a meaning, even without the 
* help of Grammar. 

*(11) Nor can Grammar be held to be a necessary appendage to the 
“use of words; because it is capable of being propounded only when 
“the usage already exists, And that which is such cannot be a necessary 


NECESSITY OF USING CORRECT FORMS OF WORDS. 299 


“ appendage is found in the case of the inference of the eye. That is to 
* say, the perception of colour being accomplished, independently of 
* the perception of the eye, even though the impossibility of the former 
* perception in the absence of the eye distinctly points to the inference 
* of the existence of the eye, yet this latter inference is not admitted to be 
“a necessary appendage of that perception; exactly in the same manner, 
“inasmuch as Grammar is found to have been composed long after the 
“usage (of words)—both Vedic and ordinary—has been an accomplished 
“ fact, it cannot be admitted as a necessary appendage of such usage. 

* For the above reasons, we conclude that the word ‘gauh, gàvi' 
“< goni, &c., being synonymous, like the words ' taru, ‘ brksha,’ &c., are 
“all found to be used in ordinary parlance ; and that such usage of these 
‘t ig not prohibited by any scriptures.” 


O 


To all this we make the following reply :-— 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (25). Its accomplishment being due to an effort, there 
is a chance of discrepancies in the word. 


(1) The words 'gàv?' &c., have been declared to be eternal on the 
sole ground of the Apparent Inconsistency of the fact of their being used 
in ordinary parlance and affording definite meanings. But we pro- 
ceed to show the doubtful character of this Apparent Inconsistency, 
by proving that the said usage and expressiveness are explicable other- 
wise (than by accepting the words to be eternal). When a word is 
found to be never used, except in its expressive character, then alone can 
the expressiveness of the word be admitted to be proved by the facts of its 
usage and expressiveness. 

At present we content ourselves by merely making the conclusion of 
the Pürvapaksha open to doubt; because when this has been accomplished 
the task of establishing our own theory becomes comparatively easy. 
That is to say, when a certain conclusion to the contrary has been laid out 
in an exceptionally strong manner, if one proceeds to immediately point out 
the true theory, it involves a very hard work; and hence with a view to 
lighten this burden, the present sūtra proceeds only to weaken the contrary 
view by throwing it open to doubt. 

(2) Or, the words * gavi’ &c., having been declared to be eternal on the 
ground of their being aecepted in well-established usage, tle present 
sūtra may be taken as throwing such eternality open to doubt, by show- 
ing that there is likelihood of there being discrepancies in such usage. 

That is to say, if it were always the case that the word pronounced 
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by one man is exactly like that which he has heard from others, then 
alone could long-established usage justify the conclusion that, as in 
the case of the words ‘go’ &c., there has been no time at which the words 
‘gavi’ &c., have not been in use; and this conclusion would justify us in 
accepting these latter to be eternal. Butasa matter of fact, we often find 
the pronounciation of words to be due to certain discrepancies (or mis- 
takes); and as such the continuity of the usage being doubtful, it cannot 
warrant any conclusion as to the eternality of all words. 

The expression ' accomplishment being due to an effort’ means that be- 
cause the word is manifested by means of an effort in accordance with arguments 
detailed above (in the section on the * Eternality of Words,’ Clokavartika). 
(This is added because the Mimansaka holding the word to be eternal 
cannot admit of its being produced by any effort). | | 

(3) Some people read the sutra as 'aprayatnanishpatteh! &e.; and 
they explain it thus: In the case of a man for whom the word is manifest- 
ed by means of an effort complete in all respects, all words being pro- 
nounced in accordance with a long-established tradition, they would all be 
equally authoritative; but it is often found that words are manifested 
by means of incomplete or faulty efforts; and in these cases, it is highly 
probable that the word that is pronounced may be at variance with the 
established nsage; and hence all words cannot necessarily be held to be 
equally authoritative. 

(4) Or, it may mean that the completion of the effort to manifest (or 
pronounce) a word is found to be tainted with certain discrepancies, even 
in the case of clever people with all their organs of speech intact; what 
then can be said of the words pronounced by ignorant persons, having 
deficient organs of speech, &c. ? And the discrepancy that is found in the 
effort to pronounce the word, cannot but affect the word that is manifest- 
ed (or uttered) by that effort. 

Thus then, we conclude that those that are pronounced by a faultless 
effort are correct; while those whose utterance is due to certain discrepan- 
cies in the effort, are incorrect ; and there is nothing that can be said 
against this criterion. 

As a matter of fact, even in ordinary parlance, we find that, that 
which is not destroyed is calléd ‘good,’ and that which is destroyed is pro- 
nounced ‘bad’; and such being the case, the existence of the correct forms 
of words, as also that of their corruptions, becomes possible by the same 
means. (That is to say, the word whose usage is found to be eternal 
may be pronounced to be correct, while that of which the use is not found 
to be so may be held to be a mere corruption). 

. (9) Or again, by ‘correct’ we may mean ‘true,’ ‘incorrect’ meaning 
‘untrue’; by this the subject of the correctness or incorrectness of words 
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would have a useful bearing upon a consideration of Dharma or Adhui ma. 
Truth being enjoined and untruth being prohibited, we ean easily make 
these the means of ascertaning Dharma and Adharma; and certainly it 
cannot be doubted that these matters are really the subjects capable of 
being treated of in a scripture. As for truth too, just as we have a truth 
of matter, so also we have a truth of words; and a verbal untruth is to be 
avoided as much as an untruth of fact. 

Thus then, the differentiation of the correct from the incorrect words | 
being as useful (with regard to Dharma) as that of the food that should be 
eaten from that which should not be eaten, we cannot deny the fact of 
Grammar being a scripture dealing with the usage of words ; and as such 
the reasoning propounded in the foregoing sūtra falls to the ground. 

(6) Or, the sūtra may be taken as offering a reply to the following 
argument urged above—'' Inasmuch as it is only the word that is correct 
(?.e., expressive) that is always used, while that which is incorrect (7.¢., m- 
expressive) is never used, there can be no regulations with regard to their 
usage." And the sense of the reply is this: © 

Inasmuch as there is a chance of discrepancies (in the pronouncing 
of words), there is always a probability of both contingencies—/7.e., it may 
not be the correct wérd that is always used, and it may be the incorrect 
word that is used. That is to say, if a correct word, on being used once, 
were never to disappear, it could be said to be always used in that correct 
form ; and thereby there being no possibility of the use of its corruption, 
any regulations with regard to it would be useless. But as a matter of 
fact, there always being certain discrepancies in the effort to pro- 
nounce the word, the chances of the use of both the correct word and its 
corruptions are very nearly equal ; and as such the science that lays down 
the rules with regard to the use of the correct word cannot be said to be 
absolutely useless. As a matter of fact, we often find that through the 
inherent incapacity or carelessness of the man pronouncing it, a word is 
often distorted, being pronounced with a letter too short or too many, or 
in a different form altogether; and yet, though uttered in these corrupted 
forms, it is found to express the same thing that is expressed by the 
correct word. But as these corruptions are distinctly found to be due 
to a discrepancy in the pronouncer, they cannot be accepted as synonyms 
of the original correct word, and as independent words by themselves 
expressing the same meaning. 

And again, even in the case of the names ‘ Dévadatta’ and the like, with 
regard to which there can be no doubts, we find young boys distorting 
them into the words ‘tatta’ and the like; and this instance leads us to 
think that the corruptions ‘ güv, &c., are also due to certain discrepancies 
in the persons seeking to pronounce the word ‘ gauh’ (exactly as the boy 
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wishing to pronounce the word 'Dévadatta,' but being incapable of right- 
ly pronouncing it, utters it as ' Tatta "bó That is to say, we actually find 
the object Dévadatta being duly expressed by the corrupted form ‘Tatta’ 
as pronounced by the child, or by the grown-up man imitating the child ; 
and as such how can weaccept a word ('gàvi' f.i.) to be really expressive 
of a certain object, on the mere ground of its being used and expressing 
a definite object ? 

Then again, even in the case of the corrupt forms ‘gdvi’ and the like, 
that have become current in ordinary usage, we often find these also being 
corrupted into these forms, (and yet succeeding in denoting the cow). There 
areonly a few such (corrupt) words, like ‘gavi’ and the like, that have been 
in usage for a very long time; and as such it is possible that people might 
come to think of them as correct words. But as a matter of fact we find 
these words also being distorted by ignorant people into new corruptions, 
like ‘ glavi,’ &c.; and yet even in this corrupted form, the word is actually 
found to denote the cow (as well as the word *güv?' or ‘gauh’ ); and thus 
as we find even these admittedly incorrect corruptions to be used and 
denoting a certain object, the mere faet of a word being used and express- 
ing a meaning cannot rightly be accepted as sufficient reason for holding 
it to be correct. 

Thus then, the argument propounded by you becomes open to the objec- 
tion, that being doubtful in itself it cannot prove what you wish to prove 
by it. Just as a word, being pronounced otherwise than in its real form, 
falls from its true expressiveness, so does an argument, becoming doubt- 
ful, fall off from the position of correct reasoning! 

Thus then, we conclude that even if a word is found to be current in 
ordinary usage, it is necessary that we should consider whether or not it is 
really and correctly expressive (of the sense in which it is used). And 
this is what is sought to be ascertained by means of the following 
sutras. 

Though the theory of the opponent has been rent asunder, yet our 
own theory is far from being thoroughly established ; and hence we pro- 
ceed with the next sūtra. 


Sutra (26). It is not quite reasonable to have many (synony- 
mous) words. 


We proceed to show why itis not reasonable. There is a certain fixed 
denotative relation between the expressed meaning and the expressive 


word (that is to say, they are so related that the meaning is cognised 


when the word exists, and it is not cognised when the word does not exist) ; 
and hence if there were many words expressing the same meaning there 
would be no such relationship between the meaning and any of the words. 
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That is to say, it is only when the word and its meaning are very closely 
related to each other, that the one necessarily implies the other, and as 
such there is a fixed mutual relationship ; and hence if either of these— 
either the word or the meaning—were to be diverse, there would be a 
diversity in the said relationship, which would thus lose all its fixity. 

And farther, it is only by means of Apparent Inconsistency that we 
infer the potentialities of all things; and the expression of a meaning 
being quite explicable through the potentiality of a single word, there can 
be no ground for assuming any others. That is to say, when we find that 
the cognition of the meaning cannot be explained in any other way, we 
infer an unperceived potentiality in a certain word, on the sole ground 
of the Apparent Inexplicability of the Cognition of the meaning. And 
when this potentiality is once assumed as belonging to a certain word, if 
it were sought to be attributed to its corruptions also, how, could any such 
word be assumed to have the potentiality, in the absence of the aforesaid 
* inexplieability" or inconsistency ? 

Further, à name is given to à thing, simply for the purpose of talk. 
ing of it in ordinary parlance; and as this usage can be accomplished by 
means of one only, the assumption of other names is absolutely useless. 

Then again, if many words be held to be alternatively expressive of 
the same meaning, then this would be open to all the eight objections 
that have been urged (above) against all alternative courses. When a 
certain object is known by a certain definite name, whenever any other 
name happens to be pronounced, it brings about the idea of another object ; 
all this we shall explain under the sūtra II—11—22. 

As for such universally recognised synonyms, as ‘hasta,’ ‘ kara,’ &., 
we accept all these many words to be expressive of the same object, be- 
cause all of these being equally authorised by the smrtis, there can be no 
other way out of it. While so long as we are able to depend upon the 
potentiality of a single word, we explain the denotation of the meaning by 
other words (corruptions) to be due to Analogy and Inference. (That is, 
when a person who is unable to pronounce the word ‘go’ pronounces the 
word ‘ gdvi,’ we at once perceive, by means of Analogy, the similarity of the 
latter with the former ; then we infer the utterance of the word ‘ gavi’ to be 
due to the desire on the part of the speaker to pronounce the word * go; ' and 
thence we conclude the word *gàvi '—to have the same meaning as the 
word ‘go’). Thus then, we conclude that in the matter of the considera- 
tion of the form, relationship and the meanings of words, there can 
be a fixity of these only when the potentiality is attributed to a single 
word, and never when it is referred to many. As a matter of fact the 
corrupted forms of words become capable of expressing a meaning, only 
by manifesting the potentiality of the original word, through their 
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similarity with it; this the Bhashya will explain in detail under the sūtra 
I—iii—28. 

Thus then, it must be admitted that when many words are found to 
be used with reference to the same meaning, it is only one that can be really 
related to that meaning; all the rest are due a certain incapacity in 
the speaker (to pronounce the correct word), and are capable of denoting 
the meaning, only through the intervention of the original word, which 
is indicated by them (through their similarity with it). 

—— 

It is often urged that when many words are found to be equally cur- 
reut in usage and capable of expressing their meanings, it ig impossible to 
ascertain which one of these is the real original word. And in view of this ' 
assertion, we have the following sūtra. 


Sutra (27). That (expressiveness) could be ascertained by 
means of the particular instances of close application (or learn- 
ing). 

At the very outset, there arise the questions—what is the ‘learning’ ? 
what the ‘particular instances’ ? how too could the expressiveness of 

words be ascertained by means of such instances P And we proceed to ex- 
plain all these points. 

‘Learning’ proceeds from listening to and carefully studying the 
various generic definitions or rules; while the ‘ particular inatences” re- 
fer to an application of these rules to particular cases. 

The number of words being endless, it is not possible for us to read up 
all of them; and hence for the indicating of all individual correct words, 
the only means that we have at our command is the Jaying down of certain 
general definitions or rules that would include all the individual cases con- 
cerned. 

Hence it follows that, without the help of Grammar, neither the 
Veda nor ordinary parlance could ever enable us to get at an idea of all the 
correct words. And unless all the correct words have been known, we cannot 
arrive at any notion of those not included among these; and as such no 
Apparent Inconsistency could lead us to any knowledge of the incorrect 
words. And it is only when the general definition of ‘correct words’ has 
been duly obtained, that a word being found to be used in a form not in 
keeping with the said definition, we would at once conclude it to be of the 
opposite kind ; and it is then alone that Apparent Inconsistency could help us 
in arriving at an idea of the incorrect words. And thus we find that 
Grammar is of use to us in the ascertainment of both correct and incorrect 
words; and hence it is that the sūtra speaks of the ‘learning’ of Grammar 
as the means of ascertaining the true expressiveness of words. 


e" 
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In the foregoing sūtra, it has been urged that as the grammatical 
rule cannot have its basis in the rule itself, it must have it in usage, and 
thus the rule would be based upon usage, and the usage upon the rule,— 
there being an inadmissible mutual interdependence. But this interdepen- 
dence can be explained away by bearing in mind the fact that, in the first 
place by an observation of ordinary usage people become cognisant of the 
fact of certain words denoting certain meanings, though they may not have 
yet quite ascertained the true expressiveness of the words ; and it is these 
words that go to compose the rules of Grammar, which help to establish 
the correctness of certain other words; and then these latter are made the 
means of finally establishing the correctness (and the true expressive- 
ness) of the former (words composing the rules). 

There could be an irremediable interdependence, only if, without the 
help of Grammar the words were not expressive, or if their expressiveness 
were not cognised. Butas a matter of fact, the fact of the word being 
expressive (of a certain meaning) having been known beforehand, when it 
is found that such correct words are often mixed up in usage with their 
corruptions, then it becomes the turn of the grammatical rule to step in 
and help us to distinguish the correct word from its corruptions. And 
thus we find that while Grammar helps us to realise the expressiveness of 
the correct words only, ordinary usage is the means of ascertaining that 
of these as well as their corruptions ; and as such the two being found to 
be treating of two distinct subjects, the Science of Grammar cannot be 
said to be a needless repetition. 


[The Vartika omits sūtra 28 and also sūtra 29, the sense of which has 
already been explained above]. 

An objection is raised—'* As the Veda contains only correct words (we 
could ascertain from the Veda which words are correct), the propounding 
of the Science of Grammar is absolutely redundant.” And to this we 
make the following reply : 


! Not so; because it does not treat of all. 

In the Veda, as also in ordinary usage, we find only a few of the cor- 
rect words; and even as regards these who could ever get at any idea of 
all the words contained in the endless branches of the Veda, and used 
in ordinary parlance P That is to say, just as it is absolutely impossible 
for us to get up all the individual words used in ordinary parlance, 80 too 
is it impossible even to hear all the words contained in the various 
branches of the Veda,—to say nothing of getting these up. For who 


1 In the Vartika this has been printed as a sztra ; but neither the Bhashya, nor 
the Ny&yamál&.vistára, has any such sētra; hence the sütra—numbering has been 
omitted, though the type of the sūtra haa been retained. 


39 
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could ever read up all the innumerable words that are referred to by the 
general rules treating of an endless number of roots and affixes ? 

Thus then we find that, though there are grammatical explanations of 
the words contained in the Injunctive sentences that point out the fact of 
the use and knowledge of correct words bringing about certain transcenden- 
tal results, both in connection with sacrifices and with the human agent, 
yet this cannot be said to involve an inadmissible interdependence, on 
the ground of the grammatical rules themselves being based upon a 
previous conception of the meanings of those words. Because if it were 
a recognised necessity that the Science of Grammar must always operate, 
after one has come across certain restrictive Injunctions with reference 
to sacrifices and human agents—as for instance, ‘the Brahmana should 
not pronounce an incorrect word at a sacrifice,’ ‘a single word duly learnt 
and rightly used brings about all desirable results both here and here- 
after,’.‘ hence a grammatically correct speech rises,’ and so forth,—then 
alone could our assertion be open to the charge of interdependence; for 
in that case alone could the Vedic Injunction be dependent upon the words 
explained grammatically, and Grammar itself would be dependent upon 
the said Injunctions. But, as a matter of fact, (1) we cannot think of 
any point of time, totally devoid of some work or other, dealing with the 
grammatical rules treating of the different kinds of roots and affixes; 
(2) we actually find the Vedic injunctions supplying the requisite basis 
for all the six factors of Grammar—viz: (a) the explanation of the gram- 
matical formation of words, (b) the correct words, (c) the injunction 
of using the words thus explained, (d) the actual use of such words, 
(e) the prohibition of the use of the words not so explicable, and (f) the 
actual avoidance of the use of such words; and as such we come to 
recognise all these as having had no beginning in time ; exactly like the 
Injunctions laying down the forms and uses of such things as the bundle 
of Kuga grass, the sacrificial altar, the sacrificial post, the sacrificial fire, 
the Priest, the milking of the cow, &c., &c. ; and as such we never perceive 
any sequence or precedence between the Injunctions and the Rules of 
Grammar; and hence it is only the fact of the use of correct words bringing 
about transcendental results that can be said to be dependent solely upon 
the scriptures. And hence we find no discrepancy in the Rules dealing 
with the use of words, which have always (eterna, been found capable 
of grammatical explanation. . . ; l 

The Pūrvapaksha has also urged the "meom objections “ The correct- 

‘ness and tncorrectness of words being nothing else but their expressive. 
‘ness and non- -expressiveness (respectively), and the ascertaining of the 
“ expressiveness or inexpressiveness of a word depending solely upon the 
“ fact of tho word being, or not being used in ordinary parlance to express 
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“a definite meaning, the assertion that the words ‘ga@vi’ &c., are not 
* expressive would bea direct contradiction of a fact of ordinary experience ; 
* and hence we conclude that among all the words current in ordinary usage, 
“none is incorrect, except those that proceed from the beating of the drum, 
* the mere repetition of the alphabetical letters, those that are pronounced 
“a letter too short, or too long, and those that are purposely distorted (as it 
“is only these that are found in ordinary parlance, to give no sense at all).”’ 

And to this, we make the following reply: As a matter of fact 
we find the ordinary man incapable of discriminating the expressive from 
the inexpressive word ; and itis the rules of Grammar alone that can help 
one to this discrimination. And as for the contradiction of a fact of 
ordinary usage, this connot be objectionable ; because we have already 
proved above that the Smrti (in this case that of Gr ammar) has a 
stronger authority than any usage. 

It is conjointly by means of Grammar and ordinary usage thatthe 
true expressive word is ascertained ; and hence ordinary usage by itself 
is accepted as the means of knowing the expressiveness of words only so 
long as it is not found to be amenable to a certain grammatical rule. On 
the other hand, when the two are found to point in opposite directions, 
then we can have, as the Pürvapaksha, all the arguments urged under Sūtra 
I—iii—8 ; and then, as the final Siddhanta, we will have the conclusions 
arrived at under Sutra I—iii—9 ; which would prove the superior authority 
of the conclusion pointed out by Grammar ; as also of the person learned in 
Grammar : all this we have already shown above. 

Those who would seek to prove, by mere arguments, the fact of the 
words ‘ gavi’ and the like being incapable of expressing a meaning, would 
be contradicting a fact of ordinary experience; but the fact of these words 
being contrary to the (Grammatical) smrti is quite patent; exactly like 
the non-Brahmanical character of one who is actually a Brahmana. That 
is to say, just as in the case of certain men, resembling one another in 
bodily form, ordinary perception can only afford a confused idea of their 
respective castes; and it is only by means of the remembrance of their 
parents that the castes can be rightly ascertained; so also in the case in 
question, ordinary usage being found to point promiscuously to the expres- 
sive character of all sorts of words (correct and incorrect), it is only by 
means of the remembrance (smrti) of grammatical rules that we can 
rightly discriminate the correct word; and in this there is no contradiction 
of ordinary experience. 

And just as one who, seeing a number of men resembling in bodily 
shape would declare all of them promiscuously to be of the same caste, 
would be making an assertion contrary to the smrti; so too, one who 
would declare all words in ordinary usage to be equally expressive, would 
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be contradicting the grammatical smrti. And, exactly like the differentia- 
tion of castes, the distinction of correct and incorrect words, being at 
first established by the smriz, subsequently comes to be a matter of ordinary 
perception, for all clever people. 

There are certain facts pointed out by the smrti—such as the fact of a 
certain result proceeding from a certain action—the time of whose appear- 
ance is not fixed; and hence not knowing when they could be actually 
realised, these cannot be. said to be amenable to direct sense-perception ; 
and as such we cannot but base these upon the sole authority of the Scrip- 
tures (smrti). While in the case of words, though, in the first instance, 
the discrimination is arrived at by the help of smrti, yet immediately 
afterwards, we find the previously ascertained correct word to be directly 
amenable to Sense-perception, specially for the person who is well-prac- 
tised in the art; exactly as we find in the case of music, where though 
the discrimination of the various tones, &c., are ascertained by means of 
the definitions laid down in the musical smrtis, yet subsequently they come 
to be perceived directly by the trained ear of the musician. And if to 
such a person, one were to say that all words are equally expressive (and 
correct) he would be making an assertion that would be set aside by a fact 
of Sense-perception, exactly as if one were to assert that all men are of 
the same caste (or that all musical tones are alike). 

And thus what is against all evidential authority is the assertion that 
even incorrect words are truly expressive, and not the assertion that 
true expressiveness belongs only to those words that are authorised by the 
grammatical smrtis. 

And from this it follows that a knowledge of the correctness and in- 
correctness of words is also possible as the means of accomplishing Dharma 
and Adharma, in accorrdance with the Injunctions (of the use of correct 
words) and Prohibitions (of the use of incorrect words) that lay down 
certain transcendental results following from such uses. 

The Pirvapaksha has urged that “the correctness of words is not 
perceptible by the Senses (nor amenable to any other means of right no- 
tion)." 

To this we make the following reply: (1) The correctness of words is 
actually perceptible by the Senses; (2) there is also à certain mark (that 
accomplishes the inference of their correctness ) ; (3) the correctness is also 
pointed out by the scriptures; and (4-6) we also find an unmixed use of 
correct words. 

(1) All the letters, (a) that are not either half-uttered, or wrongly ut- 
tered, or distorted, (b) which are pronounced in due accordance with the 
restrictions of the length or shortness of the vowel sounds, (c) and which are 
found to exist in the proper order of sequence, are all, like the various 
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accents, amenable to auditory perception, which also comprehends those 
expressive words that are in keeping with the grammatical smrtis ; and 
thus it cannot be denied that the correctness of words is perceptible by 
the Senses. 

(8) Soon after the aforesaid auditory perception, we come across 
such specific distinguishing marks (of correct words) as the deletions, 
additions and alterations of the roots and affixes, in accordance with the 
rules laid down in the grammatical smrtis; and these marks, together 
with the actual expressiveness of the words as used in ordinary parlance, 
lead to the inference of the correctness of such words. 

(3) Thetwo kinds of scriptures—the Vedas aud the Smrtis—are often 
found to serve the purpose of pointing out the means of the accomplishment 
of certain results in connection with Heaven, the ordinary world, and sacri- 
fices, as also of showing the virtuous or the sinful character of actions ; 
and as such the correctness of words can also be a subject dealt with by 
them ; because one who makes use of uncorrupt forms of words accom- 
plishes certain useful results, both indirectly in the performance of sacri- 
fices, and (directly) in leading the person to Heaven; and during 
the performance of a sacrifice, if one happens to pronounce an incorrect 
word, the performance becomes as faulty as if he had committed a sin 
in the shape of telling a lie; as is declared elsewhere—‘ one who knows 
the relationships of speech becomes tainted with sin by the utterance of 
incorrect words.’ These two subjects—sinfulness and virtuousness—are 
not amenable to any other means of right notion but the Verbal Autho- 
rity of the scriptures. 

Nor is it necessary to assume as many Injunctions and Prohibitions as 
there are words, because ail of them are included in the single Injunction 
and Prohibition—that ‘one who is desirous to accomplish the sacrifice and 
its result in the shape of Heaven should make use of only the correct 
words, and avoid that of all incorrect ones.’ 

Nor is there any such law as that the scriptures should always treat 
of Injunctions and Prohibitions only, and never of the existing state of 
things; because we meet with many such declarations as—‘ this self is 
imperishable, " &c., &c.—which describe the existing state of things ( with- 
out any tinge of Injunction or Prohibition) ; and yet they are not found to 
be incapable of expressing the true state of things. Nor do they cease to 
be scriptures by the mere description of such things. Buteven if there be 
such a rule as that scriptures must consist only of Injunctions and Prohi- 
bitions, then too, we could have such an Injunction as that ‘one should 
make use of such and such correct words, ' or that—‘ if one desiring to ob- 
tain the results mentioned in other scriptural passages should wish to 
make use of uncorrupted forms of words, he should always employ euch 


910 - TANTRA-VARTTKA. ADH. MPAA IITe—ADHI 9. < 


and such words, with such and such vowels and consonants, neither more 
nor less than what is absolutely correct ;’ and as itis possible to have such 
Injunctions and Prohibitions, the correctness of words can very well be re- 
garded as amenable to the verbal authority of the scriptures. . 

(4) Even from the Analogy of such instances as the experienced man 
pronouncing the correct word ‘ Dévadatta’ and the child pronouncing the 
same word as ‘Tatta, we can deduce the fact that words can have both 
correct and incorrect forms. ‘And so also on finding certain uncorrupt 
Vedic words to be in keeping with the rules of Grammar, we deduce from 
Analogy the correctness of similar uncorrupted forms of words that occur 
in ordinary parlance. 

(5) So too, the correctness of a word is cognisable, in the first instance, 
by means of the Apparent Inconsistency of the expressiveness of the 
word as found to be denoting a certain meaning in ordinary parlance; and 
secondly, the correctness could also be ascertained by another Apparent In- 
consistency—namely that of the word being entirely free from all corrup- 
tions due to such causes as carelessness, ‘inary a — in the organs 
of speech and the like. | | NL 

(6) The corrupt forms of words are said to be comedy on the ground 
of their similarity with the correct words; but we ascertain the negation 
of such correctness, from the mere absence (or Negation) of the condi- 
tions of correctness laid down in grammatical rules. 

Thus then, the correctness and the incorrectness of words being found 
to be amenable to all the six means of right notion, who would be bold 
enough to assert that none of them is applicable to the case ; and that as 
such there can be no means of ascertaining the correctness of words ? 

Though we find ignorant people making use of both correct and incor- 
rect forms of words, yet the learned would be always ready to discrimi- 
nate between the two, just as they always distinguish the Brahmana 
from the non-Brahmana. For just as those that are expert in the matter 
of jewelry, &c., can easily differentiate the real gem from the pieces of glass 
and other things that may be mixed up with it, so would the learned dis- 
tinguish the correct from the incorrect forms of words. And just' as for 
the testing of gems we have certain directions for knowing the real from 
the unreal; so too, for the knowing of the correct from the incorrect word, 
we have the rules laid down in the works on Grammar. 

Even if the tradition of Grammar extended only from man to man, 
this could not be rejected as & mere case of one blind person following 
another blind person, because we perceive, in actual usage, the correctness 
pointed out by the Grammar ; and also because we find it dealing with the 
discrimination (of words) which cannot be got at by any other means. 
In the case of grammatical study, the transcendental part of it is estab- 
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lished by means of the Injunctions and Prohibitions (of the use of correct 
and incorrect words) contained in the Veda. And as for the knowledge 
of the uncorrupt forms of words, the using of which is said to accomplish 
the said transcendental result, it being immediate in its effects, can be 
very easily obtained by the help of the long-standing rules and regulations 
of Grammar, which are found to be in keeping with the usages of the Veda 
and all respectable people ; and as such the fact of Grammar having been 
propounded by human agency cannot affect its authority adversely. 

It has been argued above that “the using of correct words being 
found to serve a visible purpose, such usage would come about always by 
its very nature; and as such there can be no need of any Injunction with 
regard to it; as it isan admitted fact that an Injunction has its use only 
in laying down something not otherwise cognisable.” 

But we shall reply to this under the sūtra—The Injunction serves the pur- 
pose of restricting (the usage to the correct words only) (IV—ii—24). 

Another argument brought forward in the Pürvepaksha is that “ the 
corrupt forms of words being absolutely inexpressive, they could never be 
used; and as such there being nothing to be set aside, the Injunction can- 
not be said to be a restrictive one (that is to say, if both correct and incorrect 
words were capable of being used, then alone could there be a restric- 
tion of usage to the correct words alone; but as a matter of fact the 
incorrect words are naturally incapable of being used)." 

And to this we make the following reply: Though. generally it 
is true that there can be no Restriction or Exclusion without something 
that could be set aside, yet why could not we have a Restrictive In- 
junction that would lay down something to be always adhered to, (and not 
as an alternative, which is the case in ordinary restriction) ? Thatis to say, 
when one has got to say something, it is just possible that though he may 
at times express himself in correct words, yet at times he might either 
make use of corruptions, or mere silent gestures of the eye; and hence 
it is only right that we should have an Injunction that would lay down the 
necessity of using the correct words, for those that wish well of themselves ; 
and hence by adhering to such usage a man would be creating an excellent 
Apürva (Potentiality) for himself, 

Even though it be absolutely necessary to have something to be set 
aside by a Restrictive Injunction, yet we can have, in the case in ques- 
tion, & setting aside of those words, that slightly resemble the correct 
words, and as such being found to denote the correct meaning indirectly 
through the correct words, come to be accepted on account of their long- 
continued currency, as really expressive; because the use of such words 
is not impossible. (That is to say, it is only the words having no re- 
semblance with any correct words that] have been said to be totally 
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inexpressive ; and hence it is the usage of these alone that can be said to 
be impossible ; but in the case of such words as ‘ y ’, this word is ac- 
tually found to point, by similarity, to the word ‘go,’ and through this, to 
denote the cow; and a long-standing usage of such words is often found 
to lead to these slightly corrupt words to be accepted as really expressive ; 
and as it is likely that people might be making use of such words, 
the Injunction serves the purpose of laying down that one should always 
use the correct words, and not the said corrupt ones). 

Or, the incorrect words being nothing totally distinct (from the 
correct ones, of which alone they are the corrupted forms) , the possibility 
of the employment of these caunot be of the same (alternative) kind as 
that of various materials, &c., in the performance of a single action ; and as 
such, words cannot be the fit objects for being set aside by the said Restric- 
tive Injunction. But the real fact is that while the person is actually 
thinking of using the correct word, he may, through carelessness, come to 
corrupt it (in pronouncing it wrongly) ; and what the said Injunction does 
is to lay down that one should never distort or corrupt the words he uses. 
And there are many examples of such Restrictive Injunctions; for instance, 
the passage,—'that cake which is burnt becomes fit for the Rakshasa, — 
which in deprecating the burnt cake, points to the Injunction that one should 
so cook the cake as not to overburn it. So too, we have a deprecation of the 
use of incorrect words in the sentence—‘a word used incorrectly either 
as to accent ,.,... kills the person ; and we have a prohibition of such use 
in the sentence—‘ The Brahmana should not behave like a Mleccha in utter- 
ing incorrect words, because an incorrect word is a Mleccha’ (where the word 
‘Mleccha’ indicating a confused sound or speech serves to point to the 
fact of an ineorrect word being a corruption due to carelessness, and as 
such incapable of rightly fulfilling the duty of the word in the shape of 
expressing the meaning); and both these (deprecation and prohibition) go 
to show that the Injunction—‘ hence it is a duly purified speech that 
goes forth,’—serves to limit all rightful usage to the noon forms 
of words. 

An objection is here raised: “ Such discrepancies in the (pronunciation, 
“ &c. of words) as are due to an inherent incapacity in the speaker, or to 

“carelessness (inevitable under certain circumstances) can never be 
“avoided; and as such thse can never be rightly made the objects of 
* prohibition." 

To this we make the following reply: The sense of the prohibition, 
is that one should not be careless in the use of words, and that he 
should try his best to obtain mastery over them; otherwise no regard 
could be shown to that prohibition. And again, if there were no 
such prohibition of carelessness, the persons, desirous of uttering wordg 
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in forms that would be easy of pronunciation, would purposely distort 
the real forms of words, even though they were quite capable of pronoun- 
cing the correct word (though not with the same ease). And if a certain 
person incapable of pronouncing the real form would pronounce the 
corrupt one, other people, though knowing it to be the corrupt form, would 
yet, in flattering imitation of the former person, persist in pronouncing it 
in the same form; if such pronunciation were not distinctly forbidden. 
And it often happens that when conversing with persons, knowing only 
the corrupt form of a language, and quite incapable of using the correct one, 
even capable persons make use of the same corrupt forms. And thus 
there being many causes leading to the use of corrupt forms of words, it is 
only right that we should have a Restrictive Injunction that should make 
us avoid such corrupt usage (and take to the correct one). 

Another argument of the Piürvapaksha is that, “inasmuch as we 
find words fulfilling the visible purpose of the denoting of a certain mean- 
ing, Grammar cannot be held to be a scripture dealing with such usages 
as would lead to a transcendental result.” 

And to this we make the following reply: Even though there isa 
visible result, yet we hold a transcendental result to follow from the 
Restriction ; and this transcendental result belongs either to the sacrifice 
or to the Agent, according as it happens to be in conjunction with, or 
disjoined from, one or the other (vide Sutra IV—ii—5). It is only such 
conjunction and disjunction that make the same (result) to be both; and 
this, in the present instance, is ascertained in the following manner: the 
result that is mentioned in a sacrificial context is accepted as belonging 
to the sacrifice; while that which is described apart from any sacrifices, is 
held to belong to the Agent. (That is to say, in the case in question, as the 
prohibition that ‘the Brahmana should not utter an incorrect word’ is 
found in a context that treats of the performance of a sacrifice, it points to 
the fact of the utterance of an incorrect word spoiling the sacrifice ; and 
thence it follows that the Restrictive Injunction that ‘ one should use only 
correct words’ has its chief bearing upon the performance of sacrifices ; while 
the passage that speaks of the'correct use of a single word fulfilling all one’s 
desires both here and hereafter is not found in connection with any sacri- 
fices ; and hence it follows from this that the use of correct words leads the 
Agent tohcaven; and this makes the said Injunction refer to the personal 
Agent.) Andagain in the case of a passage whose main result belongs to 
the sacrifice, if there be a mention of certain results accruing to the Agent, 
who is something other than the sacrifice,—this very fact imparts to such 
mention the character of an Arthavāda (vide Sutra IV—iti—1); whereas in 
the case of a passage describing certain results as belonging to the Agent 
(when the passage is not found in connection with any sacrifice) the result, 

40 
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being described as such, cannot but be accepted as really following from 
the action in question (v22., the using of correct words)—as has been held by 
the revered Atréya ( vide Sūtra IV—iii—18). That is to say, the Aparva 
bearing upon the sacrifice, not having the means of its accomplishment 
fully known, is capable of containing within itself all the transcendental 
results in connection with it; and as such it withdraws within itself the 
Apirva following from the Restriction (of usage to correct words), and 
then relegates the mention of the accruing of certain results to the human 
Agent to the realms of Arthavada. Whereas in the case of the Restriction 
being for the sake of the Agent, it becomes absolutely necessary to assume a 
purpose for such Restriction ; and as for the comprehension of meaning, this 
is often found to be obtained even by means of the corruptions of words 
as also through certain silent gestures; and hence the Restriction by itself, 
having all its wants fulfilled as shown above, is not capable of setting up the 
Apürva or transcendental result ; and as such it becomes absolutely neces- 
sary to accept as the true result (of following the Restriction), the attain- 
ment of all desirable things both here and in heaven, which is mentioned in the 
corresponding Arthavada passage. 

Another question put by the Parvapaksha is—“ Where does this 
transcendental result of the Restriction reside?” And tothis we make 
the following reply: That result which has its end in the sacrifice itself 
resides in the subsidiaries that go to make up the sacrifice, while that 
which is not mentioned with reference to any subsidiary character, resides 
in the person that performs the sacrifice. That is to say, in accordance 
with the reasonings brought forward in Sdtra III—iv—15, the transcen- 
dental result following from the restriction of all usage to eorrect words 
tends to impart a certain purity to the sacrificer, who (as the agent) is 
ihe means of accomplishing the transcendental result indicated by the word 
‘Brabmana’ (in the injuuction, ‘the Brahmana should not use incorrect 
words") which appears in the context of the Jyotishtoma sacrifice; and then 
in accordance with the conclusion arrived at under Sūtra III—viii—4, the 
Apürva (or transcendental result) comes to be recognised as residiug in 
the Person, iu order to render him fit for acquiring the main result (of 
the sacrifice). And in the case of the passage (‘one word correctly pro- 
nounced, &.’) which refers to the Person only, the result following from 
such correct use, is held to reside in the person knowing and using the 
correct word, exactly as the result of the main sacrifice is found to reside in 
the Person; because the mention of ‘correct speaking’ and ‘correct 
knowing’ directly point to such a speaker and knower, who is also univer- 
sally recognised as the main receptacle of the results following from these 
actions (of speaking and knowing). 

Though in the passage— No incorrect words should be used by the Brah- 
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mana’—the Instrumental ending in the word ' brahmanéna,’ ‘ by the Bràh- 
mana,’ indicates the secondary character of the speaker (and as such he may 
not be accepted as the receptacle of the main result), yet, inasmuch as it is 
the speaker that is affected by the purification (due to the correct use of 
words), the primary position may be assigned to him; exactly as in the 
case of the ‘Remnant of the Prayaja butter.’ That is to say, in the case 
of the passage ‘ Mixes the sacrificial material with the remnant of the 
Prayaja, though the word ‘remnant’ has the Instrumental ending, yet 
inasmuch as it has to serve a useful purpose, it is accepted to be the chief 
object of the purification; exactly the same is the case with the word 
‘ Brahmana’ in the passage in question. 

Or it may be that, the Instrumental ending in the word ‘ by the Brab- 
mana’ points to the ‘performer of the sacrifice’; and his primary 
character is got at from without, through the mention of the word ‘ kama- 
dhuk’ (obtaining of all desirable results, — which appears in another passage). 
And the Instrumental ending in ‘ Brahmanéna’ may not be taken as 
referring to the ‘ person using the incorrect word’; and the construction of 
the passage may be thus explained: ‘ No incorrect words should be used by 
the Brahmana who is performing the sacrifice.’ And it is a well-known fact 
that that which has a secondary position in the sacrifice, attains the pri- 
mary position, in reference to the purification (as following from the sacri- 
fice); and in the case in question the using of correct words does not 
affect the sacrifice indirectly through an Apdérva, but directly by impart- 
ing a certain purity to the Person performing the sacrifice. And the fact 
of the sacrifice being thus affected is indicated by the context, as also by 
the Instrumental ending (in the word * Brahmanéna’); and it is this 
very fact that enables us to accept the purification, &c., as subsidiary (to 
the Person, who thus comes to be recognised to have the primary position). 

Even when the said Restrictive Injunction refers to a Person, apart 
from any sacrifices, the word ‘ kamadhuk’ expressing the fulfilment of the 
desirable and useful purpose of Man,—it distinctly indicates the primary 
position of the Person. 

Though, as a matter of fact, the utterance of a correct word is not for 
the sake of the speaker or the sacrificer (but for that of one to whom it is 
addressed ),—yet it is the Restriction and Prohibition referring to such use 
that can be accepted as being for the sake of the speaker and the sacrifice. 
For certainly, it is not necessary that the Restriction and Prohibition in 
connection with a certain action must be for the sake of the same person, 
for whose sake the action itself is performed. For instance, though such 
actions as * intercourse with women’ and ‘ eating of meat’ are found to be 
performed for the sake of the person, yet the prohibition of these acts 
is accepted, through the peculiarities of the context, as referring to the 
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sacrifice. And again, though the sacrificial post made of the khadira wood 
is apparently found to serve a useful purpose in the performance of the 
sacrifice, yet from the peculiarity of the passage limiting the material of 
the post to the one particular kind of wood, we come to recognise it as 
imparting strength to the person (performing the sacrifice.) And so also 
through the ‘ feeding of the guest,’ when the action of ‘ eating ' belongs to the 
guest, the peculiar transcendental result following from it is found to 
accrue to the person feeding him. In the same manner, even though the 
word is uttered for the sake of another person, yet the Restriction and 
Prohibition pertaining to it, when seeking for a receptacle of their result, 


distinctly poiut to the Ln speaking, as he is found to be in closest touch 
(with the word.) bt 


Thus then, the fact of the Science of Grammar being based upon the 
Veda having been fully established, it is extremely unfair to deny the 
fact of its being a scripture dealing with the usage of words. 

The character of Scripture has been denied to the Science of Grammar, 
on the ground of its having been propounded by human authors; but this 
is as much against a universally acknowledged fact as to assert that the 
‘Moon is not the moon.’ That is to say, if the word ‘ Castra’ (Scripture) 
is to be taken in its ordinary conventional signification, then it must in- 
clude all the ‘ fourteen sciences’; and as Grammar is included among these; 
the character of ‘Castra’ cannot be rightly denied to it. If, however, the 
word ‘Castra’ be taken in its literal sense—that which teaches—, then; 
as we actually find Grammar teaching us the correct forms of words, or the 
Roots and Affixes as making up these words, and also teaching the students 
all these words, &c., the application of the word ‘ Castra’ to it cannot in 
any case be doubted. 

Thus then, the fact of Grammar being a Castra being universally 
acknowledged, if one were to deny it on the strength of certain arguments, 
he could as reasonably seek to deny the name to the Veda also, on the 
ground of its being eternal, and thus similar to the Akaga (which is not a 
Castra)! Thatis to say, you seek to deny the character of Castra to 
Grammar, simply on the ground of its being similar to certain other works 
of human authors (Drama and the like which are not Càsíras) ; and then, 
on the ground of the Veda resembling, in its eternality, such things as 
Akaga, Time, Place, Self and Atom (none of which are (astra), you could 
deny the character of C'stra to the Veda also! And certainly, if one 
who had learnt the refined language of the city were to address harsh 
words to his parents in the country, who could check him? For when a 
child is found to misbehave towards others, his parents check him; but 
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who could check the child who would be insulting to his own parents ? 
In the same manuer, one who is found to be making incoherent assertions 
with regard to subjects apart from the Veda, is checked by the Veda 
itself; but when he proceeds to deprive the Veda itself of one of its essential 
parts (the Grammar), by what could he be checked ? And when a person 
becoming angry with another cuts off his limbs, one whose limbs are 
thus cut off lives only for à very short time. Hence it is only when one 
wishes to destroy the Veda, that he begins by striking at its parts (the 
Subsidiary sciences) ; and then continuing in the same path, he cuts off the 
main source itself, 

But as à matter of fact we have found that the authoritative character 
of the Veda and the Smriis has been firmly established by means of vari- 
ous reasonings (detailed above),—how then could any one dare to deny the 


authority and the scriptural character of the subsidiary sciences (parts of 
the Veda) ? 


It has been urged by the Parvapaksha that “all the Smrtis are found 
to resemble one another; while that of Grammar is entirely different from 
all of them; and as such Grammar cannot be accepted to be one of the 
Smrtis.” 

And to this we make the following reply: We finda great resemblance 
among the Dharmasitras, because all of them treat of the duties of the 
various castes and conditions of life ; and as such there cannot be any very 
great dissimilarity among them ; while the subject of Grammar is entirely 
different, treating as it does of the rules and regulations that go to prove 
the correctness of a word; and as such a work on Grammar could have 
resemblance with other works on Grammar itself, and not with the Dharma- 
sutras. And as for the character of Smrti, it belongs equally to the 
Dharmasütras and the ‘subsidiary sciences’ of the Veda (among which . 
Grammar is one.) : 

Even though the ‘ subsidiary sciences ' were not called * Smrvis,’ yet we 
could not deny the fact of their being so many scriptures and having a 
decidedly authoritative character; because Manu has declared an equal 
authority to belong to the following: “ the Puranas, the Science of Duty as 
laid down by Manu, the Veda with all its Subsidiaries, and the Science 
of Medicine." 

In regard to Smrtis, we have shown above, under Sūtra I—iii—2, that 
they must be admitted to be authoritative, because their authors are the 
very same persons who are found to perform the sacrifices laid down in 
the Veda; and this reasoning is equally applicable to the Subsidiary Sciences 
of the Veda. And we have just shown above, that as bringiBg- about 
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visible as well as transcendental results, the authority of the Subsidiary 
Sciences of the Veda is cognisable by all the six means of right notion ; 
and as such their authority can never be denied. ` 

When one of the Subsidiary Sciences has been found to be based upon 
the Veda, then it may come to be accepted as forming a sound basis for 
other works of human authors. And in regard to that work of the human 
author of which a basis is not found, if it be asserted that it has no basis 
at all, such an assertion would be as acceptable as the description of a 
colour by one who is born blind. While in the case in question we find 
that the work has its basis upon a Smrti that is based upon the Veda; and 
as such it has a decided authority, though removed by one degree. 

Another objection in the Purvapaksha is that, “inasmuch as we find 
many contradictions among the Sitras (of Panini), the Vartika (of Katya- 
yana) and the Bhashya (of Patanjali), we cannot accept the —— of 
Grammar." 

And to this we make the following reply: The presence of contra- 
dictions cannot be accepted as shaking the authority of the Smrtis, inas- 
much as we find many contradictions in the Vedas themselves. In fact 
if the Smrtis, that are based upon contradictory passages of the Veda, were 
to be without any contradictions, then alone would they be untrustworthy; 
as in that case they would not be in keeping with the character of their 
basic texts. Because it is only when the character of the Smrti is in exact 
keeping with that of its basic Vedic text, and not otherwise, that it can 
be accepted as authoritative. Aud hence the presence of contradictions in 
the Smrtis cannot be held to affect their authority; specially as when- 
ever there are two contradictory texts, they can both be accepted as option- 
al alternatives; and none of them can be said to be absolutely false 
(or unuauthoritative). But as a matter of fact there is no contradiction 
among the Smrtis on the subject of Dharma (that is to say, all of them 
agree on the point of the use of correct words accomplishing a Dharma) ; 
and as all the contradictions that we perceive is in the matter of details, 
the presence of these canuot be considered a fault, as they treat of entirely 
different subjects. 

As for the attacks upon the Sätras, as with reference to there being 
useless repetitions, that are made by the Vartika, &c., these cannot be 
urged as shaking the authority of the Sdtras; because such attacks are 
always followed by explanations in defence of the Sūtra, the authority 
of which thus becomes doubly strengthened. And as for these attacks 
themselves, they cannot be accepted as contrary authorities, because they 
have no basis in the Veda, and as snch cannot be accepted as affecting the 
authority of the SZíras which are based upon the Veda. And as for the 
additions and alterations (proposed in the Vartika and the Bhàshya) these 
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are all based upon other grammatical Smrtis; and certainly the addition 
of more matter does not shake the authority of the briefer work. For in- 
stance, though the statement of the duties of the Adhvaryu priest is very 
brief in the Vajasanéyi Sanhita, and that in the Caraka Sanhita is much 
more detailed, yet this fact does not shake the authority of the former 
brief statement. Hence the presence of such additions cannot be taken 
as faulty. | 

As for the reproach that the author of the grammatical Sütras has 
not mentioned the purpose or motive of his work;—such an omission 
does not merit a reproach ; because the purpose of grammar is fully known 
from all Vedas and Smrtis; and at the close of the grammatical work 
itself, its purpose becomes self-evident. And again, it is a fact univer- 
sally known that the telling of truth leads one to Heaven, and helps to 
accomplish the sacrifices. And we all know that ‘ truth ' is of two kinds— 
the truth of matter, and the truth of words. Aud just as the assertion 
of a true state of things brings future happiness to the person, so also 
does the utterance of the true word; and conversely, just as the perver- 
sion of the true state of things is sinful, so also is the perversion of the 
true word. And we have already shown that a knowledge of the true 
(or correct) word is obtained from a careful study of grammar (which is 
thus found to be indirectly serving the purposes of leading the man to 
Heaven and accomplishing the various sacrifices). And thus, the author 
of the Sara did not mention the purpose of his work, simply because it 
was found to be too well-known to need such mention—this purpose 
being the explanation of all words. Nor is there any difference of opinion 
on the point of the purpose of Grammar. And as to-whether this pur- 
pose is rightful or not (upon which there is a diversity of opinion), it 
is a different matter altogether. 

The author of the Vartika has, however, distinctly pointed out the use 
of Grammar to lie in the laying down of certain restrictions, which help 
in the fulfilling of Dharma; and of such restrictions, one is based direct- 
ly upon the Veda itself, while the other is based upon Grammar. That 
is to say, Grammar serves the purpose of laying down two restrictions—(1) 
that one should use only the correct forms of words—the knowledge and 
the using of such words leading the person to Heaven and helping to 
accomplish the sacrifices; and this is known from the Veda itself ; and as 
such, not depending upon any other authority, this restriction must be 
accepted as laid down by the Veda itself; (2) that such and such words 
are correct—which is pointed out by Grammar alone ; as without Grammar, 
the correct words could not be rightly distinguished from the incorrect ones. 
Thus then, we find that the methods of Grammar, being a part of the 
Vedic Dharma that consists of the use of the duly discriminated correct 
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forms of words, serves the purpose of pointing out such correct forms as 
are rightly expressive. 

Katyayana has said—‘ If the knowledge of the correct word be said to 
constitute a Dharma, then, as such knowledge would also indirectly involve 
that of the incorrect word, it would be mixed with an Adharma’; and 
having thus pointed out the chance of Adharma in this theory, he comes 


to the conclusion that it is the actual using of the correct forms of words,. 


jn accordance with grammatical rules, that constitutes Dharma, and brings 
happiness to the agent, And though the Mahabhashya has again resumed 
the former rejected theory, in the senteuce—' Or the knowledge of the 
correct word may be said to constitute Dharma,’ yet this has been added 


only with a view to show that the argument urged against this theory is. 


not quite irrefutable; and hence this resumption is not with a view to cast- 
ing any aspersion upon the Vartika, but simply as a gratuitous prolonging 
of the discussion. 

As a matter of fact, however, the mention of the result as following 
from a knowledge of the correct word cannot be accepted as literally 


correct, but only as an Arthavadda, which latter character is distinctly point- 


ed out by the fact of the knowledge being auxiliary to something else, as 
is shown by the fact of this something else becoming absolutely useless 
(if the said auxiliary be accepted as actually accomplishing the men- 
tioned result). As for instance, in the case of the passage—‘‘ One who per- 
forms the Agvamédha, and one who knows it becomes freed from the sin 
of Brahmana—slaughter,’—if the mere knowledge of the sacrifice were to 
actually accomplish the said result, who would be foolish enough to under- 
take the performance of the expensive aud troublesome sacrifice itself P 
aud as such the Injunction of the sacrifice would become absolutely 
useless. In the same manner, if the mere knowledge of the correct word 
were to accomplish the Dharma, who would ever undertake the trouble of 
pronouncing the word, and thereby tiring out his organs of speech ? 
Hence we conclude that, as in the case of the Agvamédha sacrifice, so in 
that of words also, it is the use (of the correct word duly discriminated) 
that constitutes Dharma (and not the mere knowledge of it). And the Maha- 
bhashya speaks of the knowledge as constituting Dharma, in accordauce 
with the rule of speaking of the cause (knowledge) as the effect (the use 
following from such knowledge)—just as the rice that is offered in the 
sacrifice that brings rain is spoken of as the ‘rain,’ itself ; and this declara- 
tion of the Bhàshya has been made with a view to show that the arguments 
(in the Variika) based upon the mixture of Adharma are not quite irre- 
futable; and it is not added with a view to show that the result really 
follows from the knowledge itself. Specially as according to the conclu- 
sions arrived at under the Satra IV —iii—1, the knowledge of the word 
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having its sole end in purifying the word used by the man, it cannot have 
anything to do with any other result. In all cases knowledge is always 
found to be a means of purifying, and as such auxiliary to something 
else; with the sole exception of the knowledge of Self. 

As for the knowledge of Self; both by Conjunction and Disjunction 
it is found to help the sacrifice as well as the Person ; because unless one 
knows his self (to be something other than the body that perishes) he 
would never undertake the sacrifices whose results are said to accrue to the 
man in another birth. Aud then again, such passages as—“ the Self free 
from all evil...is to be sought after, &c.," ‘one should worship the Self” 
—lay down the knowledge of Self as accomplished by a process accom- 
panied by due reflection, &c; and then from such knowledge, we find 
that there accrues to the agents both kinds of resnlt—Happiness as well 
as final Deliverance, as is shown by the following passages :—“ He obtains 
all worlds aud all desires, passes beyond all sorrow, &c., &c.,"—which 
speaks of all the eight perfections of Yoga accruing to the person know- 
ing the self; and the passage— passing his life thus he, after death, 
reaches the regions of Brahma, and from there he never returns "— which 
points to the attainment of the Supreme Self (Final Deliverance) also as 
following from a due knowledge of the Self. And inasmuch as these 
passages do not occur in connection with any sacrifices, while they are 
directly related to the Self, the results mentioned in these cannot be said 
to be mere Arthavidas; as they are not like the passages mentioning 
certain results as following from the making of the sacrificial post of the 
Khadira wood, and so forth, which are found along with passages dealing 
with certain sacrifices (and being auxiliary to the sacrifices, the making of the 
post, &c., cannot be accepted as having independent results of their own). 

Nor can it be rightly urged that, because the Self is laid down as the 
object of knowledge, it cannot have any connection with actions. Because 
the duties, necessary as well as occasional, relating to the various castes and 
conditions of life, have got to be performed, for the double purpose of 
destroying the evil effects of former sins, and the removal of all chance of 
the appearance of the sin that would follow from the non-performance of 
the necessary duties. And inasmuch as these duties on the one hand, 
and the knowledge of Self on the other, have distiuct purposes to 
fulfill and proceed on two entirely different lines, they cannot be said 
either to reject each other, or to be accepted as optional alternatives, or to 
form parts of one another. The knowledge of words, on the other hand, 
is always auxiliary to its usage, and always precedes it; and as such it 
eannot have any result apart from that which follows from such usage ; 
and hence we conclude that the said results follow only from the using of 
the properly discriminated correct forms of words, 
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Another objection urged in the Prvapaksha is that, “the correct use 
of words following upon a knowledge of Grammar having a beginning in 
time, the mention of any results following from it, can never form the 
object of an eternal (Vedic) Injunction." But the continuity of Grammar 
is as eternal as that of the making of the sacrificial post, &c., (and though, 
as in the case of the post, the individual use of a correct word may 
have a beginning in time, yet such usage has ever continued from time 
immemorial); and as such the objection does not affect the question. And 
the eternality of Grammar is also pointed out by the Vedic passage—“ the 
speech grammatically purified is used." Nor can it be urged that the 
‘ purification’ here spoken of is that accomplished by a long-established 
usage. Because in that case the addition of the word ‘used’ would be a 
useless repetition. We find Manu also declaring, while enumerating the 
holiest of Brahmanas: ** One who grammatically explains a sentence, and 
he who investigates the nature of sacrifices, &c.," and this distinctly 
shows that * he who explains grammatically " is something different from 
the person who has studied the Veda and also from one who investigates 
the nature of sacrifices ; and as such the said passage cannot but be taken 
as pointing to a knowledge of Grammar (as an independent condition of 
holiness) ; and this distinctly shows that Grammar is eternal. 


End of the Vytkaranadhikarana. 
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ADHIKARANA (10) 


[(A) Treating of the fact of the words used and objects described in the Veda 
being the same as those in ordinary parlance—as part of (B) the exposi- 
tion of the fact of the denotation of a word consisting in Class or Form]. 


(A) 

Sutra (30), On account of non-differentiation there is same- 
ness of the object; as otherwise there would be no Injunction 
of performance. 

From among the four kinds of words—Nouns, Verbs, Prefixes and 
Nipatas,—we take the case of the Nouns; and from among Nouns, signi- 
fying the Class, Property, Action, Substance, Names and Pronouns, we take 
into consideration only those that denote the Class; and from these again, 
we single out the word ‘Cow’ as a typical instance, And with regard 
to this we proceed to consider whether the word denotes the Olass or the 
Individual. 

But leaving this point aside for a time, to be taken up later, we 
proceed, with a view to ascertain the character of the means (word) and 
consequences (signification of Vedic Injunctions), to consider the ques- 
tion as to whether the words used in the Veda, and the meanings signified 
by them, are the same as those in ordinary parlance, or different ? 

An objection is here raised: ‘ What would be the use of proving that 
the words used in the Veda are the same as those in ordinary parlance, 
that this should be taken up first of all?” 

To this we make the following reply: The use of this discussion 
will be found to appertain to the Vedic words; while the means of snch 
discussion and ascertainment is found in the ordinary parlance of the people 
of the present day ; and as such it becomes necessary to prove the two to 
be the same. That is to say, if the words used in the Veda and the sense 
in which they are there used, be the same as those in ordinary parlance, 
then alone could it be possible for us to ascertain whether any particular 
‘object is denotable by a certain Vedic word or not; and this can be done only 
by conducting the discussion—as to a word signifying the Class or the 
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Individual—in accordance with the various usages current among the 
experienced men of the present day. While any ascertainment, as to whether 
a word really denotes the Class or the Individual, would not serve any 
useful purpose in ordinary parlance. Because in ordinary parlance, a 
word being used. with reference to various intermixed significations, brings 
about the idea of only some of these significations; and thus the 
purpose of the speaker having been duly fulfilled even by the signification 
that only forms a part of the undifferentiated denotation of the word,— 
and thereby the purpose for which the word was used having been fulfilled 
either by the Class or by the Individual,—what would be the use of discrimi- 
nating (as to whether the word really denotes the Class or the Indi- 
vidual) ? 

It may however he argued that—''as in the case of the Veda, so in 
ordinary parlance also, such discrimination would serve the purpose of 
rejecting or accepting the generic or the specific denotation of a word." 
But as a matter of fact, we find, in ordinary parlauce, that (in the case of 
such assertions as ‘give the curd to the Brahmanas, but the takra to Kaun- 
dinya’) the giving of the curd, &c., (as the generic alternative) or of the 
takra (as the exception) is pointed out by the exigencies of the circum- 
stances ; aud this obviates all necessity of considering as to whether a cer- 
tain word is to be taken in its direct denotation or indirect indication. And 
thus we find that any such enquiry is absolutely useless with regard to 
ordinary parlance; but it would serve a distinctly useful purpose with 
regard to the Veda, where we have no other means of ascertaining the 
meanings of words (as in this case we have no usage of the Elders to 
guide us). : 

Thus then, if the words used in the Veda were different from those in 
ordinary parlance, then we should never have any occasion to consider 
the question as to the word denoting the Class or the Individual, for the 
sake of ascertaining what is expressed and what is not expressed (by a 
word in the Veda). Whereas if they be identical, then the significations 
of words, acertained by means of the words used in ordinary parlance, 
would serve a distinctly useful purpose in the Veda, even though it could be 
of no use in ordinary parlance itself. 

Thus then, we find that it is only when the words used in the Veda are 
the same as those in ordinary parlance, that there can be an occasion for 
the Akrtyadhikarana (the discussion as to the Class being the denotation 
of a word); whereas there could be no occasion for it if the two classes 
of words were entirely different. 

And bence we now proceed to lay down the arguments in favour of 
the theory that the words used in the Veda are different from those in 
ordinary parlance— which constitutes the 
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PURVAPAKSHA——OF (A): 


* As a matter of fact, we find that that there are many differences 
* between the Veda and ordinary parlance; for instance, (1) in the Veda 
“ we have certain restrictions of accentuation, while there is none in ordi- 
“nary parlance ; (2) the deletions, additions and modifications of the roots 
“and affixes as found in the Veda are entirely different from those in ordi- 
“nary language ; (3) with regard to the Veda, the time for its study is 
“limited, while there is no such limitation with regard to ordinary parlance ; 
“ (4) the Veda is to be explained only to one who has been duly initiated, 
“ while there is no such restriction with regard to the teaching of ordinary 
"language; (5) the Veda is taught to the three higher castes only, while 
“ ordinary language is common to all the four castes ; (6) the study of the 
Veda brings about certain (transcendental) results, while that of ordinary 
"language does not ; (7) the Veda can be learnt from a traditional line of 
“Teachers duly propitiated by proper attendance and service, while ordinary 
“language may be learnt in any way one pleases. And for these reasons 
“ we conclude that just as the sentences of the Veda, and the matter des- 
“ eribed by them, are totally different from those in ordinary parlance, so 
“also are the words used in the Veda, and the objects denoted by them, 
“ totally different from those in ordinary parlance. And then, inasmuch 
‘fas it is only the ordinary language that is found to be of use in daily 
“ life, while that of the Veda is absolutely useless, we cannot admit Dharma 
“to be that which is pointed out by the Veda. 
“ That is to say, the word in the Veda is held to be different from that 
“ in ordinary parlance, because the latter is not affected by the peculiarities 
“of accentuation; and because the Vedic word can be studied only in 
“ certain specified days, while that of ordinary language can be studied 
" whenever one likes; and also because we actually find certain words— 
"as ‘Agni,’ f.i, in the sentence ‘ Agnirvrttrant janghanat’—having a 
“formation and a meaning entirely different from that in ordinary par- 
“lance; and the Vedic passage—‘ the cows of the gods walk on their 
“back '—is to be explained in the same ways the passage—‘ the cake that is 
“ burnt becomes fit for Rakshasas.’ [That is to say, iu the passage ‘ wtand 
“ vai dévagavà vahanti,’ the word ‘ gavā’ alone can never form the subject 
“of the proposition ; as for the * dévagavah’ ‘cows of the gods,’ these are as 
* impossible as the walking upon one's back ; and as for explaining some- 
" how or other the possibility of such cows of the gods, it is as explicable 
“as the fact of their walking on their backs; hence as the fact of being 
" mentioned in the beginning of the sentence points to the ‘moving on 
‘backs ' as being the subject of the proposition, the fact predicated of such 
“ walking must be the ‘denotation of the word go’; and this construction 
“of the sentence rejects that which makes ‘the cows of the gods’ the 


$26 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. I—PADA I11—ADHI (10a). 


“subject, and ‘ walking on the backs’ the predicate, which would be the re- 
“lationship as expressed by such a sentence in ordinary parlance]. And all 
* Vedic words being different (from those in ordinary usage), the meaning of 
“ no Vedic words could be ascertained by the help of other words preceding 
“and following it [7.e., if only a few of the Vedic words were different 
“from those in ordinary usage, then the meaning of these latter being fully 
." known, these could help us to ascertain the meaning of the Vedic words 
* occurring among them; and thus the meaning of Vedic words being 
“ascertainable by means of the Veda itself, even if they were totally 
“different from the words in ordinary usage, we could have an oppor- 
“tunity for considering whether these words denote the Class or the Indi- 
“vidual. But as à matter of fact all Vedic words are different from those 
“in ordinary usage; and hence it is not possible. | l 

* Thus then, inasmuch as we find that the words of the Veda differ 
* from those of ordinary parlance, on the point of—(1) the former being 
** eapable of being studied in a certain definite method specially laid down, 
“ and the latter having no such method specified for it, and (2) the former 
“ having its words and sentences irrevocably fixed, while the latter are ever 
“changeable, and (3) and the names and forms of the one being entirely 
“ different from those of the other,— we conclude that all the words used in 
“the Veda, and the objects denoted by them, are entirely different from 
* those in ordinary parlance." 

On this, we have the following :— 


SIDDHANTA (A). 


We cannot but admit the two classes of words to be identical; because 
otherwise, there could be no Injunction of the performance of any action. 
And if it be urged that “such Injunction being a result in itself, any non- 
accomplishment of this would not matter much,"— we reply, that we shall 
prove its impossibility on the ground of ‘ non-differentiatiou.' That is to 
say, if there be a difference, the words in the Veda would be entirely strange 
to an ordinary person ; and as such any Vedic sentence would be absolutely 
meaningless to him; and there would be a complete absence of all such 
Injunctions as tend to prompt people to the performance of certain actions. 

Or, the reasoning expressed in the clause ‘ prayogacodanabhavat’ (in 
the sūtra) may be explained as that it is only when the two classes of 
words are identical, that there can be any Injunctions of the performance 
of actions. The sūtra speaks of the identity of the objects expressed 
(‘arthaikatva’) (though that of words is also meant), because the object 
is the more important factor of the two ; or the word ‘artha’ may be taken 
_ in the sense of ‘thing ;’ and this would apply to the word as well as to the 

object spoken of. That is to say, though the identity meant to be expressed 
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is both of the words and the objects spoken of, yet the sūtra men- 
tions the word ‘artha’ alone; because this would naturally imply that 
of the ‘ word’ also; or the word ‘ wrtha’ may be taken as signifying 
‘things’ in general; and this would include both the words and the ob- 
jects spoken of. 

With a view to the fact that the arguments expressed in the clause 
‘ prayogacodanübhüvàt '—in whichever of the two ways it mny be explained 
—would serve our purpose only when we would be having a discnssion 
with an opponent who also believes in the Veda, and it would fail when 
addressed to others ;—the Bhashya raises the question— '* The Injunction 
of performance spoken of is one of the uses of words; and it is a proof 
that you have to give.” 

And to this we offer the following reply: Because of non-differentia- 
tion. That is to say, in proof of the said identity, we have the following 
non-differentiations :—(1) The word ‘go’ found in the Veda is recognised 
as non-different from that met with in ordinary usage; (2) the object ex- 
pressed by the word ‘go’ as used in the Veda is found to be non-different 
from that expressed by it in ordinary usage; (3) all the difference that 
we do perceive is only in regard to sentences, and none with regard to 
words and letters; (4) the pronunciation and the degrees of effort em- 
ployed in the utterance of Vedic words are perceived to be non-different 
from those in that of words in ordinary parlance; and (5) the rules laid 
down by grammarians are not found to be different in the case of Vedic 
words and in that of the words in ordinary usage. 

That is to say, inasmuch as we actually recognise the words used in 
the Veda to be the same as those used in ordinary parlance, we cannot 
but accept them to be identical. And it follows from this that the objects 
spoken of also being expressed by the same words must be accepted to be 
the same in both cases. 

And though in certain Vedic passages—as in the passage ‘ the cows of 
the gods walk on their backs ’—a well-recognised word is found to point to 
something altogether strange (i.e., walking on the back, which we do not per- 
ceive in the ordinary cow); yet even in this case, there being nothing in- 
congruous in taking the word ‘cow’ to mean the same thing that it does 
in ordinary parlance, the word expressing the strange thing may be ex- 
plained as simply showing a difference in the quality of the object denoted, 
(But this does not necessitate any difference in the object itself) as for 
instance, a cow that is abnormally dwarf is still known as a cow; and a 
man with a flat nose, or with his ears covered, is not denied the name of 
‘Man.’ Exactly in the same manner, the denotation of the cow being the 
same in both cases, if there be a difference in the qualifications described, 
this cannot make any difference in the object itself ; specially as the word 
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(*eow") does not denote any individual cow (whose character could be 
affected by qualifications). And again (for the same reason) the cows that 
are spoken of in the above passage as belonging to the gods (and having 
the peculiarity of walking on their backs) need not always be those meant 
by the word ‘cow’ throughout the Veda; specially as we often find the 
Vedic passages laying down the gifts of cows at sacrifices, using the word 
‘cow’ in the sense of the ordinary cow of the world. 

In the same manner, though the trees on the Mēru Mountain (the 
residence of the gods) have their leaves of gold, yet the word ‘tree’ 
cannot be said to signify, in the region of the gods, anything other than 


the ordinary tree. So too, though what is butter for us be honey forthe .. 


gods, yet the meaning of the words do not become different, specially as 
what we know as ‘ butter’ is what is transformed, by certain modifications 
of tasteand potencies, into the ‘honey’ of the gods. And as a matter of fact 
all Vedie words being equally strange to the ordinary man (according to 
‘theory of the Pürvapaksha), not a single word of the said passage could 
be comprehended ; and as such the expression ‘ walking on the back’ being 
itself uncomprehended, it could not point to the ‘cow’ spoken of iu the 
‘passage as being (on account of such walking) something other than the 
‘ordinary cow. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the ‘cows’ spoken of as belong- 
ing to the gods and ‘ walking on their backs’ must be the same that are 


known as such in the ordinary world, though belonging to the gods. Or, 


the passage may refer to the fact that it is the ordinary eows of the Earth 
that are referred to in the passage, as appearing to walk on their backs, 
-owing to the revolutions of the Earth together with all the three worlds, 
as described in the Puranas. That is to say, just as we see the gods above 
us, so too, when in the course of revolution the Ea:th reaches a point 
above the abode of the gods, they see the things on the Earth as above 
‘them ; and hence it is only natural that to them the cows walking on the 
Earth should appear to be walking on their backs. 

Hence we conclude that the words used in the Veda, as also the ob- 
jects denoted by them, are the same as those in ordinary parlance. 


. We now proceed to consider the question— 
(B). 

Does a word denote the Class or the Individual ? 

And on this point, though the Bhashya puts forth only two alter- 
natives, yet the commentators thereupon could spin out innumerable alter- 
 'matives; through individual restriction, alternation, acceptance of both 
separately, as well as together, the acceptance of their relationship, or 
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collection, or that of the one qualified by the other. These alternatives 
again could be spun out into many others by mutual intermixture; 
as also by being blended with notions of gender, case, number, &c., 
taken singly or all together; and thereby the alternatives become innu- 
merable. T" 

For instance, at first we have the following eight alternatives as to the 
denotation of a word: Does it signify—(1) the Class only, or (2) the 
Individual only, or (3) either the Individual or the Class optionally, 
(4) both the Class and the Individual, or (5) the relationship of both, or 
(6) the two taken together, or (7) the Individual as qualified by the Class, 
or (8) the Class asspecified by the Individual. Then again, does it signify 
—the Relationship qualified by the Class alone, or by the Individual alone, 
or by the Individual or the Class optionally, or by both taken together, or by 
the Individual as specified by the Class, or by the Class as specified by the 
Individual, or by these as specified by one another, or by both ? Again, 
does the word signify the collection of both as qualified by the Class 
alone, &c., &c., as before ? So also, does it signify the Relationship as 
qualified by the Class alone, &c., &c., &c.? Again, does the word signify 
the Class as qualified by the relationship, or by the collection, or by 
both the relationship and the collection optionally or by these as taken 
together? So also is it the Class alone or the Individual alone as qualified 
by these, either one by one, or by both taken together ; or the Individual 
and the Class, one by one, or both together? Or is it the Individual 
as qualified by the Relationship as specified by the Class ; or is it the 
Class as qualified by the Relationship specified by the Individual, or 
these one by one, or both taken together ? "So also in the case of the Col- 
lection of these two. So again, is it the Class alone as qualified by the 
Individual specified by the Relationship, or is it the Individual as quali- 
fied by the Class specified by the Class ? Or, is it the Individual and the 
Class one by one, or taken together ? And we will have the same alter- 
natives with regard to the Collation of the two. Again, 1s it the Indi- 
vidual as qualified by the Relationship specified by the Class, or the Class 
as qualified by the Relationship specified by the Individual; or these two 
taken either separately or together ? So also by making the Relationship 
specified by the Collation of these two. Again, is it the Individual as 
qualified by the Class specified by the Relationship, or the Class as qualified 
by the Individual specified by the Rela tionship; and so forth. So also we 
could have other alternatives by taking the specification of these by their 
Collation. In the same manner, does the word signify the Class or the Gen- 
der, the Class or the Case, the Class or the Number? And with each of 
these alternatives, we could have all those that have been enunciated above ; 
so also with the various combinations of the Gender, Case and Number. 

42 
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Then again, we could have many alternatives as to the denotation of the 
word lying in the form of the word or in that of the Class, &e. ; ; and thus 
would have all the aforesaid alternatives. 

Though all these alternatives have not been poii out by the 
Bhàshya, yet they are all as perceptible to the intellect, as the Distine- 
tions of Class, Substance and Property. In all cases a slight difference is 
always perceptible by means of the sense-orgaus and the distinguishing 
mark (Inferential) of each of these; and Verbal testimony too points out 
the slightest differences among various objects. "Thus then, beginning from 
the word, the Cognition that proceeds in à man has its flowers in the de- 
notations of words, and fruits in the meanings of sentences. 

Among all these alternatives, that of the Class being the object of 
denotation is on one side, and all the others are on the otlier,—all these 
latter being based upon the theory of the Individual being the object 
denoted by the word. And hence, when it has been proved that the Indi- 
vidual is not denoted by the word, all the other alternatives become re- 
jected by it; and it is for this reason that the Bhashya has not spoken of 
these, apart from the Individualistic theory. But this non-mention does 
nob show that these alternatives do not exist, or that they are absolutely 
useless ; in fact, when explained in all their details, they serve the purpose 
of expanding the intellect of the student. And hence, though we have 
shown out all the alternatives in detail, yet it is with reference to the two 
—Class and Individual—only that we proceed to consider which of them 
is directly denoted and which is indirectly implied. 

And in order to justify the very introduction of the discussion, the 
Bhashya proceeds to put a question and then explain what these (the 
Class and the Individual) really are. 

Objection: * The Akrti that you proceed to consider now has already 
been dealt with in the Tarkapada (See Cloka-vartika, Trans. pp. 281-95) ; 
what then is the use of any question and answer with regard to the same 
thing P" 

Reply: True it is that we have already described ‘ Akrti’ as being 
cognisable by sense-perception. But we proceed to explain that what is 
meant by ‘Akrti’ is, not the shape or form, but the Class. This is what 
the Bhashya means by declaring it to be the commonality of Substances, 
Properties and Actions. 

The classes of these substances too are relative in their extension, 
one being included in another and so on. As for instance, the class 
‘Thing’ is the highest that we can think of; and in this are included, in 
the order of lesser extension, the classes, ‘Substance,’ ‘ Air,’ ‘ Fire,’ 
‘Water,’ ‘Self.’ Under ‘Substance’ again, we have in the same order, 
‘Earth, ‘Jar,’ &c., ending with the individual jars. Under the class ‘ Tree,’ 
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we have the classes * Cingapa’ and the rest ; under ‘ Body,’ we have ‘ Cow,’ 
* Horse,’ ‘ Elephant,’ ‘Man,’ &c. ; and then the classes ‘ Karka,’ &c., are ex- 
pressive of the properties of horses; as under ' Elephant, we have the 
various species ‘ Bhadra,’ ‘ Madra, &c. Under ‘Man,’ we have ‘ Bràh- 
mana, ‘ Kaundinya,’ ‘Katha,’ &c. And just under the class ‘ Substance’ 
we have the above, so too under ‘ Property’ and ‘ Action,’ we have 
‘White, ’&c., and the individual actions of ‘ Sacrifice, ‘ Homa,’ and such 
other endless actions as are differentiated by means of various verbal roots, as 
also by distinct Injunctions, Numbers, and Names and Properties, d&c.,—as 
is held by other teachers of the Science. Or, all actions may be included 
in the one class of ‘ Action,’ the only difference consisting in the distinc- 
tions of place, time, &c., as has been taught by Jaimini himself under 
the sttra-Ripagabdavibhagat. 

Thus then, it is proved that Akrii is Commonality, and not the shape 
of things; specially as, if it meant the latter, how could it ever belong 
to such immaterial objects as the Self and the like? That is to say, such 
material objects as the jar and' the like, may be found to have certain 
shapes, but in the case of such objects as Light, Water, Air and Akaga, all 
the shape that is perceived is that which belongs to the Earthy element in 
them, and not to them by themselves. While in the case of such purely 
immaterial objects as the Self, Space, Time and Mind, as also in that of 
‘Action’ and ‘ Property,’ there can never be any shape at all. Whereas 
Commonality or Class is found to apply to all things in the world. -Hence 
we conclude that what is meant by the word ‘ Akr(i' in the present Adhi- 
karana, is ‘Class,’ and not any material form or shape. Specially as the 
material shape of objects is destructible and varies in each individual, no 
sueh shape could ever be said to constitute the Commonality of objects. 
Even if the class ‘shape ' itself be said to be meant by * Akrti,’ then such 
& class being equally applicable to the cow and the horse, &c., there would 
be a hopeless overlapping of classes. Because in that case there would 
be no such sub-class of shape as would form the denotation of the word ‘cow’ 
and pervade over all individual cows, excluding all other animals, like the 
horse, &c.; and when looking for such a differentiating factor, we cannot 
find any other except the Class ; and thus it becomes established that ‘ Olass’ 
is the only commonality of objects. 

Thus then, inasmuch as the instances of ‘Akrtt, cited in the Tarkapada, 
being the various ornaments ‘ svastika’ and the like, it would seem that it 
was the material shape of objects that was meant, as held by the followers 
of Gautama ; and it is with a view to remove this misconception that the 
Bhashya bas explained the real meaning by meaus of questions and an- 
awers. ‘Therefore we conclude that prior to the perception of individual 
Substances, Properties and Actions, what is perceived of them, is all that 
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is meant by the word ‘ Akrti’; this is indicated by the word ‘ müfra ' in 
the Bhàshya. 

Says the Bhashya : Asadhàranavigeshd vyaktih. And some people ex- 
plain this as defining the Individual to be the specific (asadharanah) pecu- 
liarities (vigéshah). | 

But this is not correct; because the Individual is something entirely 
different from the peculiarities. Because what are held to be such ‘ pecu- 
liarities ' ave the ‘khanda’ (presence of defective limbs) ‘ munda’ (absence 
of horns) and the like ; but these are found to exist in various individuals of 
the same class, and in those of other classes; aud so also are the peculiar- 
ities of the ‘ grey colour’ aud the like, which are found to apply to the 
progeny of a cow of the said colour. That is to say, the properties of the 
Khanda, &c., are found to exist in many individuals, of the same as well as 
different classes ; e.g., there are such cows, buffaloes and gavayas, &c. ; aud 
similarly too, one animal may be just as grey as the other; aud the name 
‘ Cávaleya' would also apply to the progeny of the Cuvala (grey) cow; 
and thus the name ‘ Qàvaléya, whether it be based upon the presence of 
à particular colour, or à mere conventional name, is applicable to many 
individuals; and hence ‘ grey’ (colour) cannot rightly be said to be a 
specific (asadh@rana) peculiarity (though as a matter of fact we always re- 
cognise the grey cow as an individual; and hence the peculiarities cannot 
be said to be the Individuals). And secondly, in this explanation of the 
Bhashya passage, the plural number in ‘ Vigeshà' would not be quite 
compatible with the singular in * Vyaktth.’ 

For these reasons we must explain the Bhashya passage as defining 
the Individual to be that which possesses certain specific peculiarities of char- 
acter. | - 

Against this explanation of the compound as Bahwuvrihi it may be 
urged that, ‘‘as shown above the peculiarities khanda, &c., are found to be 
common to mauy individuals, and as for any such peculiarities as would 
belong to particular individuals only, no such are possible." 

But to this, we make the following reply: we do uot mean that each 
Individual is to have any property peculiar to itself exclusively ; all that 
we mean is that certain characteristics, two or three together, are always 
recognised as being conjointly peculiar to a certain object, even when 
each of them singly may be found to belong to other objects as well. 
That is to say, even though certain properties may have been found to 
exist separately in many objects, yet taken together they are found only in 
a certain individual; and such an Individual may be said to be specifically 
characterised by these peculiarities (collectively) And as a matter of fact 
we find that certain properties that have been perceived in a certain object 
are never found to exist, exactly in the same proportions, in any other 
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object; and the particular combination of properties that, never having: 
been perceived elsewhere, is perceived in any object, comes to be recog- 
nised as its specific peculiarity. And thus, though there be an endless 
number of individuals, yet that does not make it necessary to assume an 
endless number of specific characteristics. Thus then, the necessary specify- 
ing peculiarity always being found, by only slight modifications, among a 
definite number of properties, all lesser (less extensive) classes also come 
to be recognised as individuals under the higher (more extensive) ones. 
And it is only the particular combinations of properties that come to be 
known by the name of ‘ Visgéha’ (Specific Peculiarity). 

The difference between the Individual and the Specific Peculiarities 
wil be distinctly pointed out by the Bhashya itself later on, in the 
passage: * That which is the object of the commonality, and the receptacle 
of specific peculiarities is the Individual.’ 

With regard to the denotation of words, some people (notably the 
author of the Vakyapadiya, and other grammatical writers) hold the 
following view: ‘‘ The class ‘cow’ itself is the specific peculiarity (of the 
"individual cow); and as it is not possible for such a specific property 
“to be expressed by a word whose denotation is always generic, what is 
“really expressed by the word (‘cow’) is the summmum genus, known as 
**<Being’ or ‘ Thing’ or ‘ Entity, as specified by the form of the word 
* (* cow’) and the specific peculiarity of ‘cowness’; that is to say, it is 
* the ‘being of the cow’ that is expressed by the word ‘cow’ ; specially as 
“the true explanation of what is really signified by words is that all 
* words denote their ‘being’; and in this all of them resemble the words 
*" *Apurva' * Dévata’ and * Svarga' (which denote only the being or exis- 
“t tence of such supposed objects, which have no objective reality)." 

But this view is not correct; as it makes no difference among 
the various classes themselves; aud we can never admit that the word 
‘cow’ denotes any such ‘being’ in general. The expressive potency of a 
word is always perceived, through Apparent Inconsistency, to be restrict- 
ed to a certain definite object. And even such words as ‘ Substance,’ 
‘Property,’ aud ‘ Action, which are expressive of classes immediately 
under the summum genus of ‘ Being,’ will be found to have their denota- 
tions hopelessly mixed up, if they be all accepted as denoting the class 
'Being' only; what then, would be the case with the words that are 
expressive of other minor classes ? 

And again, those who hold all words to signify ‘ Being,’ cannot 
define whether they denote pure Being by itself, or as qualified by some- 
thing else ; because none of these two alternatives is admissible. 

For if it be pure ‘ Being’ that is denoted by the word, then all the 
words in the world would be synonymous; and any use of the verb ‘is’ 
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would be an inadmissible repetition ; and any such assertion as ‘the cow is 
not’ would be a hopeless self-contradiction ; as it is absolutely impos- 
sible ever to cognise that ‘ Being is not, Even with regard to special 
times and places, the existence of ‘ Being’ can never be denied ; because 
being eternal and all-pervading, it must exist at all times and in all 
places. 

Nor does ordinary usage warrant the assertion that the denotation of 
all words is conventionally fixed in ‘ Being’ alone. And for these reasons 
it is not right to assert that ‘Being’ is the conventionally fixed com- 
monality of such things as ‘ Substance ’ and the like. 

The word 'satía' (Being) is formed from the word ‘Asti’ (is) as 
twice modified by means of two nominal affixes—(1) that which is 
sat, and (2) the character of sat is satt#; and this is found to be 
applicable to all things at all periods of their existence, beginning from 
their production, and throughout all the various modifications that they 
undergo, to the point of time immediately preceding their destruction. 
And hence if this summum genus of * Being’ were the denotation (of all 
words), then it would have been more reasonable for the Vakyapadiya to 
assert ‘things’ to be the denotation of all things, than ‘ existence or 
being? Nor have the words ‘sat’ and *sattá any other meaning than 
that which is signified by their root (to be) ; and hence they being exactly 
like the word ‘ bhavat ' (the Present participle form of the root ‘ bhū’ to be), 
the word ‘ satt@’ must mean ‘ sadbhava,’ existence ; and it cannot be gratui- 
tously assumed, according to the Vaicéshikas, to signify a Class consisting 
of the idea that we have of the existence of Substance, Property and 
Action. | i i E 
Thus then, it has been shown that the word ‘ satta’ is formed out of 
the indeclinable form ‘asti, which is synonymous with ‘ thing,’ and similar 
in character to the word ‘ bhavat.’ The word (‘asti’), from out of which 
we have the forms ‘astitva’ and ‘astita’ (Being), is that which denotes 
‘thing; and it has all the appearance of a verb; though in reality it is not 
a verb; because if it were a verb, it could not be a noun; and as such no 
such nominal affixes as ‘tva’ or 'tv&' could ever be applied to it. 
And it is because it is not a verb that we have such compounds 
as ‘astikshira’ in which the word ‘asti’? (an Indeclinable) means ‘ exist- 
ing. The expression ‘astikshiré gauh’ cannot be said to contain a 
verbal compound ; and hence we must accept the compound as Bahuvrihi, 
consisting of an Indeclinable (asti) which is capable of taking declen- 
tional terminations, and the noun *kshira, the meaning being ‘that 
(cow) which has (plenty of) milk’; thus alone can the expression give 
any sense, 

It is for this reason that having found (in the said compound, f.i.) 
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the word ‘ asti’ used in the sense of ‘thing,’ and also finding the word 
‘sat’ to be closely connected with it, and then applying to it the reflexive 
affix ‘tal,’ as in the word ‘devatā’ (deva and tal),—but disregarding 
all notion of the nominative of the verb ‘to be, —the Logicians come to 
accept the word ‘sat’ and ‘satiā’ to signify merely what is denoted by 
the root ‘to be’; and it is from this that they come to the conclusion 
that the word ‘sat’ signifies the summum genus ‘Being’ (sattà.) But 
inasmuch as this view is not authorised by the scriptures, it has been 
rejected by all Grammarians and Mimansakas; even though it has come 
to be so commonly believed in as to make the aforesaid ‘ Being’ appear to 
be denotable by even such words as ‘ cow ' and the like. 

As a matter of fact, however, though the genus ‘thing’ is indicated 
by all words, yet it cannot be said to form part of its denotation ; as for 
‘ Being,’ however, it points to an entirely different property ; and as such 
how can it ever be accepted as forming the denotation of all words? In 
the case of the word ‘thing,’ though the genus that it signifies inheres 
in an altogether different class and individual, yet it is indirectly indicated 
by such objects as the cow and the like. 

The denotation (by all words) of pure Being by itself having thus been 
found to be inadmissible, it becomes all the more unreasonable to assert 
the denotation of the word ‘cow’ to consist in the genus ‘ Being’ as 
qualified by the cow (1.e., the being of the cow). That is to say, this theory 
would be open to all the objections that we shall urge against the theory 
of the denotation of words consisting of the Individual as qualified by the 
Class, or of the Class as specified by the Individual. Specially as the 
qualifying factor would always be cognised beforehand. 

That is to say, if the word ‘ cow’ be held to express the being of the cow, 
then, we ask—does the word signify ‘ Being’ as qualified (1) by the class 
‘ Cow,’ or (2) by the individual cows? (1) If the former, then, as 
in that case, the real denotation of the word ‘Cow,’ (as also ‘ Being ’) 
having been accomplished in the qualifying adjunct (Class * cow ’) itself 
(which is always cognised beforehand), what would be the use of the 
denotation of ‘ Being’ after that? That is to say, without a previous 
expression of the qualifying adjunct, it is always impossible to have any 
notion of the qualified; aud then, the qualifying adjunct being closely 
related to the qualified, the previous cognition of the qualifying adjunct 
(the class * Cow") could not but have indicated the genus ' Being’ also ; 
and as such we would not have any Apparent Inconsistency (of the idea 
of ‘Being’ entering into the conception of the class ‘Cow’) that 
could justify us in assuming this (notion of ‘ Being’) to form part of the 
direct denotation of the word ‘Cow.’ (2) If, however, the word ‘ Cow’ 
be held to denote the genus ‘ Being ' as qualified by the individual cows,— 
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this too would be open to the same objections ; and there would be the 
further objection of such a theory necessitating the assumption of the 
denotation of endless ‘ Beings’ as preceded by that of an equally endless 
number of Individual cows by an endless number of words, by means of 
an endless potentiality of words bearing certain transitory relations (with 
the said endless Individuals, &c ); and all this would make it as objec- 
tionable as the theory that the word denotes the Individual. 

It has been asserted in the above quotation from the Vakyapadiya, 
that—‘ the case of these words is said to be similar to those of the word 
' Apürva' * Devatà' avd ‘Svarga.’” To this we make the following 
reply: Itis a well-ascertained fact that the words ‘ Apürva, &., do not 
signify the genus ‘ Being’; in fact they too are actnally found to denote 
certain specific individuals, as is proved by the Apparent Inconsistency 
(of the ideas of particular things brought about by these words). Some 
of these words are recognised as signifying certain particular individuals, 
either through the Apparent Inconsistency of what is directly heard, ov 
through supplementary explanations, or through other sentences; and 
through this specific denotation of theirs, they also indicate, as the 
necessary concomitant of these, the genus ‘ Being’; which, thus, cannot 
be accepted as forming part of their direct denotation. Hence we 
conclude that, inasmuch as no object can avoid being concomitant with 
‘Being,’ the idea of this latter is due to an indirect indication by these 
words. 

We actually find the words ‘Apirva,’ &c., having a meaning distinctly 
apart from the genus ‘Being’; as for instance, ‘ Apirva’=a certain 
potentiality of the Action; ‘ Dévata’=Indra and others; and ‘ Svarga’= 
unalloyed pleasure. To explain further, all objects in the world are 
cognised, through Apparent Inconsistency, to have distinct potentialities 
of their own; and hence we also admit of the existence of a potentiality, 
born of the performance of sacrifices, capable of bringing to the Agent a 
certaiu result at some future time; and to this potency, we give the name 
of * Apurva,’ so called because it had no existence prior to the performance 
of the sacrifice, from which it follows; and thus the name applying to the 
-potency in its very literal sense. So also the word ‘ Dévatà signifies those 
that shine, in the shape of the Sun, the Moon aud the Stars, and those that 
are eulogised by all Mantras as constantly moving, in the shape of Vayu 
aud others; and thus this word also having its denotation duly ascertained 
as resting in certain individuals, it cannot be accepted as denoting the 
genus ‘Being.’ So also the word * Svarga ' is found to signify either the 
starry regions, or the regions situated on the summit of Mount Meru, as 
described in the Arthavada passages of the Veda, and in various Puranas 
and Itihasas; e.g., we read in the Veda—‘ those men of pious deed 


WORDS DENOTH CLASSES. 837 


who proceed to heaven, attain the regions of the star,” and “ they conquer 
those bright regions of the pious.” As it may be taken to mean the 
summit of Mount Meru, as described in Puranas and Itihásas. Or again, 
it may be taken as signifying pure pleasure, duly differentiated by 
means of negative and affirmative concomitances, which is experienced 
during a thousand years, and which is capable of being experienced in 
some other region, as is distinctly proved by the Apparent Inconsistency 
of the fact of such pleasure being free from all taint of such sources 
of pain, as hunger, thirst and the like; (all the pleasure in this world 
being always found to be mixed with more or less of pain). Though any 
such pleasure has never been experienced in this world, yet we can form 
an idea of it by abstracting it from the mixed experiences that we have; 
and thus the word ‘ Svarga’ directly denoting such pleasure, can only 
indirectly indicate the genus ‘Being’ which cannot be admitted to form 
part of its direct denotation. 

Thus then, we find the denotations of the words ‘ Apirva,’ &c., to 
be exactly similar to those of the words ‘cow’ and the like; and it is only 
when such denotations have been directly pointed out by the words, that 
they are capable of indirectly indicating the genus ‘ Being.’ And hence we 
cannot admit the word ‘Cow’ to denote the ‘ being’ of the cow. 

Then, all the doubt that there is is with regard to the question of the 
denotation of the word consisting in*the Class or in the Individual ; and 
the present discussion is with regard to this question. 

The Bhashya says—'' Wherefore should there be any doubt?" This 
is an objection to the discussion, emanating from one who, fiuding all 
business referring to the individual objects, holds the denotation of the 
word to consist in the Individual. 

But to this objection we reply that from seeing all business referring 
tothe individuals, we conclude the denotation of the word to be in the In- 
dividual ; and yet on a consideration of the true expressiveness of the word, 
the denotation is not found to be apart from the Class; and hence there 
being a disagreement between the conclusions with regard to the true 
denotation of the word, as pointed out by the denotability of the object 
and by the conduct of ordinary business, it certainly becomes a matter 
for consideration, as to which of these two conclusions is the correct one. 

And on this question, we have the following :— 
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“Inasmuch as we could have no Injunctions of Actions (if words 
“signified Classes), it is the Individual alone that can be denoted by a 
“word. Both the Individual and the Class cannot be said to be denoted by 
“it; because we have already shown above that a word can reasonably 

"48 


338 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. I—PÀDA II—ADHI (10b). 


“ have only one signification ; and also because the Class ia always cognis- 
* ed along with the Individual. Since all words that are laid down as 
“ with reference to a certain purpose have the sole end of expressing 
“certain meanings, therefore their true denotation must always be as- 
*' certained in accordance with what they are actually found to signify ; 
* and hence the meanings of all words should be ascertained in such a 
* way as to render them capable of forming fit auxiliaries to the mean- 
"ings of the sentences in which they oceur (and in sentences words 
“cannot but denote individual objects). Thus then, if the word ' Vrihi’ 
* signified the Class (in the senteuce * washes the Vrihi'), what would be 
“the object washed ? (for certainly no washing of the Class would be 
* possible). And in the sentence ‘Soména yajéta,’ if the word ‘soma’ 
“denoted the Class, what would be the material offered at the sacrifice P 
* For certainly no offering of the Class is ever possible. And further, 
“the Class being incorporeal and eternal, there could never be any 
“ ‘threshing’ of it; and as such, any Injunction or Prohibition of such 
“ ‘threshing’ would not be possible. 

‘That is to say, we meet with such sentences as—‘ threshes the corn,’ 
“t kills the animal, ‘ presses the soma-juice, ‘purifies the soma,’ ‘one 
* should perform sacrifices with soma, animals, corns, &c., &c.’; and in all 
“ these, the objects that are spoken of as being purified or employed for the 
“fulfilment of certain purposes, cannot but be those that are perishable 
*and corporeal; consequently we could have no sueh Injunctions of 
“actions, if the words ‘corn’ and the rest were significant of Classes; 
* while all these become possible if Individuals be held to be denoted by 
“them; and the cognition of the significations of words having their 
* chief use in the bringing about of the activity of human agents which is 
“brought about by Injunctions, we must always accept the significations 
“of all words to be such as are capable of properly fitting in the meanings 
“of sentences that appear as Injunctions. So also, in the case of Prohibi- 
“tions, such as ‘the Bráhmana should not be killed’ and the like, these 
“also depend upon a previous conception of the performability of such 
* actions (as are now prohibited); and it is only with regard to a certain 
: individual Brahmana, that there could be any notion of the performabili- 
“ty of slaughter, which could never refer to the Class (‘ Brahmana ’); 
“and hence if the word * Brahmana’ signified the Class, there being no 
" previous conception of the slaughter, any prohibition of it would be 
"absolutely useless. Hence, we can admit of only such significations of 
“words as would make it possible for us to have the Injunctions of 
** Actions; and we can never mne of any aa LS mere transcen- 
*' dental results. | 


"It may be avgued that in the case of Injunctions that refer to 
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“Individuals we could accept the words to denote Individuals; while in 
* those referring to Classes, these could be accepted to be denoted by the 
“ words.’ But this would not be quite right ; because we have already proved 
“ by arguments that a word can have only one meaning ; otherwise (if many 
“significations of words were accepted) such a process would necessitate 
“the most unreasonable assumptions of indefinite relationships, endless, 
“ invisible, expressive potencies, and would be open to all the eight objec- 
“tions that have been shown to appertain to all options; and moreover 
“such assumptions would be absolutely uncalled for; as a comprehension 
“of the word could be accomplished by means of any one of the various 
“ assumed significations. 

“It may be asked—how then have we an idea of the Class? To this, 
“the sūtra replies: Because of non-disyunction. That is to say, inas- 
“much as the Class is always cognised along with the Individual, when- 
* ever the Individual happens to be denoted by a word, it indicates (its 
* concomitant) the Class also. Itis with a view to this that it is said in the 
* T'adbhütadhikarana: (I—i—34) that when a certain meaning of a word 
“has been accepted, it is not possible to reject it; and hence any other 
“ meaning that it may be found to have must be held to be indirectly 
“ indicated by it. 

"Tf it were a Class that was E aotod by the word, it would belong 
“equally to all the Individuals included therein, and it could never be 
“rightly ascertained, which one of these was actually meant in any particu- 
“lar instance; whereas when it is an Individual that is denoted by the word 
“it can point to one Class only (of which it is a unit); and as such, in 
“ this case the notion of the Class would be obtained by means of the in- 
* direct indication of the same word that directly denotes the Individual 
“ whereas in the former case we would have to postulate a certain unheard 
“of faculty in the word by which it could bring about the notion of the 
“Individual, while directly denoting the Class). For these reasons, we 
“conclude that it is the Individual that constitutes the denotation of a 
st word. T 

* As for the other innumerable alternatives spoken of above, none of 
* these can be rightly accepted, as we have notions of all these along with 
"that of the Iudividual (which alone can be accepted as denoted by the 
“ word). 


Sutra (31): “ Also because words would not denote a substance" 
(if its denotation consisted of the Class, there would be no co-ordination 
with Adjectives). 

[ The sūtra has been translated in accordance with the interpretation 
of the Vürtika, which is at variauce with that of the Bhashya. | 
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The Sūtra explained according to the Bhashya. 

“ And further, because of the impossibility of there being any word 
“ expressive of the property (of substances), we must accept the Indivi- 
* dual to be denoted by the word; because there could be co-ordination 
“between the word signifying a Class and that which signifies a property. 
** For instance, if the word ‘Cow’ denoted the Class ‘ Cow,’ in the case of 
“all such assertions as—‘the white cow’ ‘purchases the Soma with a 
“ one-year old reddish cow with yellowish eyes,’ ‘siz cows should be given,’ 
‘one should offer the gift of a single cow,’ aud the like—the Nouns 
“denoting Classes, and the adjectives denoting particular properties, 
"there could be no co-ordination between the two; t.e. the adjective 
“< white,’ ‘reddish,’ &c., could not qualify the class ‘cow.’ Nor is there 
"any relationship possible between these, which would justify our using 
“ such expressions as ‘the white of the cow’; aud hence it is all the more 
* impossible for them to be regarded as co-extensive (inhering in a single 
'substratum). For certainly, it is not the Class ‘cow’ that is either white 
"or red, or six in number; it is the individual cow that is always re- 
*eognised as having these properties; and hence we must hold the 
* Individual to be denoted by the word. 

(The explanation of the sütra in accordance with the view of the 
Vartika itself is as follows :—] pe 

* According to us, the word denoting the Individual, there would be a 
“co-ordination with adjectives; while according to the Class-theory, 
“there being no denotation of any individual substances by the word, 
“there would be as great a divergence between the noun and its qualify- 
“ing Adjective as between the Cow and the Horse. Whether the word 
* be accepted to denote the Individual as specified by the Class and a 
“ certain property, or the Individual alone by itself, there would always 
“ be a co-ordination, if our view of the case is accepted. And what is 
‘‘referred to by the word ‘ Dravya’ (substance) in the sūtra is the Indivi- 
* dual cow as qualified by the quality of ‘whiteness’; and it is the im- 
“ probability of the denotation of any such common substance that is pointed 
“out by the negative particle (in the compound * Adravyacabdatvat).’ 

“The way in which the Bhashya has taken the sūtra has necessita- 
“ ted the acceptance of an indirect signification of the word * dravya, which 
* 1s made to indicate that which is contained in the dravya—viz., Property,— 
* as also the acceptance of the negative particle forming part of a com- 
"pound, of which it is not in a position to form a part (inasmuch as it 
“is dependent for its full significance upon a certain word signifying 
' * existence’ which is not contained in the compound). The meaning thus 
** got at from the sūtra would be that in accordance with the Class-theory, 
“there could be no word expressive of the properties of an object. But we 
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“have rejected this interpretation, because it is too far-fetched, and 
“ necessitates our having recourse to the secondary signification (of the 
“word ‘dravya’) pointed out by something (the expression ‘does not 
“exist, which is supplied from without and is) not contained in the com- 
“ pound itself. 

“But the interpretation of the Bhāshya could be justified in a 
“way by construing its words in the following manner :—The word that 
“signifies that (the Property) which inheres, in the substance, is what is 
‘spoken of as ' Adravyaçabda, a word signifying something apart from 
“the substance ; and inasmuch as the Class is without any properties, 
“such a word can never be rightly used in any sentence, along with the 
“word signifying a substance (which according to the Class-theory, can 
“ be nothing else but the Class); that is to say, there can be no such 
“sentence as—‘the Class cow is white.’ But even this far-fetched ex- 
*! planation is open to the objection of the impossibility of co-extensive- 
“ness, which in this case, is found to pertain to the Individual-theory 
“also; aud hence this interpretation being found faulty, we must accept 
“the one we have explained above.” 

[The Vartika omits sūtra 32; and takes up the Bhāshya on sūtra 33], 
with which begins the 

SIDDHANTA, 


Sutra (33): It is the Class (that is signified by the word); 
because it serves the purpose of Actions. — 


[In explaining this sūtra, the Bhüshya says—if the word ‘Cyéna’ 
signified the Class, we could not have the sentence ‘one should make the altar 
like the Cyéna bird.’ And the Vartika takes exception to this]. 

The sūtra does not show that the passage quoted means that it is the 
Class * Cyéna’ that is built with the bricks; nor could such an assertion 
be admissible; because [the Class by itself being eternal, could be said to 
be built only with reference to the individuals contained in it; but even 
in certain cases as in those of Self, &c., individuals are found to be ever 
existent, and as such not requiring any building ; and even in the case of 
non-eternal (created) substances, though they are brought about in ac- 
cordance with the character of their originative causes, yet they are 
always found to be inhering in their respective Classes; and hence] it 
is highly improbable for the Class ‘ Cyéna’ to be built up with the bricks, 
which are incapable of making up even the individual Cyénas, which are 
actually found to be made up of certain veins, arteries, tendons and 
muscles, &c. And hence, whichever of the two theories be accepted, the 
meaning of the svid Injunction must be accepted to be, that the altar that 
is made should have the shape of the Cyéna bird, just as a lump of 
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flour-paste is made into the shape of a lion. And this can be done only in 
accordance with the shape that belongs to the whole class fGyensa,' in 
contradistinction to those borne by other classes of animals,-—and not with 
the shape or specific character of any individual Cyéna bird, in contra- 
distinction to that of another individual bird of the same class. And as for 
the similarity of the mere individual (7.e., mere individuality in general), 
itisa purely abstract property, and being entirely independent of all 
notions of either the genus or the species, it would be common to all 
substances alike; and hence it cannot be accepted as constituting the 
denotation of any word. And if the similarity (of the altar) were made 
according to the shape of a certain individual Cyéna, then, in that case, 
the altar could not be accepted as similar to the Gyena by another person, 
who may not have seen that particular individual Cyena; and hence the 
Injunction could not have served its purpose for this latter person. Hence 
we conclude that the building of the Cyéna-altar could never be properly 
accomplished if the word * Cyéna’ were accepted as denoting an india 
Cyéna. | 
[The Bhashya has raised an düjgetiend — But the altar could be built 
with the individual Cyéna birds as its material,” and the reply that is given 
is that] In the compound ‘Cyénacita,’ the word ‘ Qyena' cannot be 
taken as the principal instrument. That is to say, the compound cannot be 
grammaticaly explained as ‘that which is built with the Cyéna’; because 
the sūtra ‘ Karmanyagnyakhyadyam’ ( Pānini 111—11—92) lays down the pos- 
sibility of the particular affix that is found in the compound only under 
certain conditions, the chief of which is that the previous word should 
be in the Accusative; and hence the word ‘ Cyéna' cannot but be taken as 
the objective, the meaning of the Injunction being that *one should 
prepare the Cyéna by the building’; but as it is absolutely impossibbe for 
the actual Cyéna bird to be built, we take it to mean that the altar 
should be built of a shape similar to that of the Cyéna bird. 

(Vide Bhàshya, Page 81, para. 3) (1) Inasmuch as it is absolutely 
impossible for any words to point to the specific individuality (svalak- 
shana) of any particular Individual of a Class,--(2) as being incapable of 
thus being pointed out, even if the word were to denote such a specific 
individuality, it could be that belonging to any of the various Indivi- 
duals,—(3) as if the word denoted an Individuality in general, this 
would result in an option with regard to the acceptance of any one 
Individual from among the innumerable Individuals concerned (the word 
cannot be accepted to denote any specific individuality) ; and even though 
it is true that the denotation of the Individual would naturally lead to 
that of the Class, yet it being a well-recognised fact that it is only the 
generic character of the contained (i.e, the individual cows) that points to 


WORDS DENOTE CLASSES. 343 


the container (the Class ‘cow’) the Class could be pointed out only by 
the individuals themselves, and not by any specific Individualities (which 
latter therefore cannot be admitted to form the denotations of words). 
And as for the theory of the denotation of the Individuals themselves, it 
is open to many objections ; for instance, (1) in that case no relationship 
(of the expresser and the expressed) could ever be expressed in words 
(because of the impossibility of laying down as many such descriptions 
as there are Individuais); (2) there would always be a vagueness in the 
use of the words (that is to say, the word ‘cow’ could not be accepted by 
any individual person to denote any other Cow than the one with reference 
to which he might have learnt the word); (3) there would never be any 
idea of cows in general; (4) and lastly, there would. be the necessity of 
postulating a distinct expressive potentiality (for the word ‘cow’ with 
reference to each individual cow that may crop up), thereby necessitating 
the assumption of endless potentialities. And for these reasons, the 
exact denotation of a word being totally unascertainable, there would 
always be a doubt with regard to it; and that which is doubtful cannot 
be accepted as expressed by the word; and thus the word would become 
absolutely devoid of any object to be denoted. 

The same arguments serve to set aside the two theories—(1) that it is 
the Individual, as apart from the Class, that is denoted by the word, and 
(2) it is the Class, independently of the individuals, that is denoted by it. 
And as for the (3) theory of the denotation of the Class as specified by 
the Individuals, it cannot be accepted; because this would involve a 
previous cognition of the Individual; as without such previous concep- 
tion of the qualification, we can never have any idea of the qualified. 
And as for the denotation resting in (4) the Relationship of the Class and 
the Individual, or (5) in a mixture of the two,—there can be no conception 
of these (Relationship and Mixture) independently by themselves, 
specially as by themselves they are capable of being taken with regard 
to all the objects in the world (and not restricted to the Class and the 
Individual); and hence they must be accepted as qualifying the objects 
related and mized; and thus these theories would necessitate the assump- 
tion of a triple potency in the word [ (1) one for the Individual, (2) one 
for the Class, and (3) one for the Relationship or the Mixture]; but even in 
this (1) the assumption of any expressive potency with regard to the Indi- 
vidual would be open to all the objections urged above against the Indivi- 
dual-theory. (2) As for the Admixture, there can be no such Admixture 
of the Class with the Individual, because each of them has a distinct 
purpose to serve, and because one of them is subservient to the other. 
(3) And on account of the Class and the Individual not being two en- 
tirely distinct objects, between them, there can be no relationship or 
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admixlure; as these are properties of two entirely distinct objects. Nor can 
the word be said to denote a particular Individual as qualified by the 
Class, because as a matter of fact, no word is ever found to bring about 
the idea of any definite Individual. Nor can the word be said to denote 
the mere Individual (in general); because as a matter of fact, whenever a 
word is pronounced, that which it expresses is not, in the first instance, 
cognised as anything apart from the Class. And for the matter of that 
the word ‘Matra’ (mere) that you have added, signifies nothing more 
than generality (or commonality); and hence such an assertion too would 
only point to the Class as being the object of denotation. 

All things in the world having various forms, their potencies too are 
always ascertained iu accordance with these forms; and from this also we 
find the expressive potentiality of the word ‘cow’ to be based upon the 
form of the Class ‘ cow,’ as is distinctly indicated by both affirmative and 
negative concomitance. And as for the next higher but partially co- 
extensive Class ‘ animal, and the next lower Class ‘grey cow’ (ideas of 
which are found to appear concurrently with the class ‘ cow,’ when the 
word happens to be pronounced with reference to an individual cow), these 
are indicated by the same Class ‘cow,’ through the facts of its being con- 
tained in the former and itself containing the latter. 

And as for the objection that the Class (‘ Corn’ for instance) being in- 
corporeal, it could not be washed or threshed (as laid down in Vedic In- 
junctions),—the Class is not altogether distinct from the Individual ; and 
as such the said objections are not quite applicable. As a matter of fact, 
what is denoted by the word is the Cluss itself; while in the case of any 
Actions spoken of with reference to any object, what is denoted is the Class 
as impressed by (or contained in) the Individual; and hence the actions 
of washing, &c., cannot be altogether impossible. As for cuttiny also (in 
the case of the Injunction of the cutting of the sacrificial animal), the 
action is quite possible on account of the Class being nothing absolutely 
distinct from the Individual; as a matter of fact when certain limbs of 
an animal have been cut off and its skin, &c., removed, it is not recognised 
as any particular animal; and hence the idea of cutting must be admitted 
to be applicable to the generic character of the animal (and not to any parti- 
cular individual concerned). 

It may be urged here that “the Class being impressed by the Indi- 
dividual, it would be transitory.” But we actually accept such transient 
character, at least so far as the factor of the particular Individual is con- 
cerned ; but inasmuch as, even when this particular Individual has been 
destroyed, there are always many other Individuals left extant, wherein 
the Class inheres equally well, the Class itself can never be found to be 
non-existent, and as such we cannot admit it to be absolutely non-eternal, 
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and it is for this reason that it is spoken of as both eternal (in the pure 
form of the Class) and non-eternal (as contained in a particular Indivi- 
dual). 

If the Class were something totally different from the Individual, it 
could never form the subject of any Injunction with regard to Dharma ; 
. because the Class ‘ Animal’ being incorporeal could never form such a sub- 
ject. And as for the substance qualified by the Class ‘animal,’ inasmuch 
as this substance itself could not be cognised without the Class ‘ substance ’ 
(in which the class ‘ Animal’ also inheres), the substance must be accepted 
as indicated (by the Class ‘ Animal’), because both are found to inhere in 
a single substratum (the Class ‘ Substance’), and also because the class 
‘ Substance’ contains within itself the Class ‘Animal.’ But even then, 
the Class ‘substance’ also being incorporeal, the aforesaid objection 
continues to be effective. If again the Class ‘ Substance’ be taken to indi- 
cate its substratum, this would be mere substance in general (and certain- 
ly this could be of no use in any sacrifice). And as for any particular 
cases of the Class ‘ Animal,’ or of the Class ‘ Substance,’ these, being less 
extensive than the Classes themselves, could not be said to be indicated 
by them. And that which is not cognised can never be connected with 
an Injunction; and that with regard to which there are doubts cannot be 
held to be duly cognised. Nor is it proper to perform a Dharma with 
regard to something else, when its performance is found to be impossible 
with regard to that in connection with which it has been laid down; and 
hence the Dharma that would be laid down in connection with the * Class,’ 
eannot be rightly performed in connection with particular Individuals. 
And as for these particular Individuals also, when they would be express- 
ed in words, it could only be in the form of Classes; and as such the 
objections based upon the incorporeality of these would remain effective. 
And as regards the specific Individualities of objects, it has been already 
shown that no business is carried on with reference to these. Hence we 
conclude that (if the Class be held to be something totally different from the 
Individuals), we could never make out the real subject of the Injunctions 
of Dharma (sacrifices). And even the ideas of co-extensiveness (that we 
have with regard to the cow and whiteness, in the sentence ‘the Cow is 
white') will, in that case, have to be explained, as obtained indirectly by 
meaus of Indication (of the Individual cow by the Class ‘Cow’ denoted by 
the word), while it is an universally recognised fact that an idea of such 
oo-extensiveness is got at by direct denotation. 

The Bhàshya, however, in the passage—“ it is a self-perceptible fact 
that when a word is uttered, an Individual is cognised "—has admitted a 
difference (between the Individual and the Class), and has then spoken of 
the cognition of the Individual, only as the substratum of the Class (denoted 
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by the word); because a particular Individual by itself is never cognised À 
(by means of a word). And even the relation of the container aud the 
contained (that is hinted at in the Bhāshya as subsisting between the 
Class and the Individual) is only an indirect (or assumed) one. And here 
too the pointing by the general (Class) to the particular (Individuals) 
should not be taken as a case of Indication; because it is only a case of 
mere hinting (or pointing). 

Or, the clause in the Bhüshya—*' by the word or by the Class ”— 
may be taken as referring to the cognition of the Individual; the conclu- 
sion arrived at, by means of affirmative and negative concomitance being, 
that the cognition of the Individual is brought about by the Class. For 
instance, (1) when one has cognised the class ‘ Fire’ (in the mountain), 
through the perception of Smoke, his desire to learn the character of the 
individual fire—in the shape of its brightness or dulness—is also fulfilled 
(which shows that the cognition of the Class ‘ Fire’ has brought about 
by affirmative concomitance, the cognition of the Individual Fire) ; 
aud (2) when through some ‘disorder of the mind ’—.e., foolishness or 
dulness—one fails to recognise the denotation of the Class by a word, 
and cognises only the Individual, with reference to which a certain 
assertion of relations is made, to be expressed by the word, such a person, 
having had no idea of the Class, has no idea of any other Individual save 
the one directly described ; (and this shows by negative concomitance, that 
without a cognition of the Class there is no cognition of the Individual). 
Or another way of explaining the same fact is that, though we cognise the 
Class by itself to be denoted by the word, yet we do not, in the same 
manner, cognise the Individual, unless we have previously recognised the 
Class. 

A question is here raised— what then is the difference between 
‘gotva’ (the Class ‘Cow’) and the word ‘gd’ (Cow) (since both are 
equally held to denote the Class * Cow’) ?" 

The difference between the two is that in the case of one—viz., the Olass 
* Cow ’—there is a slight difference (from the Individual) ; as, for instance, 
we find the individual (cow) belonging to the Class ‘ Cow,’ being clearly 
spoken of as * gotvavin’ (belonging to the Class ‘ Cow,’) which distinctly 
shows that there is some distinction between the Individual ‘Cow’ and 
the Class ‘Cow.’ And as the expression ‘gotvavan’ (belonging to the 
Class ‘Cow’) points to the Class also, the declaration of its describing 
the Individual is not open to the objections that have been urged against 
the theory of the Individual constituting the denotation of a word; 
specially as the word is found to be expressive of every one of the 
Individuals (as constituting the Class denoted). And in any particular 
case (as in ‘one should sacrifice with corns’) the only doubt that one has 
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is with regard to the number (or quantity) of the object to be employed ; 
and as for the object itself, there is a most definite cognition (of corns) 
(by means of the word). 

The Bhashya has cited “the words ‘Cow,’ &c.," with a view to all 
Nouns and Verbs. 

The special purpose that is served by the above discussion is that the 
generic and the particular word referring to the same object, there would 
be no rejection of the general rule by the exception, in accordance with 
the view of the Pérvapaksha (while according to the Siddhanta such a 
rejection is duly accomplished). 


o 


[The Vartika now proceeds to put forth another exposition of the 

above 
ADHIKARANAS (A) and (B).] 

Words like ‘gauh, &c., having been shown to be correct, we now 
proceed to consider in which denoted object the operations of these words 
lie. Though the words are divided into four kinds—Nouns, Verbs, 
Prefixes and Nipatas—yet it is only the first two that are taken into con- 
sideration ; because it is only with regard to the denotation of these—and 
not to that of Prefixes and Nipatas—that certain doubts are found to arise in 
our minds ; specially as Prefixes and Nipdtas do not by themselves serve 
to denote any objects; they only serve to illumine the meanings of Nouns 
and Verbs, which are the only really expressive words; and hence it is these 
latter only that are taken into consideration. Though certain Nipdtas—as 
' Pagcatya,’ * Anuydtya’ and the like—are found to be denotative of certain 
definite objects, yet there are no doubts as to the particular objects 
denoted by them. The N?pàías would have been taken up for considera- 
tion on the present occasion, only if they were found to bring about the 
cognitions of two objects; and solong as they are not found to give rise 
io any cognitions of ‘Classes’ (as also of Individuals), they cannot form 
the objects of the present discussion. 

I. Objection: “ Even Verbs cannot rightly form the subjects of the 
* present discussion; because the denotation of verbs will be dealt with 
“ in detail, in the beginning of the Second Adhyaya; where we have a 
“ detailed consideration of the question—‘ whatis Bhdva P' (Bhüva-to be, 
"being the general name given to the denotation of verbs); aud as 
* the true denotation of verbs has to be duly ascertained in detail, in that 
'! place, it is not right to take it up on the present occasion." 

To this we make the following reply: (1) What we have to deal with 
in the second Adhyaya, is the ‘ Bhava,’ which is the name given to the 
denotations of the Affizes; while what we are going to consider -— . the 
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denotation of the roots themselves. (2) Or, even though the denota- 
tion of the Affixes have to be ascertained there, we may now consider 
whether that deno ation consists of the Class or the Individual. (3) The 
fact of the roots ‘yaji’ and the like denoting the sacrifice, &c., that will 
be put forward by the Bhashya in the Second Adhyaya, is only by way 
of an explanation of what is duly ascertained in the present Adhikarana. 
(4) Or, even with regard to the denotations of the roots *yaj?,' &c., it is 
only proper that we should consider whether the denotations of these 
appearing in verbs, consist of the Class or of the Individual. (5) In 
reality, however, the question that has to be dealt with in the Second 
Adhyaya is as to whether the transcendental result (of the sacrifice) 
proceeds from what is signified by the verbs (in the Injunctions, ‘should 
sacrifice, &c.) or from the materials, &c., (Soma and the like) therein 
spoken of P And whatever else is to be explained there is only by way 
of supplementing the said question. 

Thus then, it is with regard to the truly expressive Verbs and Nouns, 
that we proceed to consider whether they denote Classes or Individuals. 
A doubt on this point has arisen in our minds, on account of the usage of 
words, and their comprehension by the people pointing equally to both 
(Class and Individual), and also on account of grammatical works (notably 
the Mahàbhyàshya) lending countenance to both the theories. 

II. Objection: “ Before proceeding any further, it must be explained, 
* what connection this discussion has, either with the subject-matter of 
“the Adhyaya (which treats of the means of knowing Dharma), or with 
“that of the present Pada, which is dealing with the basic authority of 
“the Smrtis.” 

feply : The present discussion is an offshoot of the treatment of the 
authority of grammatical Smrtis, by means of which the correctness of a 
word having been ascertained, it is only natural to pass on to the con- 
sideration of the meaning of this word. 

“ But it is before the form of the word is ascertained that its meaning 
‘should be ascertained ; because until the meaning is known the correct- 
“ ness of the word cannot be ascertained.” 

Even though the meaning of a word has not been thoroughly as- 
certained, as to whether it is in the form of the Class or the Individual, 
its correctness can be very well ascertained ; and hence we now proceed to 
consider the nature of the meaning. It is only until the word has been 
known to have some meaning that its correctness cannot be ascertained ; 
and certainly an ascertainment of the correctness of a word does not 
depend upon our duly ascertaining as to whether its meaning is in the form 
of a Class or an Individual. 


Or, it may be that the anthoritative character of all grammatical 
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Smrtis having been laid down iu a previous Adhikarana, it is with regard 
to this universality of their authority that the present Adhikarana raises 
a question, and comes to the conclusion that the grammatical Smrti which 
speaks of the Individual as forming the denotation of a word, cannot be 
accepted as correct, because such an assertion being impossible, can have 
no authoritative basis (in the Veda); and hence on this point even a gram- 
matical Smrti cannot be accepted as authoritative. In this manner, the 
present Adhikarana would be laying down an exception to the authority of 
Smrtis; and thus it would be quite in connection with the subject-matter 
of the Adhyàya and the Pada, as also with the foregoing discussion. 

III. Objection: “Even if the word be admitted to be denotative of 
“the Class, all Injunctions and Prohibitions would refer only to the 
** Individuals signified by the words (contained in them); and as such what 
* is the use of the present discussion ? ” 

Reply: Though it is true that there is no difference among people, in the 
interpretation of the Prohibitions and the Injunctions contained in the 
Veda (which are always taken with reference to Individuals), yet a 
discussion like the present would serve a useful purpose in ordinary 
parlance, where it is said: ‘‘ give the curd to the Brahmanas, but takra to 
Kaundinya’; where if words were admitted to be denotative of Individuals, 
the word ‘Brahmana’ could be accepted as denoting the Individual 
Brahmana Kaundinya, who would thus come to be given both the curd and 
the takra; while when the word * Brábmana' is accepted as denotative of 
the Class only, it could point to Kaundinya only by indirect indication, 
which would be set aside in favour of the direct denotation of the word 
‘t Kaundinya' itself (and Kaundinya would, in this case, receive the takra 
only, which was meant by the person issuing the instruction). 

Asa matter of fact, however, in the Veda too, in the case of the 
passages enjoining the washing of the Corn, there is a certain difference (in 
the true denotation of the word 'vrihi) as also in the case of the passage 
that lays down the offering of ‘Dadhi.’ For instance, if the word ‘corn’ 
(‘ vriht’) be accepted to be denotative of any individual corn, the wash- 
ing would come to apply to even an ordinary corn (not to be used at 
the sacrifice); because the washing is restricted to the sacrificial corn only 
by means of the order of proximity of the word ‘Corn’ with the ‘ Sacrifice ’; 
whereas it is found to be applicable to the ordinary corn, by the direct 
denotation of the word ‘Corn’; and certainly Direct Denotation must 
always set aside any order of Proximity. On the other hand, if the word 
‘Corn’ be admitted to be denotative of the Class only, then in that case, 
the case of the sacrificial corn alone being the object of washing would he 
much stronger than that of any ordinary corn; because, while the latter is 
pointed out only indirectly by the direct denotation of the Class ‘Corn’ 
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which includes the ordinary corn also, the latter is pointed out both by the 
said order of Proximity and the Direct Denotation of the Class ‘Corn,’ 
which is found to inhere, in its entirety, in the sacrificial corn also. So 
also in the case of the offering of Dadhi, the word ‘ Dadhi’ could refer 
to the sacrificial Dadhi as well as to any ordinary Dadhi; and it is only 
when the word is held to be denotative of the Class, that the offering 
spoken of directly by the word ‘ Juhotc’ would come to refer to the sacri- 
ficial Dadhi only. These arguments could be applied to many other 
instances of Vedic Injunctions and Prohibitions. And hence we conclude 
that the present discussion being found to serve many useful purposes, we 
must take it up for due consideration, 

IV. Objection : ** All that is considered here having already we dealt 
“with, in the Tarkapada (Clokavartika—chap. on ‘ Akrti’), it is scarcely 
* proper to start the same question over again." 

Reply: (1) In the Turkapada all that has been done is merely to lay 
down the proposition that it is the Class that is denoted by words; and the 
present Adhikarana serves to bring forward the arguments in support 
of that proposition. And even the Bhashya has said (towards the 
close of the section Akriti in the Tarkapāda) that the reasons in support 
of the proposition will be explained “later on” (and this can only be 
taken as referring to the present Adhikaraņa). (2) Or it may be that 
in the Tarkapāda it is only the existence of Class that has been establish- 
ed; while in the present Adhikaraņa, we seek to establish the fact of its 
being denoted by the word; and though its denotation has been spoken 
of on the previous occasion, yet on that occasion, it was only taken as 
granted and not duly discussed (which is done in the present Adhikarana), 
(3) Or even if the previous section may have explained the fact of 
words being denotative of the Class, with a view to prove the existence 
of such a thing as Class,—yet the question, as to whether the Individual 
is denoted by a word or not, has not been considered there; and the 
present Adhikarana may be taken as serving the distinctly useful purpose 
of proving that Individuals are not denoted by words. 


Oo 


And with a view to introduce the said discussion, we begin with the 

consideration of 
ADHIKARANA (A)— 

which deals with the question, as to the words found in the Veda, and 
the objects denoted by them, being the same as those in ordinary parlance, 
or different from them? Itis only if the words in the Veda and the 
objects denoted by them are the same as those in ordinary parlance, that 
there can be any discussion as to the denotation of a word; because if they 
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be different, there would be no doubt as to the true denotation of words 
(which would be found in the Veda to signify Individuals) ; and there would 
be no occasion for the discussion that follows; specially as all business is 
carried on with regard to concrete objects, there would be no use wasting 
time over the pure denotations of words; hence the present discussion 
cannot be held to be propounded for the sake of the ordinary business of 
the world. It is only in the case of the Veda, that the words and the 
objects denoted by them being recognised to be the same (as those in 
ordinary parlance), our cognition of the meanings of words could help us 
to differentiate what is directly denoted by them, and what is only in- 
directly indicated. For if the words in the Veda were totally different 
from those iu ordinary parlance, then, whenever we would come across a 
Vedic passage, we would not be cognisant of their forms or signification ; 
and these being totally unknown, there could be no doubt. in our minds, 
with regard to the denotation of these words. Therefore for the sake of 
ascertaining the nature of the meaning that is cognised, it is necessary, in 
the first instance, to establish the fact of the words in the Veda and the 
objects denoted by them being the same as those in ordinary parlance. 

Objection : “ Thisidentity of the word has been already clearly establish- 
“ed under Satra I—i—20, where it has been shown that the word being 
“always recognised to be the same, the mere fact of its being pronounced 
“at different times does not constitute a difference in the word itself; 
“and thus it is found that there can be no other reason for the said identity, 
“except such recognition of the word; all other arguments that may be 
“brought forward in support of this identity would be only auxiliary to 
“the aforesaid Recognition. And hence no further discussion on the 
*! point is necessary." 

Reply : (1) What has been established under Sūtra I—1— 20 is that in all 
ordinary human utterances, the word ‘Cow’ is always the same; aud 
hence it is only proper that we should now establish the fact of all Vedic 
words being identical with those in ordinary parlance. (2) It has not 
been explained there why the fact of words in the Veda being spoken of 
of as ‘ Vedic,’ in contradistinetion to those in ordinary parlance which are 
described as ‘ worldly,’ cannot be taken as pointing to a difference between 
them; and it is this that we proceed to consider now, (3) Even though the 
identity of the word may have been established under the said sūtra, yet the 
present Adhikarana cannot be said to be a mere repetition; because what 
is considered here is whether the denotations (of the word ‘ Cow’ as found 
in the Veda and as used in ordinary parlance) are identical. And it is 
only when the identity of the denotation has been established, that there 
can arise a question as to whether the Class or the Individual is denoted 
by the word, which question can have nothing to do with the identity of 
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the word (and hence the present discussion is absolutely ney as 
preliminary to the main point of the Adhikarana). 

And on this subject, there arises a doubt in our mind; because the 
fact of the words used in the Veda being spoken of as ‘ Vedic’ in contra- 
distinction to the ‘worldly’ words, points to the fact of there being 
a difference between the two classes of words; while as a matter of fact 
the words in the Veda are always recognised to be the same as those in 
ordinary parlance. 

An on this point, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The words used in the Veda, and the objects denoted by them, 
“are different from those in ordinary parlance; (1) because we perceive 
“an actual difference in their names, in the Nouns used in them, in the 
* grammatical rules applying to them, in accentuation and pronunciation, and 
“in deletions and modifications of letters and syllables; (2) because we 
“find even the ordinarily known words used in the Veda, together with 
* such words as ‘svaru ’ ‘ yūpa’ and the like, which are distinctly different 
“from any words iu ordinary usage; (3) because certain points of time 
“are laid down as unfit for the studying of Vedic words; (4) because 
* the Cüdra and the woman are forbidden to utter Vedie words; and (5) 
“because we find such words as ‘Açvabāla’ and the like signifying 
* distinctly different objects (in the Veda and in ordinary parlance),—in the 
“Veda it being used in the sense of ‘reed,’ while in ordinary usage it 
“ means ‘the horse's hair’ ? 

“The Bhashya has also cited the word ‘Agni’ as having in the 
* Veda—in the passage ‘Agni killed the Vrttras’—a meaning (vritra- 
“ killer) different from that in ordinary parlance. But this is not right; 
* because a difference in the action does not alter the actor (7.e., though 
* Agni may be said to have killed the Vrttras, yet that does not neces- 
“sarily make Agni something other than the Agni that burns). Specially 
“as the fact of Agni being the ‘ Vrttra-killer’ is expressed (not by the 
* word ‘ Agni ’ itself, but) by the meaning of the words contained in the 
* sentence (quoted above); and how can that which is not expressed by 
“a word be said to be denoted by the word ‘Agni’? And then too 
“there is no means of ascertaining whether Agni really killed Vrttra 
* or not; and as such how can the mention of an unreal action make us 
** believe the Agni to be different (from the ordinary Agni)? And further, 
“the object expressed by the word ‘ Vritra,’ as well as the verb (‘ Jangha- 
“ nat’) being quite unknown in ordinary parlance, how can the passage in 
* question make us cognise the character of ‘ Agni’ as belonging to the 
*'killer (of Vrttra)'? Nor can the passage be taken as laying down a 
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* new signification of the word ‘ Agni’ (as that which killed the Vrttras 
| “is denoted by the word‘ Agni’); because it is in the form of a pure 
| * Arthavada in praise of Agni; and also because the passage cannot be 
“taken as describing a real action of Agni, as will be explained by the 
* Bhashya under the Devatàdhikarana of the Ninth Adhyàya. 

“ For these reasons, the words that should be quoted as showing a 
“ difference between the meanings of words in the Veda and in ordinary 
* parlance, are * Trvrit,’ &c., which (in the Veda) means ninefold (while in 
“ ordinary usage it means threefold). 

* In connection with the above-mentioned passage—' Agnir-vrttram 
“ janghanat '—the Bhashya has said that this points to ‘another form of 
“the word Agni’; but this is scarcely correct; as a difference in the 
** property or action of the object denoted does not make any difference in 
“ the form of the word itself. 

“ Therefore the difference between the forms of Vedic and ordinary 
“ words must be held to be based upon the differences of accentuation, &., 
“ as explained above, and not upon any differences in their significations. 
* And thus we find that there is a distinct difference between the word 
** used in the Veda and the objects signified by them on the one hand and 
“those used and expressed in ordinary parlance on the other." 


o 


In reply to the above, we have the following :— 
| SIDDHANTA (A). 


The words used in the Veda and their meanings are the same as those 
iu ordinary parlance. (1) Because if it were not so, the whole of the 
Veda would become absolutely unauthoritative; as its authority would bo 
fully shaken by the fact of its meaning being unknown ; and this non-recog- 
nition of the meaniug of Vedic passages would lead to the contingencies 
that there would be no such Vedic actions as the Agnihotra and the like, 
and there could be no Vedic Injunctions; because the Injunctive affixes 
in the Veda could not signify Injunction (because they have this significa- 
tion in ordinary parlance). Nor does the Veda lay down the use of words 
in any sense other than the ordinarily known ones; because it has been 
shown above that the relationship (between words and their meanings) is 
not fixed by scriptures ; (and hence there would be no means of ascertain- 
ing what any word means in the Veda, if the ordinary meaning were not 
accepted). 

(2) (a) The form of a word as used in the Veda is distinctly found 
over and over again to be non-different from the same as used in ordinary 
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parlance (as is pointed out by the clause ‘ Avibhdgat’ in the sutra). Or 
(b) the * non-difference ' (Avibhága) spoken of may be taken as pointing out 
the fact that whenever the word ‘ Cow’ is uttered, we have always the same 
cognition of the class ‘Cow’ (whether the word be found in the Veda 
or in ordinary usage). Or (c) it may be taken as pointing to the non- 
difference of the rules of — &c., as appertaining to the Tep 
and to ordinary parlance. 

(3) Iu no way can the word, as found in the Veda, and ite meaning t 
held to be different from those in ordinary parlance; because it is only 
when they ave accepted to be identical that the fact commonly recognised 
by all sacrificers is nob contradicted. (As all persons that perform the 
sacrifices laid down in the Veda accept the words that they meet with in 
Vedic passages to have the same meaning ue they have in ordinary 
parlance). 

(4) The Mimansa supplies the only means of ascertaining the true 
meanings of the words in the Veda; and in Mimaànsà we do not find the 
fact of the words in the Veda being called ‘Vedic’ in contradistinction 
to ‘worldly’ accepted us pointing to any actual difference between the 
words themselves. 

Thus then, the words being actually recognised to be the same in 
both cases, the only difference in their forms that can be perceived, as 
also the fact of one being named ‘ Vedic’ and the other ‘ worldly,’ must 
be, accepted as due to the differences in accentuation, &c. And as there is 
no question as to the accentuation in the Veda being different (the point at 
issue being the difference in the word), what is the use of bringing forward 
this difference on the present occasion ? 

(1) Then as for the words ‘svaru,’ ‘yūpa’ and the like, peculiar to 
the Veda, the mere fact of a few such words in the Veda being different 
from any words in ordinary usage, cannot prove all words in it to be so 
different; specially as such difference is actually denied by the directly 
perceptible recognition of the words being the same in both cases. (2) 
As for the fact of only certain times being laid down as fit for the 
study of Vedie words, and that of its utterance being prohibited for the 
Cüudra, these, as laid down directly in Vedic sentences, are properties 
appertaining to the utterance of Vedic words, as are also the methods of 
accentuation; and none of these can point to any difference in the words 
themselves. (3) As for the difference in the meanings of such words as 
* Agvabala’ aud the like (as found in the Veda and in ordinary usage) 
there are only a few of such differences, distinctly laid down in certain 
passages of the Veda; and the difference of these cannot justify any 
assertion of such difference in the case of all other words, whose meanings 
are accepted as known ordinarily (and for whom no different meanings are 
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laid down in the Veda itself). (4) In the case of the passage—' the cows 
of the gods walk upon their backs’ (which has been quoted as pointing to 
the fact of the meaning of the word ‘Cow’ being different from the 
ordinary cow)—it is not found to lay down the fact of the character of the 
cow to belong to certain animals walking on their backs; and hence inas- 
much as any such animals are absolutely impossible, and the meaning of 
the word ‘ Cow’ is not cognised as anything different from the ordinary, 
and as the passage itself is found to be supplementary to another Injunc- 
tion, it cannot but be taken as a mere Arthavdda. 

Thus then, in no way do we perceive any difference between the 
two classes of words; and hence we conclude that the words and their 
meanings that have been explained before, in connection with ordinary 
usage, must be accepted to be the same in the Veda also. 


0- 


ADHIKARANA (B). 


And now, we proceed to take up the question, to which the above 
discussion leads us,—namely, does the denotation of a word consist of the 
Class, or of the Individual, or of both ? 

There are various alternatives on this point; and in order to remove 
all misconeeptions with regard to it, we again proceed to show them. 
Whenever the word ‘Cow’ is uttered, it is found to give rise to the ideas 
of seven things: the Class, the Individual, their Relationship, the 
Aggregate of these, a particular Gender, Case, Number, and the Word itself. 
In this manner there are eight alternatives with regard to each of these 
two. For instance, isit the Class that is denoted by the word, or the 
Individual, or both, or each of them alternately, or both together, or the 
Class qualified by the Individual, or the Individual qualified by the Class ? 
In the same manner we would have as many alternatives, between the Class 
and the Relationship, the Class and the Aggregate, the Class and the 
Case, the Class and the Number, the Gender and the Class, and so forth ; 
also with regard to each of them as taken all along with all others,— 
thereby we come to have alternatives six times eight (or forty-eight) in 
number; and yet many other combinations being possible, the number of 
alternatives becomes endless. 


In the Pürvapaksha, the Bhashya has montioned only four of these 
alternatives: Does the word signify—(1) the Class by itself, or (2) the 
Iudividual by itself, or (3) the Individual qualified by the Class, or (4) 
the Class qualified by the Individual? And these should be taken as 
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including all the other alternatives; and as all these are set aside by 
means of the same arguments, they have not been all pointed out in 
detail. And hence at first we take up for consideration only two of the 
alternatives—Does the word denote the Class or the Individual ? 

The ground of doubt on this point has been explained by the Bhashya 
thus: sümünyapratyayüdvyaktau ca kriyasambhavat (because the cognition 
is that of the Class, while the action that is laid down can pertain to the 
Individual). But this is not quite correct; because the Individual is often 
found to be cognised ; and hence it is not quite correct to speak of the 
Class as being the cognised in all cases. For if the Individual were never 
cognised (by means of the word), there could be no question as to whether 
it is denoted by the word ornot. Nor can the fact of the action appertain- 
ing to the Individual serve as a reason for accepting it to be denoted by 
the word. 

Hence we must accept the ground of doubt to be as we have ex- 
plained before, namely that, inasmuch as both Usage and Cognition are 
found to apply commonly to the Class and the Individual, and as gram- 
matical works are found to lend special support to the Individual-theory, 
there naturally arises a doubt as to which is to be accepted as the real 
denotation of the word. 

Or, the Bhashya may be construed in the following manner: when a 
word is uttered, (1) there is a ‘Sa@manyapratyaya,’ i.e., common recognition of 
the Class as well as the Individual; and (2) it is in the Individual 
(‘vyaktau,’) as also in the Class (this being indicated by the particle ‘ ca’) 
that Actions—such as fetching, touching, building of the altar in the shape 
of the Cyéna, and the like—are found to be capable of appertaining 
(hence there naturally arises a doubt as to the real denotation of the 
word). Or, the meaning of the Bhashya may be explained thus: ‘ Sama- 
nyapratyayat’=because we have a cognition of the Class (Samdanya) as also 
of the Individual; and ‘ Kriyasambhavat’ is to be taken in the same way 
as before, ) 


The Bhashya next starts the question— What is the Class, and what is 
the Individual ? 

Some people object to this question: * Why should this question be 
started over again, when the character of the Class has already been ex- 
plained in the T'arkapüda ?” 

This objection does not affect the case. Because (1) the question 
may be taken as put by one who has not quite understood the nature of 
the Class as explained before. - Or, (2) there being a doubt as to the true 
signification of the word, on account of its bringing about a cognition of 
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both the Individual and the Class, the question may be taken as making 
an enquiry as to which portion of the Cognition (produced by the word) 
consists of the Individual, and which of the Class? Or (3) the question 
may be taken as put ironically—the meaning being this: when as a 
matter of fact, we do not perceive anything other than the bodies of the 
Individual cows, grey and the like, wherefore should there be any distinc- 
tion made between the Class and the Individual? Or, (4) all discussion 
being for the sake of some business, even though the Class be denoted by 
the word, inasmuch as all actions are found to appertain to the Individual 
(and as such all purposes being served by accepting the Individual to be 
denoted by the word), there can be no use of any discussion as to what is 
the denotation of the word. But as the sūtra is actually found to be tak- 
ing great pains in the consideration of the question, it appears that there 
does exist some such thing as QOlass, apart from the Individuals; (and 
hence it is only natural that we should consider the question as to what 
is this Class and what the Individual). | à | 

In reply to the above question, the Bhàshya says: Dravyaguna- 
karmanaim süámünyamübiram jatih—(Olass is the commonality of Substances, 
Properties and Actions). 

A mere explanation of the form of the Class serves to satisfy those 
persons that had put the question either from ignorance, or from doubt; 
while for one who had put it out of spite, we offer the following explana- 
tion: Though the Class is not perceived as anything totally different from 
the Individual, yet at the time that we perceive certain individual 
cows, the grey one and the like, we have an idea of a certain character 
that is common to all the various individuals perceived, as has been 
shown in the Vuarkapada; and it is this commonality that constitutes the 
Class, and that which is other than this (7e., that which is peculiar to 
each cow) is the Individual. 

This explanation of ‘Class’ in the Bhashya does not serve either to 
assert the existence of the Class, or to bring forward proofs for its exis- 
tence; it only serves to distinguish the Class from the Individual. It is 
with a view to this that we have the word ‘mdatra’ (mere); for if mere 
distinction from the a were wet meant, this word would have 
been superfluous. 

If the question be taken as asking what is the Class that is meant to 
be something apart from the Individuals, then the auswer may be taken 
as pointing out that the Class that we mean is the mere commonality of 
individual Substances, Properties and Actions, and not anything totally 
different from the Individuals. 

(1) And what is meant by this *commonality' may be taken as the 
summum genus ‘Being,’ which B common to all Substances, Properties 
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and Actions, this including all the lower genera therein contained; (2) 
or the word ‘commonality’ may be taken separately with each of these 
(Substances, Properties and Actions), the Classes meant being the three 
classes of ‘Substance,’ ‘ Property’ and ‘Action’; as there is no business 
pertaining to the summum genus ‘Being’; (3) or, on account of the word 
* mütra, the Classes meant may be all the Classes known in the world— 
from the summum genus ‘ Being’ down to the smallest Class in existence. 

The Individual is explained by the Bhashya as—‘ as@dharanavicésha 
vyaktih’; and in this the compound ‘asddhadranavigéshah’ must be taken 
as Bahuvrihi,—the meaning of the Bháshya being that that which has a specific 
peculiarity is the Individual. And it cannot mean that the Individual con- 
sists of the specific peculiarities themselves (the said compound being ex- 
plained as Karmadharaya) ; because in a subsequent chapter, the Bhashya 
distinctly speaks of the Individual as the receptacle of (and as such 
something different from) the peculiarities; and also because we have cer- 
tain Smrti texts that point out the Individual to be different from the 
peculiarities. : 

Hence we conclude that it is only right to start the question as to 
whether the word denotes the Class or the Individual. 


And on this point we have the following— 


PÜRVAPAKSHA (B). 


“We conclude that it is only the Individual that is denoted by the 
“word; (1) because it is only when the word signifies the Individual, 
* that we can have any Injunction of such actions (Sutra 30) as killing, wash- 
“ing, cutting and so forth, which would be absolutely impossible if words 
*gignified the Class; (2) because it is only then that we can have even 
“ordinary directions in the world, such as—' Dévadatta, drive the cows,’ 
‘and the like; (3) because only in that case could we have the various 
* Numbers and Cases of Nouns; that is to say, if the Individual were 
* denoted by the word, then alone could we have such expressions as 
“ Vrkshau, Vrkshabhyam, &c., where we have the Dual number, and the In- 
* strumental Case, in addition to the Noun; as for the Class, it is only one, 
* and as such no Number, dual or plural, could pertain to it; nor (being im- 
“ material) can it have any Cases belonging to it; and hence if the Class 
“ were accepted to form the denotation, such expressions as ‘ Vrkshaw,’ and 
“s Vrkshabhyam’ would be absolutely impossible; (4) and hence if the 
* direct denotation of a word consisted of the Class, it would be necessary 
*in the case of each sentence, to accept an indirect Indication (of the 
** word) pointing to the Individual; and hence all Vedie passages would 
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'" come to be taken in their indirect significations only ; on the other hand, 
“if the word be accepted to deuote the Iudividual, in all sentences, there 
“would be a direct co-extensiveness—exactly as in the expression 
“<: D&vadatta is a man’ (and there would be no necessity of having. 
‘recourse to any indirect signification); while in the Class-theory, it 
“ would be necessary even in such simple instances to have recourse to 
“indirect Indication; and hence too, the Individual would come to be 
“acknowledged to be denoted by the word; (5) when we meet with such 
“ Vedic Injunctions as—‘one should kill the animal,’ we proceed to 
“carry on the subsequent business with the Tongue, Heart, &c., of the 
“individual animal that is killed ; and not with the whole Class ‘ animal’; 
“(6) and again, all actions stand in need of certain substances ; and 
“hence if the words in an Injunction were accepted to be denotative of 
“the Individual, then alone could the Injunction be found to lay down 
“something that is needed, not otherwise; (7) the Individual being a 
“ definite entity (acknowledged by all of us), that alone, and not the 
“Class, cau be rightly accepted as being denoted by a word. And 
“ for all these reasons, we conclude that it is the Individual that is denoted 
“by the word. 

“Some people might ask—-‘ Why should we not accept both the 
* Individual and the Class to be denoted by the word? That would be 
* quite in keeping with usage and comprehension. "This cannot be; 
“ because this would involve the assumption of a manifold potency in the 
“ word, which is not allowable; specially as the comprehension of the one 
* (the Class) can very well be explained as being due to the intimate 
“relationship that it bears to the other (the Individual) ; and hence we 
* must accept the Individual to be denoted by the word. 

“It may be asked—‘ How then do you explain the idea of com- 
' monality that we have?’ We can explain this as brought about by its 
“ relationship to the Individuals. 

“It may be argued that—‘ when we actually find that an action is 
“ otherwise impossible, then alone can this Apparent Inconsistency justify 
“our accepting the Individual to be denoted by the word; whereas in 
“all other cases, inasmuch as it is the Class that is cognised first, we 
“must hold the word to be denotative of the Class.’ This cannot be; 
“ because this too would necessitate the assumption of manifold poten- 
‘cies in each word; and as, in that case, the denotation being always 
“ uncertain, the true meaning of an Injunction would always remain 
* doubtful. 

“Some people argue thus: ‘One who holds an Individual to be 
“ denoted by the word, can have no ground for applying that word to any 
“other Individual. But there is no such real difficulty; as there is 
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“always such a ground available, in the shape of the fact of the one 
* Individual belonging to the same Class as the other. 

* There is a difficulty in the Bhashya here. Having started the 
* question—' how then do we have an idea of commonality '?—the Bhashya 
* veplies—' the Class would serve as the mark’? But the reply is quite 
* irrelevant ; because what was wanted to be known was the reason for 
“the idea of commonality, while what the reply points out is the ground 
* for applying the same word to many Individuals! Therefore we must 
“take the Bhashya here to be elliptical, explaining it thus: Question (1) | 
« —* How then do we have an idea of commonality ? | Answer—* Through the 
* relationship it bears to the Individuals.’ Question (2)-—' But how is the 
“ same word applicable to another Individual ?’ Auswer— Through the Class 
* which serves as the mark (common to all of them).’ Or, we may explain 
“the Bhashya in the following manner: Being asked—‘ How then do we 
“have an idea of commonality ? '—the Pürvapakshi, finding himself un- 
* able to absolutely deny the said idea of commonality, seeks refuge in 
“the theory that the word denotes the Individual qualified by the Class, 
“the meaning of the word ‘ cthna’ being qualification, and the passage 
* C akrtigcihnabhula bhavishyati,’ meaning that the Class (commonality) 
* could be recognised as the qualification of the Individual. 

“Thus then, even the idea of commonality cannot be urged against 
* the Individualistic theory. Aud we conclude that the denotation of a 
“ word consists of the Individual, either by itself, or as qualified by the 
“ Class. 

* And it is only then that we can accept the number ‘ six '—in the 
* sentence ‘six cows '—to belong to the cows (Sūtra 31). 

* And also in the case of the Injunction that,—if the animal kept for 
“a sacrifice happens to be lost, we should obtain another of the same 
* colour—unless we accept the word ‘animal’ to denote the individual 
“animal, the word ‘another’ could not point to another animal; nor 
“would it be possible to speak of this another as being ‘of the same 
"colour. Because if the whole Class ‘Animal’ were denoted by the 
* word ‘Animal’; the one animal would be as much an animal as the 
* other; and hence even if another animal had to be fetched, it would 
* not be another (but the same Animal); nor can the Class be said to 
* be *of the same colour' (as the former animal) And hence we con- 
* clude that it is the Individual that is denoted by the word." | 
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To all this we make the following reply :— 


SIDDHANTA (B). 
(as explained in the Bhashya.) 


It can never be that the Individual is denoted by the word; as it is 
the Class that is denoted by it; because we meet with such passages as— 
* Gyénacitam cínvita, where the two meanings that could be possible are— 
(1) ‘one should build up a particular Cyéna bird,’ or (2) * he should build 
the Class Cyéna.’ 

But as for the Individual Cyéna bird, Any number of bricks could not 
build up any such bird; specially as we cannot build up a bird even with 
the arteries and tendons taken out of a dead bird; and thus the mention 
of ‘bricks ’ precludes all possibility of the making of a live bird; and we 
would also have to assume a certain purpose for the building of a bird 
out of briek and mortar; in which case we would have the further dis- 
advantage of having to take the word ‘ ciwvita' in a figurative sense (i.e, 
of preparing, instead of making); and lastly, such an intepretation would 
involve a breach of the grammatical law ‘ Karmanyagnyükhyayam? 
(Panini III—ii—12) explained above, And hence the passage cannot be 
taken to mean that oue should make, by the building, a Cyéna bird. 

In the same manner, (1) it is equally impossible to build up the 
Class ‘Cyéna’ with bricks and mortar, as it is created by God alone; (2) 
such an interpretation would necessitate the assumption of some purpose 
for this making of the Class; (3) and also the taking of the word ‘ cinvita’ 
in a sense not its own; and (4) this would also involve a breach of the 
grammatical rule quoted above. Hence the passage cannot be taken even 
to mean that one should make the Class * Cyena.' 

Thus then, the only resource left to us is to take the passage to 
mean that by the building (collection of bricks) one should make an altar of 
the shape of the Gyéna bird. In this case it is impossible for the altar to 
be made similar to any particular Cyéna bird; and we cannot make it 
similar to all the individual birds ; specially as it is absolutely impossible 
to ascertain the similitude of such birds as have not yet been born, or of 
those that are yet to be born; and it is only possible to make an altar 
having a shape that is common to the whole Class ‘Cyéna.’ Hence we 
conclude that the Class alone can be held to be denoted by the word. 

An objection is here raised: “Why cannot the passage be taken 
to mean that one should build up the altar with the bodies of dead Cyéna 
birds, the compound ‘Gyénacitam’ being taken as ‘ Cyénnargcitum’ (the 
Instrumental Tutpurusha)” ? 

To this question, the Bhàshya replies that the word ‘ Cyéna’ is the 
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objective (and not the Instrument). But this is not correct. In the 
passage itself the word ‘Gyéna’ has no independent signification of its 
own; nor is it found to have the Accusative termination to itself, as this 
termination appears after the whole compound ‘ Cyénacita’; and as such 
it cannot be taken as signifying the objective. Therefore we must make 
use of the aforesaid grammatical sūtra in denying the fact of the word 
‘Cyéna’ having an Instrumental signification. The sūtra means that ‘ the 
kvip affix is added to the root c when it is preceded by an objective noun, 
specially when the root ci signifies the altar of sacrificial fire’; and as the 
root ‘ct’ by itself cannot signify the altar, it is only the root ending in 
the kvip affix—as is possible only in such compounds as ‘ Cyénacita’ 
(where the noun ‘Cyéna’ must be the objective, in order to make the 
particular affix kvip possible, in accordance with the above-quoted sūtra) 
—that can be taken to mean the altar; and the word ‘Cyéna’ cannot be 
held to have any independent meaning of itself (apart from the compound). 
And hence we must conclude that the word ‘ Gyéna’ cannot be taken to be 
in the Instrumental Case. Even if the Instrumental Case were admitted, 
(1) there would be no rule by which we could have a compound, under 
the circumstances; (2) over and above this, we would have to assume the 
Instrumental case-ending, which does not exist; (3) by assuming the 
(bodies of the) Cyéna birds to be the materials for making the altar, it 
would involve an abandonning of the bricks, which have been distinctly 
laid down as the material to be employed in the building; and (4) there 
would be a needless sinful slaughter of so many Cyéna birds, when there 
are other means of accomplishing the same thing. Thus then, it being 
impossible for the word ‘ Cyéna ' to be taken in the Instrumental Case, we 
must take the passage to mean that one should build the altar similar in 
shape to the Cyéna bird. And as such an interpretation would be possible 
only if the word (‘Cyéna’) denoted the Class—as we have shown above— 
we must admit the Class to be denoted by the word. 

Objection: * It is not so; the possibility of the single action of the 
“making of the altar cannot be accepted as sufficient reason for accept- 
*ing the Class to be the denotation of a word; specially as we have 
“already shown that there are many actions—like killing, washing, &c., 
* which would be possible, only if the Individual were accepted to be denoted 
“ bythe word. And as the passages laying down actions like these latter 
“are very many, while you have got only one passage in support of your 
“ theory, it is far more reasonable to hold the word to denote the Indi- 
“ vidual. lf it be urged that—‘even in accordance with the Class- 
“theory, in the case of the Injunctions of such actions as washing and the 
“like, we can have the Individual pointed out by indirect Indication,— 
. “we roply that it is far more reasonable to accept the Individual theory, 
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*' and have recourse to indirect Indication in the single passage treating of 
“the Cyéna (while you have got to have recourse to it in the case of 
* many passages) ; and it is certainly far more reasonable to havo recourse 
“to an indirect signification in one case than in many. And as for the 
“Instrumental Tu!purusha (in ‘Cyénacita’) we can accept it, as being 
* absolutely necessary. For these reasons (it being possible to take the 
“passage to mean that one should make the altar of the bodies of Cy8na 
“ birds),—aud because it is only when the word is accepted as denoting the 
“ Individual, that there can be different numbers and cases in connection 
* with Nouns,—we must conclude that a word always denotes the Indi- 
“ vidual.” 


In view of these ^ -— we proceed to offer another exposition of 
of the Siddhinta. 

It is the Class that is — by the word. Why? (1) Because it 
is the Class or Commonality that is cognised before (the Individual) ; 
{2) because a word is not found to give rise to a mixed conception ; and 
(3) because when the order ‘ bring the cow’ is given, the person ordered 
brings any cow that he likes. 

To explain these arguments—(1) when the word “Cow” is uttered, 
before we have an idea of any Individuals, it is the Commonality that 
we have an idea of; and when the form of this Commonality has been 
duly comprehended, then alone are the Individuals cognised. Thus then, 
inasmuch as for the cognition of the Class there is no other means (save 
the word), while the coguition of the Individuals is actually brought 
about by the cognition of the Class, we conclude that the word "e 
ihe Class. 

(2) If the Individuals were denoted by the word, then, inasmuch as 
the individual cows are found to have various characters—such as the 
variegated colour, absence of horns, &c.,—the idea brought about by the 
word would be a mixed one (partaking of all these characters), while as a 
matter of fact we find the word giving rise to a single uniform conception 
(of the Commonality); and thus too we conclude that it is the Class that 
is denoted by the word. 

(3) When a person is ordered to ‘ bring the cow,’ if no particular cow 
happens to be specially pointed out, either by the character of the work in 
hand or by the other concurrent circumstances, the person ordered is 
found to bring in any common cow, and not any particularly specified 
cow, or all the cows in the world. If, however, the individual cow were 
denoted by the word, then the mention of the word ‘ Cow’ would have 
pointed to all the individual cows in the world, which would have to be 


364 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. I—PADA IIT—ADHF. (106). 


brought in by the person ordered; or he could bring in only that one 
particular cow which would be denoted by the word. But as a matter of 
fact we find that he brings in any common eow, with the only restriction 
that it should possess the common character of the ‘Cow.’ And hence too 
we conclude that the Class is denoted by the word. 

If, however, the Individual be held to be denoted by the word, there 
could be only the following three alternatives: (1) That all Individuals 
should be denoted independently by themselves; (2) or that the conglom- 
eration of all Individuals as qualified by a particular Individual should 
be denoted; (3) or that only one particular Individual be denoted. 

(1) Now, it is not possible for all Individuals to be denoted; (a) 
because that would necessitate the assumption of mauifold denotative 
potencies in the word; (b) because (the Individuals being transient) the 
relationship between the word and its denotation would become transient; 
(c) because, the conception of all the Individuals being absolutely impos- 
sible, the full relationship of the word with its denotation would never be 
comprehended, and as such, there could be no usage of the word or any 
business carried on (such as the following of one another’s directions, &c.) ; 
as referring to many Individuals, the word ‘Cow’ would be always used 
in the Plural, like the word ‘eight’; and as such it would never be pos- 
sible to apply to it either the Dual or the Singular number; (e) as the 
white colour cannot exist in all the Individual cows denoted by the word 
* Cow, there could be no co-extensiveness (of the qualification and the 
qualified) in the expression ‘ white cow’; and (f) because in the case of the 
Vedic Injunction ‘one should sacrifice with the animal,’ as it would be 
impossible to perform a sacrifice with all individual animals, such Injunc- 
tions, and thence the Veda, would lose all authority. 

(2) Similarly too, it is not possible to admit the Conglomeration of 
the Individuals to be denoted by the word; (a) because in this case also 
all the Individuals will have to be denoted, as forming the Conglomeration, 
and hence this theory too would be open to all the aforesaid six objections ; 
(b) because sucha theory would necessitate the assumption of a Conglom- 
eration apart from the Individuals; (c) as no usage is found to 
appertain to any such Conglomeration, the denotation of words would be 
absolutely useless (as the sole use of denotations lies in the accomplish- 
ment of usage); (d) the Units forming the Conglomeration being all 
destructible, the Conglomeration would also be destructible; and hence 
the relationship of the word with its denotation would become transient ; 
(e) the Conglomeration being one only, there would be no Plural or Dual 
Number in Nouns; (f) nor would there be any co-extensiveness between 
the qualification and the qualified, in the expression ‘ white cow’; because 
the Conglomeration of all cows cannot be said to be white; (g) the 
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Conglomeration being shapeless, no sacrifices could be performed with 
it; and that would shake the authority of all Vedic Injunctions. 

(3) If a single Individual be held to be denoted by the word, then 
too,—(a) there would be a non-eternality of the relationship (of the word 
and its denotation) ; (b) as it could not be ascertained which one particular 
Individual is denoted, no business would be possible; (c) there could be 
no idea of Commonality; (d) Nouns could never have the Plural or the 
Dual number; (e). no use of the word ‘Cow’ could be possible, prior to 
the birth, and after the death, of the particular cow denoted; (f) the 
word ‘Cow’ giving rise to an idea of the ‘Cow’ in general, there can be 
no particular reason for asserting that it is only this particular cow, and 
not that, which is denoted by the word. 


We now proceed to explain the text of the Bhashya: 

If any particular cow were denoted, the word could never give us 
an idea of any other cow; and as such it could never be used with 
reference to any other cow save the one held to be denoted; because at 
any other time, the particular cow denoted by the word on the former 
occasion would not be existing at the subsequent time, the one present at 
this time being totally different from the former. Specially as the 
Individual is said to be free from all generic and specific properties; and 
apart from such properties, there is nothing in the Individual, by which 
it could be referred to (by any word). 

Question: “Just as one Individual is free from such generic and 
“specific properties, so would also the second be free from them; and 
“‘ hence, just as the word is found to apply to the one Individual free from 
“such properties, in the same manner would it also be applicable to the 
“ other Individual, which is equally free from them. If this other Indi- 
* vidual had the form of either the genus or the species, then alone would 
‘it be different in character from the former Individual; and in that case 
** alone would the word be found inapplicable to it. As a matter of fact, 
“ however, both of them are found to be equally free from such forms ; 
“ and as such the word would be equally applicable to both of them." 

Answer : If the application of the word to one Individual, as also to 
the ot her, be based upon the fact of their being free from generic and spe- 
cific properties, then this freedom itself would constitute their Commonality ; 
and as such your explanation would be a tacit admission of our theory ; 
and it seems you are only opposed to the use of the word “ Class.” 

Says the Pürvapakshi: ‘‘ We do not mean that the word applies to one 
“ Individual, as also to another, on account of their freedom‘ from generic 
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* and specific properties; all that we mean is that the Individual is 
* cognised in the form of a negation of all things that differ from it either 
“ in its generic or specific form. And in that case, how can our declaration 
* be said to be tantamount to the admission of the denotation of a com- 
“monality ? Because an Individual is the substratum of the generic 
* and specific properties, it cannot be these properties themselves. And 
* hence wbat we hold is that just as the word is fouud applicable to one 
“Individual, which is different from generic and specific properties, so, 
** in the same manner would it be applicable to another Individual also." 

The Séddhünti replies: If the word be applicable to Individuals on 
account of these latter being free from generic and specific properties, 
then in that case, the word comes to be denotative of a Commonality. 
Aud if there be no commonality, then one word cannot apply to two 
Individuals; because if a word were applicable to one Individual, without 
this latter having the commonality that belongs to another Individual 
denoted by the word, then the word ‘Cow’ would be applicable to an 
individual horse also! And certainly this "i be a too extensive use of 
the word ! 

Says the Parvapakshi: —“It is not so; the — n of all words 
* being independent of all commonality, their usage would be regulated by 
* actual usage; and as such there could be no such absurd usage of 
* words as you have pointed out." 

The Siddhanti: If mere usage be held to regulate the application of 
words, then the word ‘Cow’ never yet having been been used with 
reference to the particular cow born to-day, this could not be spoken of 
as a Cow. Thus then, if the application of words is regulated by usage, 
it becomes too limited; otherwise it becomes too extensive as shown 
above. Following this line of argument, the Bhashya says that the com- 
mon notion of the Cow would not apply to different Individuals—as that | 
‘this is a cow’ and ‘that is a cow,’ and so forth; but this is not quite 
relevant to what just precedes it; hence this argument of the Bhashya 
must be taken along with (and in support of) the proposition that, ‘if the 
word denoted a particular mdi. it could never be applied to any other 
Individual.’ 

Says the Pürvapakshi : ‘‘ But the — of words could be re- 
* gulated by the denotative potencies of the words themselves; a word 
“applying, and being used with reference to that Individual which it may 
“be capable of denoting; while if in regard to any Individual it had 
* no such potency, it would not apply to it. And hence the word ‘cow’ 
“being capable of denoting the Individual Cows only, it is with reference 
* to these only that the word * cow ' could be used." | i 

But this too cannot regulate the application of words; because the 


IT 18 THE CLASS THAT IS DENOTED BY THE WORD. 367 


potentiality of a word cannot be ascertained before it has been used ; and 
the cognition of the potentiality of a word would depend upon its usage ; 
and as such being itself non-existent at the using of the word, how could 
the cognition of the potentiality of the word regulate the application (and 
the usage) of the word? And farther, even though the person addressed 
could ascertain the potentiality of the word from its use, how could the 
speaker himself know that the word ‘ cow’ is applicable to the individual 
cow, aud not to the individual horse? And he would be as liable to using 
the word ‘cow’ with reference to the horse as to the cow. 

The Pūrvapakshī: “ Why could we not have the application re- 
‘“ gulated by the Class, —the word ‘cow’ applying to all individuals, that 
“would be found to be qualified by the class ‘cow’ (or generic character 
“of the cow) ; while it would not apply to those not so qualified; and 
“thus it would not apply to the horse (which is not found to be qualified 
“by the generic character of the cow); and in this manner, the application 
* of all words would be very easily regulated." 

True ; such a regulation would be possible; but you have come to our 
way of thinking. Because unless tl:e word * Cow’ denotes the qualification, 
—the generic character of the cow,—how can the application of the word 
be restricted to the individual cow only ? And if this generic character be 
held to be previously denoted, it would be an admission of the denotability 
of the Class by the word. 


The Pürvapakshi now brings forward another argument: “ It is true 
“that tbe class is denoted ; but the fact is that it appears as the qualifica- 
“tion of the individual, occupying only a secondary position; while the 
“individual forms the primary element in the denotation of a word. 
“None of us are very anxious to assert that both (the Class and the Indivi- 
* dual) are not expressed by the word. The fact is that some of us hold 
* one thing (the Individual) to be the primary and other (the Class) the 
“secondary denotation of the word; and hence has it been declared that 
“ ‘the individual constitutes the primary denotation of the word.’ Thus it 
“is that the regulation of the applications of a word, the cognitions of 
“both the Class and the Individual, the possibility of such actions as 
* killing, washing, &c.,—all become explicable.” 

To this, the other party makes the following reply: This is not pos- 
sible ; because if the Class be admitted to have been previously denoted by 
the word, the whole force of the word will have been taken up in this 
denotation, and it cannot be said to denote the Individual; nor is it proper 
to admit the word to have more than one denotation, when the cognition of 
the Individual is capable of being otherwise got at, through its connection 
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with the Class (a cognition whereof is always found to point to that of 
the Individual) ; because it is only by means of the Apparent Inconsis- 
tency (of the fact of the cognition of something being brought about by 
a word) that we admit a potentiality, in that word, of expressing that 
thing; but in the case of the cognition of the Individual, we find that it is 
got at by other means; and as such the Apparent Inconsistency having dis- 
appeared, there can be no ground for postulating a potentiality, in the 
word, of denoting the Individual. Nor are words always found to denote 
only one particular Class; as we actually find words like ‘ Aksha’ de- 
noting more than one Class (as it has many meanings), Invariable concomi- 
tance too, both negative and positive, is found to point to the fact of a 
word not denoting the Individual; for instance, even when the word has 
not been uttered, the person who has known the Class (‘ Cow’) at once re- 
cognises the Individual ; while even when the word has been pronounced, 
if the person addressed has never known the Class, he is found incapable 
of having any idea of the Individual. Hence we conclude that it is the 
Class that is denoted by the word. 


The Pürvapaksh; puts forward another theory: “ Why cannot we ad- 
“ mit the denotation of the word to consist in the Class as qualified by the 
* Individual ? ” 

The propounding of this theory may be explained in various ways: 
(1) It may have been propounded as a combination of the two extreme theo- 
ries ; and as such, in keeping with both usage and cognition. (2) Or, it 
may be that it has been put forward with the indirect motive of estab- 
lishing the Individualistic theory, the chain of reasoning, in the mind 
of the propounder, being somewhat like this: “ The Siddhanti might, by 
“my putting forward this theory, be lulled into the belief that in this his 
“ opponent admits the denotability of the Class; and hence, with a view 
* to explain the possibility of such actions as washing, &c., he might come 
*to admit of the denotability of the Individual also, though only as & 
* qualifieation ; and thus having made him admit the denotability of the 
“ Individual as qualifying the Class, it would become easy for me to lead 
* him on to my main position, that it is the Individual, and not the Class, 
* that is denoted by the word." 

But the Siddhànt; fully understands the trick, and replies accord- 
ingly: If that be the case, the word would not be applicable to the Class as 
qualified by another Individual. That is to say, if the word be held to de- 
note the Class as qualified by a particular Individual, then this theory 
too would be open to all the objections that have been urged above against 
the purely Individualistic theory—namely, the necessity of assuming 
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manifold potencies in a word, &c., &c., and the impossibility of the word 
applying to another Individual; because in the case of each Individual the 
qualification (of the Class) would be different. Hence we conclude that 
the Class is denoted by the word. 

Objection: “ But the Class is always recognised as the secondary ele- 
"ment in the denotation of a word; and hence the primary denotation 
" must consist in somethiug else.” 

It is not so; because it is the Class alone that is denoted by the word ; 
as for its being the primary or the secondary factor in the denotation, if 
such character be dependent upon the wish of the speaker as to what he 
may desire to express by the word, we have nothing to say against it ; but 
this cannot shake off the fact of the Class forming the true denotation of 
the word. And actually at the time that it is denoted by the word, it is 
not cognised as the secondary factor; and consequently the mere fact of its 
being meant to be the secondary factor caunot affect our position. 

Objection: “ On account of the arguments urged in the Pürvapaksha, 
“we cannot but accept the Individual to be denoted by the word. If it 
“be urged that—'in that case the word could not be applicable to other 
“ Individuals, '—(we reply) the Class would serve as the distinguishing 
“ mark (even though itself not denoted by the word). For instance, when 
“two men have passed through a village, one of them asks—‘ which was 
“the house of Dévadatta?’—the other replies: ‘the house that had 
* many crows over it was Dévadatta’s’; and in this case we find that 
“though the existence of the crows is not denoted by the word ‘ Déva- 
“ datta’s house,’ yet it serves as a distinguishing mark whereby the mau 
“ knows the actual house called ‘ Dévadatta’s house’; in the same manner, 
“though the Class is not actually denoted by the word ‘ Cow,’ yet it will 
“serve as the distinguishing mark whereby we would know the actual 
* Individual called ‘ Cow.’ 

“The Bhashya has cited the word ‘ Dandi’ (the man with the stick) ; 
“the sense being that just as the Danda is not actually denoted by the 
“ word * Dandi’ though it serves as the distinguishing mark of the person 
“called ‘Dandi,’ in the same manner could the Class serve as the dis- 
“ tinguishing mark of the Individual denoted. 

“Against this example of the Bhashya, the following objections are 
“raised: (1) ‘In the word Dandi its base Danda is actually found to 
“ denote the Dunda ; how then can it be asserted that the word Dandi does 
** not denote the Danda ? (2) The fact that is under consideration is that 
“of the Class serving as the distinguishing mark; while the example that 
* has been cited is one of qualification ' ! 

“But none of these objections affect the main position—(1) What is 
“meant by the assertion of the Dunu not being denoted is that it is 
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«* not denoted by the affix (ini), in the word ‘ Dandi’; the sense thus being 
“that, just as in the case of the word ‘ Dandi,’ though the Danda is not 
“ actually denoted by the affix, and yet itis found to point to a person 
“ qualified by the possession of the Danda, in the same manner in the case in 
“question, though the Class is not denoted, yet the word would denote the 
* Individual as qualified by the Class. (2) As for the objection that the 
“ matter in question being the fact of the Class serving as the distinguish- 
“ing mark, it was not proper for the Bhishya to cite an instance of quali- 
“ fication,—this is not a proper objection ; because the distinguishing mark 
“ too is only a qualification after all. Or, it may be that the example cited 
' bears a similarity to the main question, in various phases of it— 
“ such as some may be similar to it on the point of non-denotability (as in the 
“caso of the word ‘ Dandi’), while some may be so only on the point of 
* its serving as a distinguishing mark (as in the case of ‘ Dévadatta’s house ’) ; 
“and thus there is nothing wrong in the example cited by the Bhashya. 

* And in this theory there can be neither a too narrow, nor a too 
* wide, application of the word (as urged above) against the purely Indi- 
* vidualistie theory. " 

But all this is not quite to the point. Itis true that the house of Déva- 
dutta, and the man with the stick are denoted (by the words ‘ Dévadatta’s 
house,’ and ‘ Dandi’); but the presence of the crows serves as the dis- 
tinguishing mark of the house, only when it is actually seen by the eyes ; and 
so also the possession of the stick is recognised as the distinguishing mark 
of the Dandi, only by means of this latter word; while in the case in 
question, the class * Cow ' is nob before us; and as such, not being in any 
way cognised, it could not serve as the distinguishing mark (unless it were 
admitted to be denoted by the word itself) ; and so long as the qualification 
(Class) has not been cognised, there can be no idea of the qualified (In- 
dividual). Nor is any portion of the word * Cow’ found to denote the 
Class ‘ Cow, ’ as the word ‘Danda,’ forming part of the word ‘ Dandi,’ is 
fouud to denote the stick; aud as such we cannot admit that the first 
portion of the word ‘Cow’ denotes the Class (the qualification) while the 
second portion signifies the Individual (as qualified by it) [just as in the 
word ‘ Dandi,’ the first part * Danda signifies the qualifying stick, while 
the second part, the affix, denotes the person qualified by the stick]. Thus 
then, if the Class be held to be denoted by the word ‘ Cow,’ it is this 22oue 
that can be accepted as constituting the true denotation of the word. And 
(if not, then) that which is not cognised not being capable of serving as 
the distinguishing mark, the contingency of the too wide an application of 
the word remains unexplained. In the case of the word ‘ Dandi,’ the case 
is a little different; as the word cannot be used with reference to the stick 
only ; and as such it cannot but be admitted to be donotative of the person 
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qualified (by the possession of the stick) ; whereas the word ‘Cow’ cannot 
be said to be incapable of being used with reference to the Class ‘ Cow, ' 
and as such, necessarily pointing to the Individual as qualified (by the 
Class). Because in the case of such expressions as ' Cyénacita’ and the 
like, we actually find the word ‘ Qyena' used with reference to the Class. 
And also from invariable concomitance, both negative and positive, we con- 
clude that the word denotes the Class: for instance, in the passage speak- 
of the ‘ Cyénacita,’ we actually find the word ‘Cyéna’ used with reference 
to the Class; and we never find any instance of a word being used with 
reference to the Individual independently of the Class. 

The above arguments also serve to reject all the other alternative 
theories that have been put forward with regard to the denotation of a 
word, And thus we conclude that the Word denotes the Class. 


The Pürvapaksha arguments—viz., of the impossibility of the Injunc- 
tions of such actions as killing, washing, &c.—that have been summed up 
under— 

Sutra (34) “There would be no Actions, and the Injunctions 
would refer to something else, and not to Substances "— 


Are get aside by the following— 


Sutra (35) The performance of the actionsis for the sake of 
a transcendental result; and there is no disjunction. 


All aetions of washing, killing, &c., being performed for the sake of 
certain transcendental results, their performance must be taken as part 
of the means of the accomplishment of such results; and the means of 
fulfilling the transcendental results are the Substances, and not the Class ; 
as the former are pointed out by the sacrifices by themselves for their own 
accomplishment, while the latter is incapable of accomplishing any sacri- 
fices. Consequently the denotation of the Class must be accepted, for the 
sake of the pointing out of the exact Substance, and not for the sake of the 
Class itself—(1) because a cognition of the Class by itself is not what is 
sought after; (2) because in that case a denotation of the Class alone 
would have only a transcendental result ; and (3) because, being incorporeal, 
it is not found capable of helping the sacrifice in any way. Even ina 
case when the Class as signified by a basic noun is recognised as the 
means of performing a sacrifice (as in ‘ Soména yajéta’), it is recognised 
only as pointing to a definite Substance, and not to itself independently, 
as by itself it is of no particular use in the performance of the sacrifice, 
Thus then, the denotation of the Class pointing to a definite Substance, 
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and the Substance being quite capable of being related to the actions of 
killing, washing, &c., as also to Genders, Numbers and Cases,—there is 
nothing that can be urged against our theory. 

It is with a view to this that the Sūtra says—there is no disjunction. 
That is to say, (1) even in accordance with the Class-theory, there is no 
disjunction of the actions of washing, &'c., from the Substances; or (2) the 
denotation of the Class serving the purpose of pointing to a definite Sub- 
stance, there is no disjunction of the performance of the actions mentioned 
above; or (3) there being no absolute difference between the Class and 
the Individual, the Substance is pointed out, at times in the form of the 
Individual, and at others, in that of the Class, in accordance with the wish 
of the speaker; and as such words being found to denote both forms of 
things, even when the Individual is denoted {by the word), it does not 
necessitate any multiplicity in the performance of the action; or (4) the 
Class not being totally different from the Individual, the sacrifices per- 
formed with reference to the Individual may be accepted as performed 
with reference to the Class also, and vice versa; and thus in no case is it 
necessary to make any difference in the performance of Actions (or Sacri- 
fices); or'(5) both the Class and the Individual serve the purpose of 
accomplishing a sacrifice; with reference to whichsoever of these two, the 
sacrifice may be performed, both of them come to be recognised as useful; 
and as such there is no disjunction (of the Actions) from the Substance. 

Thus then, even in accordance with the Class-theory, such Actions as 
killing, washing, &c., being quite possible, we conclude that it is the Class 
that constitutes the denotation of the word. 


— SS — 9 


Thus ends the Third—Smrti—Pada of the First Adhyaya. 


ADHYAYA I. 
PADA IV. 


TREATING OF THE Names or SACRIFICES. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 


(Divided into two Adhikaranas in the Vartika : A.—that such words as‘ udbhid, 


§c., also help in the knowledge of Dharma; and B.—that such words are 
names of sacrifices. ) 


Question: The authority of the Veda together with the Smrtis 
having been established, the present was the time for considering the 
meanings of Veda passages (which also are the means of knowing 
Dharma); wherefore and in what connection, then, should the Bhashya 
before having furnished the consideration of the means of knowing 
Dharma, have taken up the consideration of the Names of sacrifices ? 

Some people offer the following explanation: “The question 
“dealt with is—do the words '«dbhid' and the like, point out the 
* materials (to be used at sacrifices) or the names (of sacrifices)? (Thus 
“the question dealing directly with the means of knowing Dharma,’’) 

But this is not quite correct; because in this manner all books could 
be explained as the means of knowing; because all Sentences may be ex- 
plained as dealing with the question—does this sentence point out this 
fact or that ? 

Some people (notably the author of the Bhashya himself) take the 
Sūtra (1) as the Pürvapaksha and Sütra (2) as the Siddhànta of the same 
Adhikarana ; but it is necessary for these people to point out what there 
is in Sūtra (1) that is not in keeping with the Siddhanta (that it should be 
taken as the Pürvapaksha). For certainly the assertion of the fact of the 
words like ‘ udbhid' being included in ‘that which serves the purpose of 
fulfilling an action ' is by no means unacceptable to the Siddhanti. Hence we 
explain these two Sütras as embodying the Siddhanta of the two Adhikaranas 
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(A. & B.), the Pürvapaksha of both being supplied from without. [Our 
explanation dealing with the consideration of the authoritative character 
and usefulness of certain words with regard to Dharma makes the Sütras 
connected with the main subject of the Adhyàya.] 


ADHIKARANA (A). 


With regard to words like ‘udbhid’ (as occurring in such passages as 
.* udbhidà yajéta pagukaimah’), we have a doubt as to whether they have 
any use in matters relating to Dharma, or not. 

And on this point, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA (A). 


“These words have no use with regard to Dharma, because they have 
* no connection with the performance of actions, while the Veda deals with 
“such performance alone; as has been declared elsewhere also: ‘Only 
“three parts of the Veda (viz, Vidhi, Arthavada and Mantra) have an 
“authority with regard to Dharma; and the words in question being 
“different from all these three, they can serve no useful purpose with 
“regard to Dharma; and as such they are absolutely useless.’ (1) These 
* words cannot be said to be included in Vidhi; because they do not signify 
“either the Means or the Result or the Method of any sacrifices; (2) 
* they are different from Arthavada, because they do not signify any Praise; 
“ (3) they cannot be said to serve the purpose of a Mantra; because they 
* do not indicate any accessories (Material, Deity, &c.) of sacrifices. And 
“apart from these three there is no other use of the Veda; and hence 
“the words in question cannot have any authority (with regard to 
* Dharma)." 


In reply to the above, we have the following 


SIDDHANTA (A). 


Sutra (1). It has already been explained that the Veda 
helps in the performance of sacrifices; and hence the whole of it 
should be accepted as serving that purpose. 


That is to say, the whole of the Veda being divided into the aforesaid 
three parts, and the authoritative characters of the three parts having 
been proved by means of the arguments urged above (in Padas II and III), 
the authoritative — of words like ‘wdbhid’ cannot be denied, on 
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the ground of their being different from the three parts (because the three 
parts take in the whole of the Veda, and the words in question are found 
in the Veda). 


ADHIKARANA (B). 


It having been shown by the foregoing Adhikarana that the words in 
question have the same use as one of the three parts of the Veda, we 
proceed to consider which one of these uses ave fulfilled by them. 

Now then, (1) they cannot serve the purpose of the Arthavada; be- 
cause they are not found in connection with any other sentence. It may be 
asked—‘ How can they be denied to be supplementary to a sentence, when 
they are actually found in a sentence, exactly like the assertion—‘ Vayu is 
the eftest deity?’ Butit is not so; that which is supplementary to some- 
thing that is enjoined, is what is known as ‘ Arthavdda’; while the words in 
question do not appear apart from the Injunction itself (‘ yajéta’); therefore 
they cannot be said to be supplementary to any Sentence; and we have 
already proved under the Audwmbaradhikarana that that which is capable 
of being taken along with an Injunction cannot be taken as mere Praise. 
Nor have we ever found any Praise expressed by a single word; neither 
do we comprehend any Praise as expressed by the word * Udbhid.’ Though 
the word could be taken as Praise, inasmuch it is capable of being ex- 
plained as ‘that by which trees, &., are cut properly,'—yet such an 
interpretation would be set aside by the most rational fact of the ‘ wdbhid’ 
being an Instrument (in the performance of a sacrifice), as is pointed out 
by the Instrumental ending in the word * udbhidà ; for if mere Praise were 
meant, the noun would have had only the Nominative ending, as we have 
in the word ‘ Vayuh’ in the acknowledged Arthavada—' Vayurvai kshépi- 1; 
shtha dévata.’ 

(2) Nor can the word 'udbhid' be taken as a Mantra; because it is 
not recognised as one; and also because the students of the Veda do not 
remember any such Mantra, And being a single word it cannot be said to 
stand in need of something else (which it would indicate exactly as the 
Mantra indicates the Materials and Deities of sacrifices) ; and as it is recog- 
nised as the ‘Instrument,’ it cannot be said to bring about an idea of any- 
thing else (in the shape of the Material or the Deity). Nor do we find the 
word itself denoting anything that would form the material part of a Sac- 
rifice; and no sentence that actually indicates anything not forming a 
material part of the Sacrifice, can be accepted as auxiliary to the sacrifice. 
If we set about assuming a material to be indicated by the Mantra (in the 
shape of the word ‘ Udbhid’), it would be a most unwarrantable complica- 
tion of matters. Nor do we find any Vedic text, like the Saktavika (which 
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lays down the fact of certain Mantras being employed at certain sacrifices) 
laying down the employment of this wotd as a Mantra; so that the afore- 
said assumption of the material too is not possible. Nor again is the word 
itself capable of being employed as a Mantra; so that we cannot even 
assume any Injunctions of its employment, as we do in the case of thie 
Mantra * Ishē tvà' and the rest. And lastly, it is evident that the word 
. forms part of the Brahmana passage ‘ udbhida@ yajéta’; and as such, it 
cannot be taken as a Mantra. 

Thus then, it being clear that the word forms part of the subject of 
the Injunction itself, we proceed to consider the question as to whether 
the word constitutes the Injunction of a Material, or it is only the name 
of a Sacrifice. 

And on this point, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA (B). 


“Tt is the material (axe) that is enjoined by the word * udbhidà ' ; (1) 
“ because the universally recognised fact is mostly authoritative; (2) þe- 
“cause a distinctly useful purpose is served; and (3) because this inter- 
“ pretation is much more capable of prompting men to the performance of 
* the particular action, than any other. (a) That is to say, it is an uni- 
* versally recognised fact that the noun ‘udbhid’ literally signifies a 
* cutting instrument (the Axe); nor is the word * udbhida ' known to signify 
“anything else; and the meaning of a word that is not recognised in or- 
* dinary parlance cannot be got at from the Veda; because the relation- 
“ship of a word (to its denotation) is not fixed by the scriptures (but by 
“ordinary parlance). As for the Instrumental ending, it signifies mere 
* Tnstrumentality, and itis only a potent substance, or the potency re- 
* siding in the substance, that is known to be capable of serving as the 
* Instrument of an Action. And it is only when the Injunction is found 
“to serve a distinctly useful purpose that it can prompt people to the 
“ particular course of action ; that is to say, it is only those persons that 
* recognise the word ‘ udbhid’ to be an Iujunction (of the material) that 
“can engage themselves in the particular action mentioned ; for if such 
“an engagement could come about even without the recognition of the 
“fact of the Injunction serving a useful purpose, it would be as good as 
“the engagement that is not preceded by any distinctly-uttered Injunc- 
* tion. 

* (b) Or, the word ‘udbhidi’ may be taken as the Injunction of a 
** material ; because of the universally recognised meaning of the word; 
“the ‘arthavattva’ of the word may be explained as the ‘fact of its hav- 
“ing a meaning’; the sense of the argument in this case being that in a 
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“name the literal significance of the word is not always recognised (while 
“it is recognised in the case of the word ‘ uwdbhid,’ which, therefore, can- 
** not be a name). 

“ (c) Or, the fact of the word ‘uwdbhidl’ having a significance only when 
“taken apart from the ‘sacrifice,’ may be employed ns an argument 
“against its being taken ns a Name ; specially as the word * udbhid' serves 
“a purpose totally different from that served by the root yajt (= to sacri- 
“fice, in the word ‘yajéfa’); aud thus alone is it possible for the person 
* to be prompted to the particular action. 

"It may be urged that, ‘even a name while qualifying or specifying 
“the sacrifice, would serve to prompt the person to the particular course 
“of action.’ 

' But this is not possible ; why ? Because the Class ‘ sacrifice ' not being 
“a fit object of Injunction, the root ‘yaji’ itself points to the Individual 
“ sacrifice ; and if the name (‘wdbhid’) be held to denote the Class * sacri- 
“fice,” then it ceases to be a name! That is to say, when the root itself is 
** found to indicate the Individual sacrifice, on account of the Class (which 
“is directly denoted by it) not being capable of being enjoined, then what 
“ is left to be done by the name ? While if the name ‘ udbhid' be held to 
'* denote the Individual sacrifice, then a generic name not being desirable 
“for a particular sacrifice, the word would be altogether irrelevant; and 
* we shall explain later on that the object specified (7.e., the sacrifice) 
“ being itself a well-established entity, the name could not be accepted as 
“enjoining it. Even though at times it may be possible for words like 
*'adbhid' to have a specific (and not àa generic) denotation, yet even 
“guch specific denotation being invariably accompanied by the generic 
* element, it can have no connection with the root ‘ yaji.’ 

* And further, the Injunction itself becomes much simpler, if the word 
' *udbhidà' is taken as laying down the material ; because in that case, it 
“would be merely refering to the sacrifice enjoined elsewhere [that is 
' to say, the meaning of the Injunction would only mean that one should 
“ perform. the sacrifice with the axe, the Injunction enjoining only the mate- 
“rial, its work being thereby much more lightened than if it had to en- 
“ join the sacrifice also]. 

“ Against this it might be urged that, ‘in that case the force of the 
“Injunction having been exhausted in the laying down of the material, 
“ the sacrifice itself would remain nnenjoined ; and then, as there would be 
“no sacrifice laid down, there would be nothing at which the enjoined 
‘““material would be employed, and hence the Injunction of the material 
'* would be absolutely useless.’ 

“ In view of this objection, it is snid—prakrtau jyotishtomé—i.e., the 
“ sacrifice is enjoined along with the jyolishtoma, of which it is an auxiliary 
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“Tt may, however, be urged that—‘if all names be taken as laying 
“down the materials to be used at the sacrifices, even the word ‘ Jyotish- 
* toma ' in the Injunction ‘ Jyotishtoména yajéta’ would only point out a 
“material to be employed; and the sacrifice would remain as unenjoined 
“as ever.’ But, as a matter of fact, there is no other way out of this 
* difficulty than to admit one of these sentences (‘ Jyotishtoména aj ta ' 
“and * udbhidà yajéta’) to enjoin the sacrifice (and not the material) ; be- 
* cause iu the absence of an Injunction of Action, any laying down of 
“ materials is impossible ; hence we admit the word * Jyotishtoma alone to 
* be the name of a sacrifice (and not the Injunction of a material). Or, we 
" may take the sentence ‘ Jyotishtoména yajéta’ to be the Injunction of 
“a sacrifice performed with the particular material pointed out; while the 
“other words may be taken as Injunctions of materials only. 

"It may be urged that—‘in that case the Injunctions of all the 
“ various subsidiaries of the Jyotishtoma, viz., the Hkaha, the Ahina, &c.— 
“ being mere injunctions of so many materials, these sacrifices themselves 
* would not be different from the Jyotishtoma itself; and thus there being 
“no subsidiary sacrifices, the Jyotishtoma could not be the primary (Prak- 
“ rti) of any sacrifices ; and hence it could not be spoken of as such.’ 

* Some people reply to this that the assertion of the Jyotishtoma as 
“the primary sacrifice is in accordance with the view of the Siddhants 
“ (who holds all such words to be names). 

* But we can explain the sentence ‘ Prakrtau Jyotishtomé’ in a differ- 
“ent way altogether. Prakrti is that à consideration of which has been in- 
“ troduced ; hence the sentence would mean that the sacrifice, at which the 
* 4 ibhid would be used as a material, is enjoined in connection with the 
“ Jyotishtoma, (as the passage * udbhidà yajéta’ is found in the same con- 
* text as the Jyotishtoma sacrifice). 

“ Or, the Jyotishtoma could be spoken of as the ‘Primary’ (Prakrti), 
“in comparision with the various sacrifices recognised as distinct sacri- 
“fices (apart from the Jyotishtoma),—being pointed out by the sen- 
“ tences ‘ Athaisha Jyotth,’ &c., which being devoid of any Instrumental 
“terminations are unconnected with any verbs, and as such, are not cap- 
“able of being taken as Injunctions of materials. 

* Another objection is raised: ‘As for the Jyotishtoma sacrifice, its 
“original Injunction itself lays down the Som: and the Jyotishtoma as 
“materials to be employed at it, the Iujunction of any other material for 
“itis not right. ’ A i 

* But the materials like ‘ udbhid’ being laid down in view of the ob- 
“taining of certain definite desirable results, these would set aside all 
“ other materials that may have been laid down in the original Injunction. 
* [t is an admitted fact that the materials laid down in the original 
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“Injunction can be utilised only at the necessary Actions (1.e., the Actions 
“that are performed as mere duties and not with a view to the obtaining 
“ of any desirable results). Or, it may be that though the original Injunc- 
“tion has laid down the Jyotishtoma as to be performed with certain defi- 
“nite materials, yet the subsequent Injunctions (like * udbhida yajéta,’) 
“could be taken as laying down other materials for the same sacrifice, the 
“injunction of the sacrifice itself, without the material, being borrowed 
“from the original Injunction; and thus the material laid down by the 
“subsequent Injunction would be in no way different from that laid down 
“in the original one. Otherwise we would be, as the Bhàshya thinks, 
* obliged to accept both materials as optional alternatives. ” 


SIDDHANTA (B). 


Sutra (2) That (word) must be a name, which at first ap- 
pears new; because it cannot lay down (the material). 


We proceed to explain the words of the SZtra: When a word—like 
* wdbhid '—is such that, when first heard, it ‘appears new ’—+.e., is not 
cognised as signifying anything definite,—then, if it be come across, first 
of all, in a Vedic Injunction, it must be taken as a name, on account of its 
co-extensiveness (with the sacrifice enjoined). Or, the clause ‘ utpatiava- 
pürvam' may mean that inasmuch the word ‘udbhid’ would point out a 
definite sacrifice (not otherwise got at) it would not be useless. Or, it may 
be explained thus: The question being—‘ whose name would the word 
be ?’—, the Sūtra replies—' the name belongs to that sacrifice, the per- 
formance of which would accomplish a particular transcendental result.’ 

“Now, what is the reason for holding the word to be a Name? Says 
the Sutra * Avidhaykatvat’—‘ Because it cannot lay down (the mate- 
rial), | hc E. 

To explain—If the word laid down the material, the material could be 
laid down—(1) either with reference to the Result (the meaning of the In- 
junction being ‘one should thiuk of obtaining cattle by means of the 
udbhid axe); or (2) with regard to the sacrifice (the meaning being 
‘one should accomplish the sacrifice by means of the axe’); or (3) with 
reference to both taken together (the meaning being * one should obtain 
the cattle by means of the sacrifice with the axe for its material.’) But 
none of these is possible. 

(1) If the Material were laid down with reference to the Result, 
then—(a) the Injunctive affix (in * yayéta’) would lay down the relation- 
ship of words other than in which it happens to be (that is to say, the 
Injunction would refer to the causal relationship of the material udbhid, 
with the Result, obtaining of cattle, without having auything to do with 
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the sacrifice itse!f); (b) we would have to assume a direct relationship 
between the two words *wdbhidà' and.‘ puçukāmah; which are mentioned 
(in the text) far apart from one another; (c) the verbal root ‘ yaji’ having 
nothing to do with the Injunction, the sole purpose of its use would lie 
in that it makes the use of the affix possible; (d) we would have. to reject 


the Soma, which has been laid down in the original Injunction as the 


material to be used at the sacrifice; and (e) we would have the absurdity 
of the sacrifice being — with a material (remnants of) which could 
not be enten. p 

(2) If the material were laid down with diem to the Sacrifice, 
then—(a) the mention of the Result would be absolutely useless; nor 
could the Result be taken as qualifying the Jyotishtoma sacrifice, because 
this sacrifice has been spoken of as bringing about all desirable results ; 
and as such, its qualification by any one result would result in a syntacti- 
cal split; and the objections (a) (c) (d) and (e), pointed out above, would 
also apply to this theory, as also the contingency of the awe being accepted 
as an optionnl alternative to Soma. 

(3) Similarly too, if the material be taken to be laid down as qualify- 
ing the sacritice, then, (a) all the words in the sentence would have to 
renounce their own direct significations (as none of them has such a quali- 


fied mixed signification); (b) we would have to assume various denotative 


potentialities of the Injunction (as there could be no signification of the 


qualified w;thout a distinct signification of the qualification) ; (c) we would 


have to resort to the indirect possessive indication, in the case of the 
word *«dbhidà' (which would have to be taken as indicating ‘ wdbhid- 
vata’ by that by which has the udbhid for its material; (d) it would be 
necessary for us to reject the intimate relationship of co-extensiveness 
(between the ‘sacrifice’ and the ‘udbhid’) which is distinctly pointed 
out by the fact of the former being signified by a verbal root with an 
Injunctive affix (which has also an Instrumental force), while the latter 
has in itself an Instrumental termination; and (e) lastly, the sacrifice 
would be performed with a material that could not be eaten. 

For these reasons the word ‘ udbhidà ' cannot be taken as laying down 
the material for a sacrifice ; and this is what is pointed out by the Bhashya : 
(If it were the Injunction of a material) the sentence would directly denote 
the udbhid and indirectly indicate that in which it would be employed as the 
material. The Bhashya may also be read as— Vakshyanti lakshayét (the 
meaning being the same). 

Having thus explained the implications of the noun * «dbhid, the 
Bhàshya proceeds to show that the same facts are also pointed out by the 
Instrumental affix (in * udbhida’): One should accomplish by means of the sac- 
rifice, yc. That is to say, whether the passage be taken as an independent 


t UDBHID,' &C., ARE NAMES AND HELP IN KNOWLEDGE OF DHARMA. 381 


Injunction by itself or as supplementary to another Injunction, the 
Sacrifice is recognised to be the Instrument (of the accomplishment of a 
certain result) ; and hence the word (* udbhida’) also with an Instrumental, 
ending, occurring in close proximity to the words signifying the sacrifice 
cannot but be taken as denoting the Instrument. 

Tho Bhashya says—‘ From the Noun which denotes the karana’— 
(Instrument), &v. &c.; and against this; it may be argued that—,' in all 
enses the case-signifieations being held to belong to the Terminations (as is 
distinctly laid down in such passages as ‘by means of the third case- 
termination which signifies Instrwmentality, &c.), how can the Noun be 
spoken of as expressing the karanu (or Instrument)? ” 

But this does not affect the position of the Bhashya; (1) because 
what is meant by the passage iu question is that the Noun-signifies the 
Subsiratum of the Instrwmentality. (2) Or, the assertion may be said to be 
based upon the fact of the Noun having a signification similar to that of 
the word ‘karana’ [that is to say the Noun ‘udbhid,’ means ‘that by 
which is shot forth (the particular result),’ aud this is similar to the 
signification of the word ‘karapa’ which means ‘that by which some- 
thing is done,’} Specially as the word made up of the krt affix ‘kvip’ 
(viz., the word ‘ kurana, as also the word ‘ udbhia’) signifies a certain sub- 
stance endowed with a definite case-potentiality, and not the potentiality 
alone, apart from the substance; and it is for this reason that we find the 
word ‘ karana’ taking other case-terminations also—as *karanáya^) with 
the Dative), ‘kuranam’ (with the Accusative) and the like; forif no sub- 
stance were signified by the word (‘karana,’) then the only case-termina- 
tion applicable to it would be that which is indicated by the affix ‘kvip’ 
(and this would be the Instrumental only); and the substauce (that 
would be signified by the word ‘karana’) would not be capable of any 
other case-potentiality; because oue potentiality cannot have another 
potentiality. Thus then, all words with the kr? affix being found to be 
significant of certain substances with definite potencies, it is only proper 
to speak of the Noun (‘udbhid’) as signifying the ‘karana.’ 

The upshot of all this is this: In the passage (‘ udbhida yajéta paguka- 
mah’) the Noun, that signifies what is recognised to be the Instrument, 
must take the Instrumental case-termination; and itis the Sacrifice and 
not the material, that is recognised to be the Instrument (or means) of 
obtaining the particular result, as we shall explain later on; and hence 
it is only when the word ‘udbhid’ denotes the sacrifice, that it can have 
the Instrumental case-ending, and be capable of being properly taken 
along with (the word ‘sacrifice’ in) the sentence; whereas if it has any 
other meaning, it woud be altogether irrelevant (and unconnected with 
any portion of the sentence.) 
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Objection: “ The fact of the word ' wdbhid' signifying a substance 
“ being cognised by means of direct sense-perception, exactly as in the 
“case of such words as 'vrihi ‘soma’ and the like, wherefore is 
“it sought to be set aside by the inference of the fact of its signify- 
“ing the Instrument P That is to say, in the case of such sentences as 
“ * soména yaj&la, even though the sacrifice is recognised as the means (of 
* obtaining a particular result), and the word ‘soména’ has the Instru- 
` “ mental case-ending,—yet this is not taken alone (as co-extensive) with the 
“ sacrifice (the Soma being taken as the material); and there is nothing 
' very incongruous in this; we could have exactly the same thing in the 
“case in question also. [ And, says the Bhashya, though this would 
* involve the necessity of having recourse to possessive indication in the 
“ ease of the word ‘udbhida’ which would have to be taken as signifying 
“by that which has the udbhid for its material, yet there would be no 
“harm in having recourse to such Indication ; because this is an ordinary 
“process of interpretation, while the assumption of something absolutely 
“ unknown, for instance the fact of *udbhid' being the name of a parti- 
“cular sacrifice would be a most unwarrantable liberty taken by the 
“ Siddhantt | (The Bhàshya uses the word ‘hatha,’ which means the 
* green scum found on the surface of water, which, when removed by the 
* hand, closes in again, and cannot be kept away ; and on the present occa- 
“ sion, it is figuratively used in the sense of an wwwarrantable liberty)" 

To this objection, we make the following reply:—A word, whose 
signification is unknown, when occurriyg along with words of well-known 
meanings, has its meaning ascertained by means of these latter; whereas 
a word, the meaning of which is well-known, is never separated from this 
meaning. That is to say, such words as ‘ Vrihi, * Soma’ and the like have 
their meanings so very well-known, that they can never be taken apart 
from these meanings; and hence in such passages as 'soména yajélía, as 
they cannot be taken along with (as co-exteusive with) the sacrifice, we 
are obliged to take them as laying down the materials to be employed at 
the sacrifices. On the other hand, in the case of such words as * udbhid,’ 
and the like, the only meaning that is recognised is that which is derived from 
the meanings of the parts composing the word (ut + bhid + kvip); and as such the 
word is as capable of being taken as signifying the sacrifice (udbhidyaté pagu- 
praptih yéna, that which brings about the obtaining of cattle) as the material 
(udbhidyaté chédyaté anéna, that by which tree, &c., are cut); and hence 
we do not find Direct Sense-perception lending any support to either; as 
there can be nothing very objectionable in having recourse to Inference, 
for ascertaining the true meaning of the word. And, as a matter of fact, for 
the ascertaining of the true meaning of all words, the one most important 
means is the well-known relation of co-extensiveness ; and it is by this very 
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means that the principal Instrwmentality, having obtained its chief sub- 
stratum in the sacrifice, becomes capable of drawing the Noun (‘ udbhid ") 
also to its own purpose. | 

And further, if the word ‘udbhida’ be taken as pointing out the 
name of the sacrifice, all that has got to be done by the word is to signify 
& concurrent Instrumentality in connection with the sacrifice (which is 
directly recognised as the Instrument); and the task of the Injunction 
becomes much lightened; while if the word be taken as laying down a 
material for the sacrifice, even the Number and the Case of the word will 
have to be accepted as objects of the Injunction. That is to say, in ac- 
cordance with your theory, it would be necessary to assume a distinct 
potentiality of the Injunction with regard to the special termination (in 
‘udbhida ’). 

Thus then, we conclude that the various parts composing the word 
‘udbhid’ are quite well-known as pointing to the sacrifice. Nor can it be 
urged that, inasmuch as the Jyotishtoma, &c., are also capable of bringing 
forth their results, the name ‘udbhid’ would belong to them also; be- 
cause the particles composing the word (as occurring in the sentence in 
question) can refer to only that sacrifice, a co-extensiveness with which is 
pointed out in the sentence; and as a matter of fact (this co-extensiveness 
is perceived only with reference to the particular sacrifice that brings 
about the acquisition of cattle, and) we do not find the word ‘ udbhid’ ever 
mentioned along with the Jyotishtoma, &c. (and as such its co-exten- 
siveness with these can never be recognised). Or, it is only by means of 
the Apparent Inconsistency (of the expressed co-extensiveness) that the 
bringing about (udbhédana) can be recognised ab referring to a particular 
result only; and as there is no such Apparent Inconsistency in the case of 
the Jyotishtoma, &c., the name ‘ udbhid’ can never be attributed to them. 

We have in the Sutra, the word ‘avidhdyakatvat’; and in explaining 
this, the Bhashya says: It will not enjoin (or lay down), &c. And the sense 
of this is that we do not take the passage in question as actually laying down 
the name ‘ Udbhid’ as belonging to the particular sacrifice, as we have 
Panini’s Silva I-i-1, directly laying down that the name ‘ Vrddhi' belongs 
to Atand Aic; (nor have we any necessity of taking the passage thus), 
because this fact is pointed out by the directly expressed co-extensiveness 
(of the Udbhid with the sacrifice) and the well-known meaning afforded by 
the component parts of the word ‘ Udbhid.’ But all that the Bhàshya 
means is that the passage does not mean that ‘one should obtain cattle by 
means of the sacrifice, and this sacrifice is named Udbhid’ (because that 
that would involve a syntactical split); but at the same time, it cannot be 
denied that the passage distinctly poiuts to the fact of the name belonging 
to the sacrifice (as the only meaning that the passage can have is that 
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‘one should obtain cattle by means of the Udbhid-sacrifice’); because it is 
thus alone that the passage could point to a particular sacrifice. 

Though in the present case (the Udbhid and the Sacrifice not having 
the same case-ending) there is no direct co-ordination between the name and 
the named, yet the relationship between them cannot be any other than 
that of the qualification (name) and the qualified (named) ; because all that 
‘the name does is to point to a certain object as distinguished by its own 
verbal form. [That is to say, it is only when the co-ordination is 
between what are signified by the words that it is necessary for these to 
have the same case-ending ; whereas in the case of the Name, it is by its 
mere verbal form that it specifies an object; and as such it does not stand 
in need of the co-ordination obtained from the fact of the two words 
having the same case-ending]. It may be urged that—“ in that case you 
would have a denotation (by the word ‘ Udbhida’) of the verbal form of 
the word (which is not quite compatible with your tenets).” But, asa 
matter of fact, the verbal form of the word (‘ Udbhid’) being cognised by 
direct Auditory Perception, it is only that which is specified by that form 
that can be accepted to be denoted by the word. And as for the law that 
there can be no idea of the qualified wntil there has been an idea of the quali- 
fication,—all that this law lays down is that the qualification should be 
cognised (before there is any cognition of the qualified), and not that it 
should be expressed by a word—(and in the case in question we have a 
previous cognition of the qualifying form of the word by means of Sense- 
perception, and it is not necessary for it to be actually expressed by the 
word). Nor does this involve the imposition of the form of the word 
(upon the sacrifice). [That is to say, it cannot be urged that the qualify- 
ing Name always bringing about an idea connected with its verbal form, 
this form would be imposed upon the object named]; because all that a 
word does, by differentiating its object from all other objects, is to draw 
out (and present to us) certain objects that already exist in the world (and 
as such any mention of these objects by these words cannot be said to 
impose the form of the word upon the object); as we have already explain-. 
ed under ** Sense-perception " (in the Clokavàrtiko). 

And again, it is only by such names as ‘ Udbhid’ and the like, 
that the subsidiary sacrifices can be differentiated from their Primary; 
otherwise, in the sentence ‘ Udbhidà yajéta, &c.,' if the sacrifice were not 
specified by the name (Udbhid), then the sentence would come to be taken 
only as pointing out certain other Materials and Results in connection with 
the Primary sacrifice itself, and not as laying down any distinct sacrifice, 

Or, the relation of the qualification and the qualified (between the 
name * Udbhid ' and the particular sacrifice) may be accepted as based upon 
the fact of all names really expressing some qualification of the Actions 
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just as the words ‘Red,’ ‘ one-year old,’ &c., express certain qualities of the 
cow ; nor, in that case, can the mention of the sacrifice itself (by the word 
yajéta) be said to be redundant (on the ground of the name itself pointing 
to a particular sacrifice) ; because without the mention of the sacrifice by the 
root ‘yaji’ there would be nothing to show that ‘ Udbhid’ was the name 
of a particular sacrifice ; and it is through the mutual proximity (of the name 
with the ‘sacrifice’) that we get at the facts that the name belongs to a 
sacrifice, and that the sacrifice meant is that which is specified by the name, and 
not all sacrifices in general, or the Primary sacrifice of the Jyotishtoma; and 
thus the mention of both (the name and the ‘sacrifice’) is distinctly 
useful, 

And as the Injunction is that of the sacrifices as specified by the name 
* Udbhid, both of these are matters actually laid down by the Injunction ; and 
hence it cannot be said to be a mere supplementary explanation (of 
another injunction). And thus we find that the fact of * Udbhid’ being the 
name of a sacrifice is not contrary to the fact of the passage being an 
Injunction (though it is contrary to the fact of its being an Injunction of 
a particular material). And thus it is apparent that the assertion of the 
Pürvapaksha—that the word ‘Udbhid’ forms part of the Injunction of a 
material,—as also the assertion (of a scion of the Siddhanitz), that the 
Name is something apart from the three portions of the Veda, the Vidhi, 
the Mantra and the Arthavada,—are equally wrong. 

Nor can it be urged that, if the word ‘ Udbhidà' be taken as pointing 
out the name of a sacrifice, it could be of no use in prompting men to the 
performance of any particular action. Because we actually find such 
names serving distinctly useful purposes iu various periods of the perfor- 
mance of an action. For instance, during the appointment of the Rtvik 
priest, the Master of the sacrifice says, ‘I have got to perform such and such 
a sacrifice,’ where the mention of the mere name of the sacrificer is a very 
much simpler process of pointing it out than any description of the details 
of the sacrifice itself; so also when one is about begin the Darça-Pūrna- 
masa, the Master makes such declarations as—' May such and such a result 
follow from the performance of the Darga and the Pürnamüsa' (when the 
name is mentioned in connection with the accessories of the sacrifice), and 
again ‘desiring Heaven I perform the Darga and the Pürnamàsa (where the 
names are mentioned in connection with the Result); and none of these 
woulf be possible if there were no such names of sacrifices as the ‘ Darga’ 
and the ‘ Purnamdsa,’ &c. 

Thus then, we conclude that such words as * Udbhid’ and the like are 
the names of particular sacrifices. 
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ADHIKARANA (2). - 


[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘Citra’ and the like being 
names of sacrifices). 


Sutra (3). That wherein accessories are laid down must be 
. related to a Primary Sacrifice. 


We now proceed to consider those words that have a meaning fixed by 
convention, and not one that is signified by its component parts; such 
words, for instance, as ‘ Vrihi' and the like, which denote particular 
Classes and Properties. The case of these words cannot be said to be inclu- 
ded in the-foregoing Adhikarana, because the meaning of these words 
which is directly expressed by the words themselves, caunot be neglected 
for the sake of an Instrumentality that is only inferred. [That is to say, 
in the case of the word ‘ Udbhid,’ in the sentence ‘ Udbhida yajéta, we 
reject its literal meaning, on account of the Instrumentality of the Udbhid 
in the bringing about of the Result in question; in the case of the word 
‘ Citra,’ however, in the sentence ' Cctrayà' yajéta,’ inasmuch as the mean- 
ing is directly denoted as fixed by convention, no amount of inferred In- 
strumentality can make us reject that meaning. ] 

Objection: “ The Bhashya should have cited such instances as the 
* passages (1) * ajyath sbuvate, (2) * Prshthaih stuvatē, ‘ bahishpavamünena 
* stuvaté, which are all original Injunctive sentences (and not such secon- 
* dary sentences as 'pancadagüjyünz, &c.). Because it is only when the 
“ fact of a word being a name, or laying down an accessory detail of the 
* sacrifice, has been ascertained iu connection with original seutences, 
“that it is accepted in all ordinary usage; and as such it is only such 
“ sentences that should have been cited as instances.” 

All this may be true; but the Sutra itself had not such original sen- 
tences in view, because it distinctly mentions ‘that wherein an accessory is 
laid down,’ which shows that it had only the secondary sentences in 
view. . - : | i | 

* But why should the Sūtra have neglected to cite the original sen- 
tences P" 

Because there would be no difference in the main result of the discus- 
sion, whichsoever sentence be cited as an example. Or, it may be that 
secondary sentences have been purposely chosen, because it is only in the 
case of these that we have a syntactical split, which is the principal reason 
for rejecting the Pürvapaksha theory. Or, it may be that in the case 
of the original sentences, whichever of the two theories be accepted (7.e., 
whether the words ‘dajya,’ &e., be taken as names or as pointing to 
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accessory details) there is a certain factor that remains wanting; and as 
such there is no means to ascertain definitely which one of the two theories 
is to be accepted; and hence this ascertainment being got at only by 
other means, these sentences could not have served as the appropriate 
examples. 

That is to say, the word ‘ajya’ signifying butter cannot be recognised 
as a name of certain hymns; and what is mentioned in the passage is that 
‘one hymns by those that are àjya ;' and here what are those that are 
named ‘ajya,’ and how they are denoted by the word, cannot be ascer- 
tained by the original sentence itself, without some help from without ; 
and further, it is necessary to explain the reason why in the original sen- 
tences, the words 'àjya, &c., abandon their conventional meanings, and 
become the names of the hymns, &c. And thus we find that the ‘Name 
theory * stands in need of some extraneous help, In accordance with the 
other theory also (in which case the sentence would mean ‘one hymns by 
the butter’), it is absolutely impossible for the butter to be an Instrument 
of hymning ; and hence it would be necessary to take the word ‘ajya’ as 
indirectly indicating the Mantra related to that word ; and in that case we 
shall nae another sentence laying down such relationship (of the word 

‘aya’ with a particular Mantra ; that is, we shall require a declaration - 
that the word ‘aya’ means the “Mnire that contains the word’) ; be- 
cause if the original sentence itself be made to give this meaning, it would 
be necessary to have recourse to Possessive Indication. These objections 
cease to apply if the word 'àjya' in the sentence in question, be taken 
only as pointing out a meaning or relationship laid down elsewhere ; and 
thus in this case also the fact of certain Mantras being related to the 
* ajya' has got to be ascertained from other sources. 

Thus theo, we find that in the case of both theories, —À is a 
certain element wanting that has to be supplied from extraneous sources; 
and hence the sentence comes to signify only the hymning, the sense of 
the word ‘ dajya,’ &c., being ascertained by other means. 

As for the word 'pavamüna, some people hold that the word has a 
meaning (‘sanctifier’) that is pointed out by its component parts; and as 
such this has not been cited, on account of its being included in the fore- 
going Adhikarana. While others treat of the case thus: The stotra cannot 
be taken as the nominative of the ‘sanctifying,’ as the sacrifice (in the 
previous Adhikarana) has been taken as that of ‘bringing forth ;' because 
it is the Soma that is the real sanctifying agent. And the component parts 
of the word ‘ pavamüna' not being found to be capable of directly point- 
ing to any Action, the word will have to be taken as pointing to an Action 
in which we use a mantra that has a sanctifying meaning; and this would 
involve an indirect Indication per Indication; and this process is 
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undoubtedly more complicated than simple Possessive Indication ; and as such 
the case of this sentence also is met by the ‘syntactical split’ (that is to 
be shown in the Siddhanta) ; and hence this too is a fitting example. 

In the Pürvapaksha of this discussion also, the arguments based 
upon the universally recognised signification of the words, &c., &c., are 
just the same as those that have been detailed in the Parvapaksha of the 

foregoing Adhikarana. 
l And inasmuch as the Siddhānta speaks of the word ‘ Citra’ having 
been taken (in the Pūrvapaksha) as pointing to an accessory of the sacrifice, 
having the Citra (variegated) colour, we infer that the Parvapaksha takes 
the sentence ‘ Citray@ yajéia’ as the Injunction of an accessory of the 
Agnishomiya sacrifice. 
And in support of this, they advance the following arguments :— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The variegated colour and the feminine character are naturally ap- 
* plicable to animals only; and as such the sentence in question cannot 
* but be taken as subsidiary to the Daiksha (Agnishomiya) sacrifice, which 
“is the root or Primary of all sacrifices performed with animals. That is 
“to say, the differentiation into Feminine, Masculine, &c., apart from 
* animals, is based upon a mere likeness of words, while in the case 
* of animals, it is based upon real facts of nature. The Principal sacrifice, 
* however, (in whose context we have the sentence ‘ Citraya yajéta’) hav- 
“ing Curds, &oc., for its material, cannot be accepted as having anything 
* to do with the two characteristics of variegated colour and female character 
“denoted by the word 'Citrayà'; and hence we extract these two 
* characteristics out of their place, and take them as related to sacrifice in 
* general; but on account of the fact of such characteristics belonging 
* only to animals, they naturally tend mostly towards a sacrifice of animals ; 
“and thence, in accordance with the rule laid down in Sūtra III— 
** vi—2, they become related to the Agnishomiya sacrifice, which is the most 
“ Primary of all such sacrifices. And though the connection of such an 
“ animal (of a variegated colour and a female) would be in opposition to 
“ the character of the animal for the Agnishomiya sacrifice, that is pointed 
* out in the original Injunction of that sacrifice as the black and the red 
“ male deer,—yet any one of these characters could be taken as rejecting 
“the other; or they may both be accepted as optional alternatives, as has 
“already been shown in a foregoing Pürvapaksho. 

“ Or, we may bring forward here the arguments that have been shown 
* under the Sutras III—vi—9 e£ seq. [That is to say, under these Sutras 
* jt has been shown that the number seventeen being found to be mentioned 
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“in connection with the Sümidhenis only, the connection of this num- 
“ber with any particular sacrifice cannot be definitely ascertained ; while 
“the relationship of the particular sacrifice with the number fifteen is 
“definitely ascertained; and hence it is only proper that the relationship 
* of the number seventeen should be set aside by that of the number fifteen ; 
* in the case of the variegated colour and the feminine character, however, 
“ inasmuch as these are found to be mentioned in connection with a sacri- 
* fiee, their connection with a particular sacrifice of the Agnishomiya is as 
“ reasonable as that of the black deer, &c., because both of these are equally 
* connected with animals, and the rule laid down under the Stra III— 
“ vi—9 is equally applicable to both; and in the Purvapaksha of the 
“ Adhikarana beginning with IL[—vi—9, it has been argued that, inasmuch 
“as both the numbers fifteen and seventeen are equally related to the Sāmi- 
“« dhéni, both are to be accepted as optional alternatives; and in the same 
* manner, in the case in question, the two different kinds of animals are to 
“be alternatively employed at the Agnishomiya sacrifice]. And the 
“ sense of all this is that, as there would be no syntactical split, there 
“ would be an injunction of many things mentioned by a single word, 
“as is distinctly pointed out by the fact of the animal as qualified by the 
“variegated colour and the feminine character being expressed by the 
“single case-termination (the Instrumental) And as for the word 
^ * pagukümah, it may be explained as forming part of the acquiring of the 
* cattle for the sacrifice, and as such it would be taken as only describing 
"an already existing fact, and not as pointing out the Result to be 
* obtained from the sacrifice; and certainly no animal-sacrifice can be 
* performed by one who does not want to obtain an animal (for the pur- 
** poses of sacrifice.) 

“Says the Bhàshya: The sentence ‘citraya yajéta pagukamah’ is de- 
“ seriptive of the sacrifice, as it is already well-known. The meaning of this 
“is that the Injunctive potentiality having, in all cases, been found to 
“have transferred itself to another word in the sentence, which is directly 
“ connected with the verbal affix, the root itself cannot but be taken as 
“merely describing a well-established fact. That is to say, whenever we 
‘ proceed to seek for something else that would be enjoined by the verbal 
“root, we are faced by the contingency of having to assume innumerable 
‘* potentialities; and hence there at once arises in our minds a desire to 
" take it as only describing an ordinary fact; and hence in such cases we 
“cannot admit of the presence of an Injunction, unless we are obliged to 
“ do it (on account of the impossibility of its being taken as descriptive of 
“au ordinary fact). In the case of the sentence in question, however, 
“we know of a particular sacrifice, the Agnishomiya, being connected, 
“through the animal sacrificed, with the variegated colour and the feminine 
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* character ; and as such there can be no difficulty in taking it as merely 
“ describing this relationship. 

“ Says the Bhashya: lf the result be held to follow from the material 
“ itself, the root * yaji' becomes redundant. And on this there arises the ques- 
* tjion—' How is it that the Pürvapaksha is represented as objecting to its 
' own theory of the sentence being the Injunction of a material ? ' 

“Some people meet this difficulty by the assertion that the sen- 
“tence that should have formed part of the Siddhanta, has been 
‘inserted here by mistake. While others offer the explanation that by 
“attributing the result to the material, it would become the principal 
“factor in the Injunction, and thereby losing its secondary (or auxiliary 
* character), the sentence could not be spoken of as an Injunction of an 
* Accessory detail. 

* But none of these explanations is quite satisfactory. Because in 
* any case, the assertion that the word forms the Injunction of an acces- 
“ gory detailis always opposed to the view that it supplies the name of a 
* particular sacrifice ; and even when the Resultis held to follow from the 
“accessory material thus enjoined, the fact of such injunction being 
“ opposed to the fact of the word being a name remains unaffected. And 
* the Bhashya itself declares later on: It is only when this Adhikarana 
“ exists that we can have any discussion as to whether the word is the Injunc- 
- “tion of an accessory material, or a name. Even when the Result is attri- © 
“buted to the particular material enjoined, there being no absolute co- 
* extensiveness of the material with the sacrifice, it would come to be ac- 
“ cepted as the injunction of an accessory material. 

“ Therefore, we must explain the Bhashya passage in the Ham m the 
“ following facts : l 

“ On the point at issue, there appear to be three distinct theories : 
*(1) The word enjoins an accessory detail, as leading to a particular 
“resuit; (2) it enjoins the accessory detail with reference to the sacri- 
“fice; and (3) it forms the name of a particular sacrifice. And any one of 
“these has got to refute the other two. Therefore one who takes his 
* stand upon the Purvapaksha is represented in the Bhashya passage under 
* question, to refute the weakest of his two opponents (7.e., the theory that 
“the word enjoins a material as leading to a particular result) on the 
* ground that in that case the root ‘yajz’ wil come to have a meaning 
“ altogether irrelevant to the main subject. 

* For these reasons, we conclude that the word ‘ cifray@’ lays down the 
“ material for a sacrifice, just as the word ‘ vr2hibhih’ in the sentence ‘ vrihi- 
* bhiryajéta.. And though the ‘sacrifice’ is represented. as the means 
“ (of acquiring the Result), yet its instrumentality pointed out by the origi- 
“ nal sentence laying down the sacrifice serves also to indicate the fact 
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‘of the sacrifice itself being an object to be accomplished (by means of the 
“< Oitra’ material); and thus we find that it is this objective character of 
* the sacrifice with reference to which the particular material is enjoined ; 
“and as such there is no need of having recourse to any Possessive Iudica- 
“ tion (the sentence being construed as—‘ one should think of obtaining 
“cattle by means of the sacrifice performed with the Citra material’). Or, 
“it may be that the person who holds the word ‘Oitrā’ to lay down a 
“ material, accepts the fact of the material being with reference to the 
* sacrifice, which fact cannot be dispensed with; while the theory that the 
“ word lays down a material as leading to a particular result is open to all 
‘the objections urged in the foregoing Adhikarana. 

“ Similarly too, in the case of the sentence—‘ pancadugajyani '—we must 
** presume the existence of some such word as ‘ast.’ or ‘ bhavati,’ &oc., the 
“sentence thus mentioning the existence of the fifteen ājyas ; and it is to be 
" taken as an Injunction, because of its being a statement of the procedure 
“(of a sacrifice). 

'* Objection: — Such words as pancadagani and saptadacün? do not denote 
" merely the particular numbers, because in accordance with Panini, the 
“affix ‘da’ (in these words) has the sense of ‘stoma’ (or collection of Rk 
“ verses); and this Stoma too does not signify anything other than the 
‘particular number of Rk verses in the Hymn.’ 

“ Reply:—This does not affect the case; because the Stoma being 
“only a measure of the Eulogy, as limiting the Hymn which is the means 
* of the Eulogy, whether the limitation be done by meaus of certain Rk 
“verses, or by means of Butter, the number as the limiting agent is 
“always called * Stoma ' on account of its being a measure of the Eulogy. 
“ [That is to say, the Rk verses being the means of the Eulogy, and the 
“number fifteen or seventeen serving to limit these verses, the Eulogy 
“ itself comes to be limited by the number, which thus comes to be known 
“as the ‘Stoma ; and like the Rk verses the Butter (Ajya) also serves to 
" give rise to the Eulogy, and thus becomes one of its means; and as such 
“ there is nothing wrong in the presence of the affix ‘da’ in the word 
* ! pangadagani,’ 

“ Nor is there any need of the Possessive Indication. Becauseit is only 
* when the sentence is found intact (in the Veda), that in assuming auy 
“ facts more or less than what is distinctly expressed by the sentence itself 
" we incur the improper responsibility of having recourse to Indirect Indica- 
* tions, Syntactical Split and the like; while there is no such danger when 
“ the sentence itself is an inferred or assumed one. That is to say, in the case 
*" of the sentence—' pancadagünyájyàni, the word ‘ajya’ being found to 
“ have no connection with the sentence as it stands, we must have recourse 
“ to the assumption of the Injunction of a Procedure of Action, that would 
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* have some sort of connection with what is met with in the original sen- 
“ tence, the apparent inconsistency of which is the sole ground for the 
* assumption of this new sentence; and this new sentence may be as- 
* sumed as having a word that would directly denote what is sought to be 
“got at indirectly by means of Possessive Indication (7.e., the sentence 
“assumed being somewhat in the form that ‘the Hymn is to be helped 
“by means of the Ajyas seventeen in number.’) 

* Against this we may have the following objection: ‘The Ajya be- 
“ing a substance, it cannot form part of a procedure which consists of 
“something to be done; and as such it could not be pointed out by the 
“ Context, which only stands in need of a mention of the Procedure. ' 

* But in the case in question, we have a distinct action, in the 
“ shape of *existence;' and as such there is no occasion for the said ob- 
‘jection. It being always necessary for the subsidiaries to exist in the 
“same place as the Primary, the Ajya must always exist in close proximity 
“tothe Hymn. And hence, just as in the case of the sentence—‘ having 
“laid the fire, he proceeds with the hymn '—the fire helps the hymning by 
“its mere presence, so too, in the case of the sentence in question (the 
* Ajya or the Butter would help the Hymning by its mere presence or 
* existence). And as such, our theory not being open to any objection, we 
“conclude that the words in question lay down the accessory details of the 
“ sacrifices." 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above arguments, we make the following reply : Must be related 
to a primary sacrifice (sūtra). That is to say, the mention of many things 
can be possible only when there is an Injunction of a Principal Action. In 
the case in question it is held that the accessory is laid down in connection 
with a well-known Action. But there is no mutual relationship among the 
accessories themselves. And hence if any one of the accessories were laid 
down, it could not indicate any other accessory ; and thus there being no 
Apparent Inconsistency in the matter, we would have to assume an endless 
number of direct Vedic Injunctions of the various accessories; and this 
would necessitate the frequent repetition of the Injunctive Affix, which 
would inevitably lead to a syntactical split, as has been well declared— 
Though the Bhavana indirectly implies the Injunction of many things, yet 
the Injunction of a qualification does not refer to any other qualification. 

And thus we find that even though the two qualifications (of variega- 
ted colour and female character) are denoted by the same word (Citra), yet 
we have just the same necessity of having recourse to the greatly compli- 
cated process of assuming more than one Injunctive Potentiality (in the 
word). 
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And as a matter of fact, inasmuch as the original Injunction of the 
particular sacrifice has laid down a particular material, there can be no 
effective potentiality (in the Injunction of any other material). And it is a 
well-known fact that we can have the description of an Action just as it 
is pointed out in its original Injunction; and hence, when it has once con- 
nected itself with a particular material (f.i. the Black Deer) it can never have 
anything to do with any other material that is incompatible with the 
former. That is to say, in the description of a certain action, if it be ab- 
solutely necessary to describe its material, all its wants being found to be 
supplied (by that which is mentioned in the original Injunction), there 
can be no Injunction of any other material ; specially as any such Injune- 
tion would be based upon the fact of the Action being wanting on that 
point. 

Nor can it be urged that from out of the original Injunction of the 
Agnishomiya, we could take out the sacrifice itself (apart from the 
materials therein mentioned) ; and then have its materials laid down by 
means of the sentence—‘ Citrayà yajéta.’ Because in the first place the 
Action is always connected with the accessories mentioned in its own 
original Injunction; and hence any accessories mentioned in other sentences 
ean never get at it apart from such natural accessories. In the case of 
the alternative materials—Vrihi and Yava—mentioned in connection with 
the sacrifice, as the two Injunctions function independently of each other, 
they are both equally authoritative, and as such the two are accepted to be 
optional alternatives. In the case in question, however, it is only the 
original Injunction that would independently by itself lay down the ac- 
cessory of the action; which could not be done by this other sentence, 
which only describes the sacrifice as laid down in the original Injunction ; 
specially as there could be no description of that which has not already 
been laid down. 

And further, on account of the mention of the desire for cattle (in the 
sentence in question, inasmuch as this involves the acceptance of the 
denotation of a word other than the Injunctive (‘‘ yajéta’”’) we have an 
inevitable syntactical split. That is to say, though the Result is not enjoin- 
ed, yet, (1) the sacrifice is enjoined, for the sake of the Result ; and (2) the 
material Otrà is laid down for the sake of the sacrifice, thus there being 
© most complicated syntactical split. And there would be a further objec- 
tion, that at one and the same time there would be an Injunction of the 
sacrifice with reference to the Result and a description of it with reference 
to the material. 

Nor can the word “ pagukamah” be taken as only describing the al- 
ready well-known fact of the presence of such a desire, as part of the de- 
sire for the acquiring of cattle for the purposes of the sacrifice. Because 
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all that is desirable for man is desired for itself; and as for the fact of 
persons engaging in actions for the means and auxiliaries of that desirable 
object, this is not due to any desire for such auxiliaries (the desire being 
only for the main object, the auxiliaries being sought after only as means 
to that end, and not as desirable in themselves). That is to say, when 
proceeding to perform a sacrifice, one does not entertain any strong desire 
_ for the acquiring of the animal that would be required in the perform- 
ance of the sacrifice; because even without any such desire, he proceeds 
to possess himself of the animal, because without that, he finds that it is 
impossible for him to obtain the particular result that he desires (which 
can be obtained only by means of a sacrifice performed with the animal). 
And thus, even though there may be a certain degree of desirability in the 
animal, it could be spoken of as desirable indirectly only. Therefore, it is 
only that which is found to be desired directly, in its direct denotation, 
that we recognise as the Result, which is mentioned in connection with 
the word ‘kama’ (Desire). We shall explain this in detail later on 
under the Sara VI —i—2. 

The result of the Agnishomiya sacrifice too, being a part of the sacri- 
fice, cannot quite definitely be ascertained, whether it is this or any other ; 
and as such there cannot be any description of it. [That is to say, it can- 
not be urged that the word ‘ pagukamah’ may be taken as only describing 
the particular result in the shape of the acquiring of cattle, which is 
pointed out to be a result of the Agnishomiya sacrifice by the fact of this 

sacrifice bringing about all desirable results; because in that case any de- 
= scription would be impossible, as a description of a secondarily indicated 
fact is absolutely useless ; and if the word be taken as mentioning a parti- 
cular qualification of the Agnishomiya as pointed out by the fact of its 
bringing about all desirable results, there would be a syntactical split ; 
and then we can recall all the reasonings brought forward in connection 
with the word ‘ udbhid’}. And this would lead to another anomaly, viz.— 
though the sentence occurs in connection with the Pràjàápatya sacrifice, yet 
the result coming to be taken along i the gotta there would be 
a direct rejection of the context. 

On the other haud, if the word * Citrayà ' be taken as P name a a 
sacrifice, the sentence would only lay down a relationship between the 
sacrifice and a particular result; and there would be no room for any cf 
the aforesaid objections. 

In the case of the expression ‘ pancadagajyani,’ the particular material 
(Butter), as also the number (Fifteen), not being found to be in any way 
connected with the Hymns, any one of these might be taken as being en- 
joined (by the sentence) with regard to another which might be taken as 
described by it. In any case, the material is not cognised (in the sentence) 
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as pertaining to any other Action; and if the sentence were to be taken as 
laying down a particular number with reference to the Butter employed 
in other Actions,—in that case (the sentence affording no idea of 
the Action), the Injunction would form part of the Material, and not of 
any Action (which fact would make the Injunction absolutely useless) ; 
and this would also lead to the rejection of the main Context (of the sen- 
tence). That it is not possible for the sentence to be taken as an Injunc- 
tion of the Material as qualified by the particular number, we shall show 
later on under the S#ra IV—i—11, As a matter of fact too, that which 
does not qualify a verb (Action) can never form the object of an Injunction ; 
because the Injunctive word has no direct relationship with nouns ; and in 
the sentence in question, we do not find any verb which would be the ob- 
ject of Injunction, and would, as such, point to many accessories (Materials, 
&oc.). Nor is it possible for these (fifteen butters) to form the object of 
the sentence that lays down the recitation of the Hymns ; because they 
have not the character of an Action (or Verb). As has been well said: 
* The principal Action (or Verb) caunot take in any accessories or Materials 
as constituting its procedure, unless there is an intermediate action, as- 
sumed in accordance with the sentence.' 

Nor can they be said to belong to the verb ‘to be; ' and it isa uni- 
versal rule that any particular thing can operate elsewhere only when it 
has acquired its own existence in one place; and as for mere ewistence 
(denoted by the verb‘ to be’), its business ends with the pointing out of 
the fact of an object being an entity ; and as such the action of being can 
never be one that could be an object to be accomplished ; nor does it stand 
in need of any other Action that could be taken as the object to be accom- 
plished ; and as such, there being no room for any help by the said number 
and material, these cannot be taken as forming part of the procedure of 
the action to be. Though in the case of the sentence—' Rathantaram 
bhavati, &c. we admit of the fact of the Context pointing to such actions 
as those of being, &c., that are held to be enjoined by these sentences,—yet 
this is due to a cognition of the relationship (of the Rathantaram, &c.) 
with eertain intermediate actions that are indirectly indicated. Nor is 
the existence of Butter, &c., such as is not fully established in the world ; 
and as such their existence can never be taken as the object of a 
Bhavanà (such as‘one should think of establishing the existence of 
Butter,’ &o., &c.). 

It may be urged that—'there may be a Bhavana of placing the 
Butter, &c., in proximity to the Hymn (which proximity is not an estab- 
lished fact). But this too is not possible; because no such proximity forms 
the object of any Injunction. In the case of the sentence—' having laid 
the fire,’ &c.,—the proximity of the fire (to tho Hymning) is distinctly 
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enjoined by the sentence itself; when this action (of the laying of fire) 
being apart from the action of mere existing (of the fire), is capable of 
being taken as constituting a part of the procedure. In accordance with 
the Siddhanta theory the sentence being found to serve a distinctly useful 
purpose, there is no apparent Inconsistency that would necessitate the 
assumption of any sentence laying down the relationship ai the Ajya 
with the Hymn, I. | 

If the expression — —— were to lay down the — 
fifteen with reference to the Butter laid down in the sentence—'àjyaih 
siuvate, —then, as shown in the foregoing Adhikarana, there would be a 
necessity of having recourse to Possessive Indication; and it is with a 
view to this that the Bhashya says—That the Hymns and the Ajya could be 
laid down by the word only by means of Indication. And further, the Butter 
being a substance always liable to exist in one mass, the number fifteen 
could not apply to it directly ; and hence it would be necessary to assume 
certain measures (or weights of it)—such as the Pala and the rest, which 
are not mentioned in the sentence itself. 

From all this, it appears that though originally the word ‘ Ajya’ 
may not appear to have the character of a name, and there is no place for 
it in a sentence laying down the material of a sacrifice,—yet it is clear that 
there could be an Injunction of the number fifteen, only when the word 
* Ajya’ is taken.as the name (of certain Hymns), and not otherwise. 

The Bhashya has taken the word ‘Ajya’ as a name; betause that 
is the only way in which the expression ‘ pancadagünyàjyüni ’—which is 
subsidiary to the sentence 'àjyaih stuvaté’—can be explained; and the 
reasons why this interpretation has been accepted are—(L) because in this 
manner alone can the two words ‘ pancadagani’ and ‘ ájyáni' be construed 
together; and (2) because of the meanings of the component parts of 
the word, as pointed out in the Veda, both by way of explanatory sen- 
tences, and hy that of Arthavadas. 

That is to say, the explanation of the name ‘ Ajya,' as belonging to the 
Hymns, is supplied by the Veda itself: * As the gods went to battle with 
these, they are Ajya;’ that is to say, because the gods, according to the 
advice of Prajápati, went to battle, after having recited these Hymns, 
therefore they came to be known as ‘Ajya,’ as fitting the gods for battle 
(aj). In the same manner, because the Rathantara, &c., were produced 
when the surface (prshtha) of the water was touched by Vayu, therefore 
these Sümas came to be known as ‘Prshtha.’ Thus the explanation of 
these two names are found to be supplied by certain Arthavada passages 
of the Vedaitself. And as the Vamadévya and other Samas are the source 
of the Rathantara, &c., the name Prshtha belongs to them also. 

Says the Bhashya: “ Why should not we take the sentence as laying down, 
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with reference to the Hymns, the Ajyas qualified by the number fifteen ?” 
This question should be taken as preceded by the sentence—“ inasmuch as 
a single sentence cannot give us two distinct meanings.” And the reply to 
this question given in the Bhashya is: Because there is no word expressive 
of such qualified Ajya; and this refers to the non-mention of any principal 
verb in the sentence. 

The Bhashya, however, retorts: * But the two words—‘ pancadagani’ and 
‘ajyani’—would supply the qualified denotation "—, and this refers to the fact 
of these two words being connected with the verb ‘to be. The reply to 
this is that these two words too cannot serve to lay down the qualified aya ; 
because it is only the principal verb that draws all the qualifications to- 
gether; and as for the verb ‘ to be,’ which signifies mere ewistence, its func- 
tion ends with each individual qualification itself, and as such it cannot 
help in drawing together the various factors of the sentence. And thus 
there can be no material relationship among the qualifications (through the 
verb ‘to be’) the only meaning capable of being got out of the sentence 
being that—whichever things are fifteen in number—and whatever number of 
Ajyas there may be (which are only two distinct unconnected assertions). 

And hence we conclude that the two words cannot afford the necessary 
Injunction; nor can they be taken as descriptive of certain things (in 
connection with the Hymns): because no such thing as the àjya is 
generally known to belong to the Hymns ; and as such any description of 
it would be absolutely useless. 

For these reasons we conclude that the word in question must be a 
name; in that case one factor could be taken as being enjoined in connec- 
tion with another which is only mentioned in the sentence as an established 
fact. That the word is an injunctive one has been often repeated; but all 
that is meant by this is that it serves to point out that which is the object 
of an Injunction; because a word that is a name has no injunctive force. 

The mention of the number fifteen serving as a measure of the Rk 
verses which are the chief means of the Hymning, it directly comes to 
have the character of the stoma, through its limiting of the Hymn itself ; 
and as such the affix ‘da’ in the word ‘ pancadagani’ becomes easily ex- 
plained. 


ADHIKARANA (3). 


[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘Agnihotra’ and the like being the 
names of sacrifices.] 


Sutra (4). There are other sentences mentioning the acces- 
sories. 


Objection : “ All names are of two kinds—conventional and literal; and 
as the names of both these kinds having been dealt with in the foregoing 
two Adhikaranas what is left there that we proceed to consider now ? ” 

Reply: with regard to the literal names, it has been said above that 
they must be takeu as names, because otherwise, it becomes necessary to 
have recourse to Possessive Indication; and hence the present Adhikarana 
is taken up, in connection with such literal names as are capable of being 
taken as laying down the accessories of sacrifices, without having recourse 
to Possessive Indication. Similarly too, in the next Adhikarana we shall 
treat of such conventional names as are capable of being taken as laying 
down the accessories of sacrifices, without leading to any syntactical split, 

And on this point, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA, 


* [n the case of the word “ Agnihotra " the Siddhänti also explains the 
“ compound as ‘ that wherein the offering is made to Agni,’ and the sense 
“of no other compound being cognised we can very easily take the 
“compound as a Bahuvrihi, containing within itself a possessive implica- 
“tion (the compound being explained as ‘that Deity Fire to whom the 
* offering is made’), and thereby the word can very easily be taken as 
“laying down an accessory—Deity—of the particular sacrifice. And in 
* support of this interpretation, we could bring forward all the arguments 
“that have been shown in the Pürecapaksha of Adhikarana (1). And 
* though it is true that the Deity Fire is distinctly mentioned in connec- 
“tion with the Evening Libation (of the Agnihotra), yet we could take 
* the word ‘ Agnihotra ' either as laying down the Deity for the Morning 
“ Libation apart from the Evening Libation, or as laying it down in 
“connection with Homa in general, and as such with particular reference 
* to the Darvi-Homa, &c., which have no Deities mentioned with them- 
“selves; specially as such is the force of the word ' juhot?' in the sentence 

“ speaking of the various Homas. 
“In the same manner, an — is ‘that which is poured out;’ 
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“and as such the word 'àghàra' denotes all objects capable of being 
* poured out, such as Butter, Milk and the like. And in the sentence 
“ < äghāramāghārayati’ we find the word ‘agh@ram’ in the Accusative ; 
“and as such pointing out the aforesaid Butter, &c., undergoing a certain 
“ preparation by being poured out; and as there can be no such prepara- 
“tion without a definite purpose, we naturally seek for such a purpose. 
“ And then, all that is meant by the substances being ‘ poured ont’ is that 
* they are rendered capable of being poured out, and not that they are all 
“ poured out, because the function of the word ‘ aghàra' rests only in 
“ the mere signification of the word, and not in the actual carrying of it 
“into practice; and hence there is a desire to know what is to be done 
* with the substance of which (by way of testing) a portion has been 
* poured out. Even in ordinary experience, we find that when a certain 
* substance is going to be drunk, people make it undergo a process of 
« purification by being poured out. Thus then, the prepared or purified 
“ substance, being exactly like the extracted juice of the Putika (a sub- 
“ stitute for Soma) or the Phalacamasa prepared for food, stands in need 
“of an Action (that would be performed with it); and as such it connects 
“ itself with the Primary sacrifices of the Darca-Pürnamüasa. But from 
“among these, there are some, such as the Agnéya, &c., that have their 
“own particular materials distinctly laid down; and hence it is only the 
“ U'pàew sacrifice that stands in need of the mention of a material; and 
“as such, the liquid material duly prepared, comes to be taken in connec- 
“tion with this Upangu sacrifice. As has been well said: ‘A sub- 
“stance, which has been mentioned in connection with a certain pro- 
“ cess of purification,—though not related to the Principal sacrifices— 
“comes to be taken along with other sacrifices mentioned in the 
“same context; for otherwise, it would be incapable of any purifica- 
‘tion.’ 

** Or, it may be that it is the denotation of the affix only (that is to say, 
** the mere factor ‘does’ which is denoted by the ‘tip’ affix in ‘dgharayati’) 
“that constitutes the Bhavana of the Upāùçu sacrifice—which alone 
“ stands in need of the mention of a material—, with reference to which 
“the substance Gghara having been laid down by the sentence (in ques- 
“ tion), the meaning of the Verbal root (in *ághàva') comes to be taken as 
“ mentioned only as the object of the aforesaid active affix. Or, it may be 
“that by the mere fact of the ‘ Dhrauvaj ya ' having been found to be men- 
“tioned, points to the liquid character of the material; and hence the 
“sentence comes to be taken as the injunction of all that is capable of 
“ being poured out,—for instance, such liquids as Milk, Butter and the 
“ like. 

“And thus all that we want being accomplished by the direct 
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* denotation of the verbal root itself, what is the use of taking the word 
"üghüra' asa name? Nor do we ever ian any merely purifies action 
“to have par ticular names. 

* Says the Bhdshya: ‘ It is by direct assertion that the accessory material 
“ is enjoined ; and the meaning of this is that the direct mention of the 
“ Accusative ending in the word *'üghüram' points to the fact of the 
* üghàra being an object to be prepared or purified ; and from this we are 
“ Jed to the conclusion that such a substance duly prepared, cannot but be 
“the material of a particular sacrifice.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply :— _ 

Inasmuch as in the case in question, we find another sentence laying 
down the accessories of the sacrifice, any pointing out of it by the word 
in question would be absolutely useless ; and hence we cannot but take it 
to bea name. — 

Against this the following argument may be urged: “If one took the 
* word * Agnihotra’ to lay down a Deity for the Evening Homa, and 
*' Aghüra' to lay down a material for the Upänçu (for which the acces- 
* sories are distinctly mentioned), then alone could the laying down of the 
“accessory by the word ‘ Agnihotra’ or ‘ Aghava’ be said to be use- 
“Jess, on account of the material being directly enjoined in the sentence 
* dealing with the Evening Libation, &c. As a matter of fact, however, 
* we take the word ‘ Agnihotra’ as laying down the Deity for a sacrifice 
“which has no Deity mentioned in connection with it, and the word 
* * Aghaira’ as laying down the material for the Upüncu sacrifice, for which 
* no other material has been mentioned; and as such how can the other 
* sentences be said to have laid down the Deity and the Material (held to 
* be laid down by the words ‘ Agnzhotra ' and * Aghàra * )?" 
|. To this we make the following reply: If the word * Agnihotra’ were 
an Injunction, it would stand in need of an object for itself ; and the ques- 
tion would be whetber this object would be included in the subject of the 
context, or would there be reasons for transferring it elsewhere? The rela- 
tionship of Agni with the hotra (or Homa) having been established by other 
means (such as the Indication of the Mantra * Agno jyotiriyotih, &e.’), and in 
accordance with this people being found to take up the performance of the 
Agnihotra,—the word * Agnihotra’ distinctly comes to be merely deserip- 
tive (of a sacrifice laid down elsewhere). It is a general rule that all 
accessories are laid down in connection with that which is denoted hy the 
Verbal root in the sentence; and Description too is never found to belong 
to any other action save that which forms the subject of the Context. . And 
hence in the case in question, if the word ‘ Agnihotra' be taken as laying | 
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down the accessory Deity in connection with the Homa that forms the sub- 
ject of the Context, then such an accessory could not but be accepted as 
having been pointed out by another direct assertion of the Veda—that 
speaking of the Evening Libation of the Agnihotra (inasmuch as it is 
the Agnihotra as a whole that forms the subject of the Context, and this 
latter sentence distinctly mentions Agni as its Deity); and hence the word 
* Agnihotra’ cannot be taken as enjoining the Piip, because such a Deity 
has already been pointed out elsewhere. 

And further, in the case in question, there can be no description of 
that which is signified by the verbal root; because it cannot be spoken of 
as that ‘this forms the subject of the Context’ or that ‘it does not.’ Conse- 
quently the sentence ‘agnihotram juhoti' must be taken as laying down a 
particular action or Homa (named ‘ Agnihotra’). As for the accessories 
of this Action, they are laid down in the passages dealing with the 
‘Evening’ Libation, and that containing the word wrdhva;’ hence any 
such action as the pure Agnihotra, (i.e. without any, Deity, &c.) not 
being found to be directly mentioned in the Veda, it cannot be taken 
as the subject of the Context. Nor can the word be taken as being 
descriptive of that which is not in close proximity to it, because 
there are many intervening obstacles; and as such it is as incapable 
of entering our minds as any stray action, like the Kawndapüyina 
Homa. 

If it be held that, * the word might be taken as enjoining the Homa as 
qualified by the Deity Agni,’—then, we reply that this could be possible 
only if the accessories were not laid down by other sentences; as a matter 
of fact, however, we actually find them laid down by other sentences (and 
hence we cannot accept the explanation suggested ). 

Nor do we find any grammatical rule that could justify our explainiug 
the word ‘ Agnihotra’ as a Dative-Tatpurusha (=‘the Homa for the sake of 
Agni’); and unless we have this we cannot take the word as laying down 
the Deity; and as for any ordinary relationship between Agni and the 
Homa, this could be pointed out by the Compound, taken as the Genitive— 
Tatpurusha (=‘the Homa of Agni ) but this could not make the word au 
Injunction of the Deity. : 

When, however, the sentence ‘ Agnihotram — is apm as— 
‘that Hams wherein the offering is made to Agni comes to be known as 
the Agnihotra,’—the word ‘ Agnihotra’ being taken as a name, descriptive 
of a certain action, whose Deity has been mentioned in another sentence,— 
though the genitive in ‘agnéh’ would signify a mere relationship in 
general, yet it could satisfy the conditions laid down for the Dative com- 
pound; because the word ‘hotra’ being explained as that-which is offered 
(yat hūyatē tadhotram), it becomes impossible for the word ‘ Agnihotram’ to 
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be taken with ‘juwhoti’ unless we explain the compound as a Bahuvrihi, 
pointing to something else (agneh hotram agnihotram, yasmin karmani 
agnihotram tacca agnihotram, * that action in which the hotra or the material 
offered belongs to Agni’); and in this manner the word ‘ Agnihotra’ could 
be taken in the first instance, as the Genitive-Tatpurusha (the Homa of 
Agni) having the force of the Dative; just as in the case of the compound 
* Acvaghüsa, we know that the grass is for the sake of the horse, yet as 
the one is not the material cause of another (which is a necessary condi- 
tion for a Dative-Tatpurusha), the compound cannot be spoken of as a 
Dative-Tatpurusha ; and hence we declare the compound to be a Genitive- 
Tatpurusha having the sense of the Dative. 

Nor can the word be taken as laying down the Deity Fire for the 
Morning Libation alone; as in that case, the Homa, as indicated by the 
Bahwvrihi compound (‘ Agnihotra’) having been already got at, it would 
be only its accessories,—in the shape of the material and the Deity, as de- 
noted by two distinct words ‘ hotra’ and ‘agni’ respectively,—whose re- 
lationship will have to be taken as being enjoined by the affix in the word 
* juthoti.' And again, though the Deity (Fire) is known (from the sentence 
mentioning the Evening Libation) only in connection with one part of the 
Agnihotra, yet this cannot remove the fact of the word ‘ Agwihotra' being 
a name descriptive of the facts already got at from the other sentence 
(dealing with its various parts). 

As for the word ‘āghāra, it is with a very great difficulty that we 
can establish its relationship to the Upānçu sacrifice. 

And though the meaning of the verbal root (juhoti, &c.) can be taken 
only in the character of the Instrument, yet the words ‘ Agnihotram’ and 
* Agharam’ (in the Accusative) could be taken along with that factor of 
the Action which is yet to be accomplished. [That is to say, there can be 
no instrumentality apart from the activity of the agent; and hence the 
Instrumental character of that which is denoted by the verbal root would 
always indicate an action of the agent; and this could not be possible 
without something to be accomplished by that action; and hence the 
meaning of the root would also contain an element of this something to be 
accomplished, which must be in the objective case, and as such quite 
capable of being taken along with such other objectives as ‘ Agnihotram ' 
or ‘ üghüram,'] 

And again, the word 'üghàra' is not very easily recognised as being 
the name of any particular material; nor again is a material ever found 
to be laid down by means of a word with the Accusative ending (as it is 
always enjoined by means of one in the Instrumental case); and hence 
these words, being recognised as descriptive of the sacrifice, cannot be 
taken as laying down other materials for it. |... ^: 


ADHIKARANA (4). 


[Treating of the fact of such words as * Cy&na! and the like being the names 
of sacrifices. | 


Sutra (5). It points to the Action. 

As passages treated of in the present Adhikarana, we can take the 
sentences cited in the Bhashya, and others also, but not the sentence 
' athaisha jyotih, &c.'; because in this latter the word not having the 
Instrumental ending, it could never be taken as laying down an Accessory. 
When however these very words appear with the Instrumental ending, 
in other sentences, then they do become included in the present discussion, 
Or, even these may be accepted as forming the basis of the present dis- 
cussion; inasmuch as though having the Nominative ending, yet the 
word ‘ jyotih’ may be taken as merely mentioning a particular material; 
and it would be quite possible for another sentence laying down an action 
to be performed with this material. 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The word ‘Cyénéna, in the sentence ‘Cyénénabhicaran yajéta,’ 
"must be taken as laying down the material for sacrifice; and in support 
"of this we could bring forward all the arguments shown in the Pūrva- 
“paksha of Adhikarana (1) Nor do we find the component parts of the 
“ word ‘ Çyēna ’ pointing to any sacrifice. The only way of making it 
“refer to a sacrifice would be by making ‘ Cyéna’ = Cyenavat (that which 
“ds like the Cyena) ; and certainly this would be an extremely round-about 
“ way of taking the word. And it is far more reasonable to have recourse 
"to Possessive Indication, explaining ‘Cyénéna’ as ‘ Qyenavatd yagéna 
“ (the sacrifice which has the Cyéna or the Kite for its material). Nor is it 
* necessary to assume the existence of the possessive affix matup and then 
“eliminate it ; because the Cyéna being distinctly recoguised (through the 
“ Instrumental case-ending) as the means (of obtaining the particular 
" result), it naturally points to its invariable concomitant, the Action 
“which is accomplished by its means. (That is, the word ‘ Cyén&na 


404. TANTRA-VÁRTIKA. ADH. I—PÀDA IV—ADHI (4). 


“ itself would point to the sacrifice performed with the Cyéna as the 
* material): 

“ And again, as for the posssesive implication, it would be cognised at 
“the time of the comprehending of the sentence, on account of the fact of 
“the words occurring in a single sentence. The implication of similarity 
“ however would be cognised at the time of comprehending the word itself ; 
* and as such this cannot be admitted to be much weaker than the former. 
“That is to say, if the word ‘Cyéna’ be taken as laying down the Kite as 
“the material of & sacrifice, the word ‘Cyéna,’ in subsequently indicating 
“the sacrifice at which the Kite 4s used as the material, does not entirely 
“ give up its own signification ; while when the word itself is pronounced 
“it only points to its own signification—the Kite—as the material to be 
“used. On the other hand, when the word ‘Cyéna’ is taken as pointing to 
“ asacrifice similar to the Kite, in this no trace of the original signification of 
“ the word is found to be pointing to something else similar (to the kites) ; 
“and thus this theory would involve the contingency of rejecting the 
“ direct denotation of the word.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To all this, we make the following reply: That which is enjoined is 
always found to be eulogised by means of its similarity with a different 
thing; and it is never found to be eulogised by the pointing out of any 
similarity with itself. And in the case of the sentence in question, we 
meet with such eulogistic passages as—“ just as the Kite springs upon its 
prey and kills it, so does the performer of this sacrifice fall upon his 
enemies," where we find the Praise based upon a similarity ; and itis 
certain that the Praise must belong to that which has been enjoined (in the 
sentence ' Cyenenübhicaran, &e.’) If then, the word, * Gyéna’ in. this Injunc- 
tive sentence be taken as enjoining the Kite as the material for the sacrifice, 
then it would be the Kite that would be the object of the Praise in the 
above passage; but itis not proper to speak of it as being similar to 
itself. 

It may be urged here that —' we do find certain instances where the 
“ pointing out of absolute identity constitutes a great praise, inasmuch 
“ as it shows that there is nothing equal to the object sought to be praised, 
“ e.g., we have such praises as—' the battle between Rama and Ravana was 
“ like the battle between Rama and Ràvana.' " 

This is true enough ; but in ordinary parlance we find that even such 
praises are based upon an assumed diversity of time, place, &c., (between 
that which is described and that which is cited in the simile). But in the 
case in question, we find that the word can be taken in such a way as to 
leave a difference between the object praised and the object cited, in the 
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simile: and hence in this case we can have no ground for assuming any 
difference (of the Kite from itself). That is to say, if we take the word 
‘Cyéna’ as the name of a sacrifice, there is no difficulty in having the 
‘ Cyéna -Sacrifice described (and praised) as being similar to the ‘ Cyéna’ 
Bird. Otherwise it would be necessary to have recourse to the indication 
of the possessive implication, as also that of an implication of similarity 
(the word ‘Cyéna’ being made to indicate the ‘Cyénavat’ sacrifice, and 
then we would have to assume a similarity of the Cyéna bird with itself); 
and your theory would have to take recourse to another complication, of 
having to assume a difference of the Kite from itself (in order to explain 
the simile contained in the eulogistic passage). Nor is it possible for you 
to take the word ‘ Gyéna’ as pointing to the material of the sacrifice, and 
then to transfer the Praise (which really belongs to the sacrifice) to the 
material connected with it; because the Injunction of the sacrifice itself 
(by the sentence ‘ Qyénénabhicaran yajéta’) has not been set aside. ‘That is 
to say, it is only the praise of something not enjoined that is transferred 
to something else ; while, in the case in question, we find the sacrifice itself 
to be directly enjoined, and as such quite.capable of being taken along 
with the Praise; aud hence we cannot accept the material (Kite) to be 
either enjoined (by the sentence ‘Cyéna,’ &c.) or praised (by the eulogistic 
passage quoted). And your theory of the transference of the Praise would 
involve another complication of making the sacrifice indicate the material. 

And on account of the word * Gyénéna’ occurring along with the word 
‘ yajéta,’ the former is as directly denotative of the Sacrifice as that of the 
Material (Bird). While you have recourse to Indication in the Injunction 
itself, I accept it only in the descriptive detail. 

And as for the elimination of the possessive affix, such an elimination is 
possible only when the word expresses a property and not when it expresses 
a substance (like the Bird.) Vide Vartika on Panint I—iv—19—‘ gunava- 
canébhyah,’ &c. As for the implication of similarity, on the other hand, it 
is due to a distinct word, ‘iva,’ which, being a word by itself, can appear 
of itself after any word (and there can be no such restriction as in the 
case of the Possessive affix Matup). And again, the Possessive Indication 
will have to be assumed while the similarity is a well-established fact, as 
pointed out by the simile in the eulogistic passage. 

And in this connection also, we can bring forward, against the present 
Pürvapaksha, all the objections that have been urged against the Pürvapak- 
shas of the foregoing Adhikaranas :—viz: The necessity of the Verb aban- 
doning its own meaning and taking up that of another, the extreme remote- 
ness of the meaning of the affix, and so forth. 


ADHIKARANA (5) 


[Treating of the fact of such words as * Vagapéya’ and the like being 


names of sacrifices. | 
PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


Sutra (6) In the case of names, inasmuch as there is a dis- 
tinct mention of Accessories, there would be an Injunction of these. 


“ That which is denoted by the verb could be taken, by the system of 
“ Simultaneous Relationship (Tantra), as an Instrument with reference to the 
* Result, and as the Objective with reference to the Accessory (Material) ; and 
* there would be no incongruity in this. For instance, in the case of the 
* sentence—' udbhidà yajéta pagukamah '—the full signification would be 
"that 'the sacrifice should be accomplished by means of the udbhid mate- 
“rial, and the acquisition of cattle should be accomplished by means of 
“the sacrifice ;’ and thus the operation of both Injunctions going hand 
“in hand simultaneously (and thus there being no syntactical split), 
“the full construction of the sentence is got at, without having recourse 
* to Possessive Indication. 

“In the same manner we could also explain the relationship of the 
* word ‘ ajya’ with the number (fifteen) of the Hymns, by the same method 
“of Simultaneous Relationship. 

* Hence we conclude that in all cases of such words as you take to 
“be names, inasmuch as there is a distinct recognition of the mention of 
* Materials or other Accessories, based upon the universally accepted 
“ meanings of words,— we can very well take them to constitute the In- 
* junctions (of such materials, &c.); and there is no reason for taking 
“them as Names. 

* The present discussion thus bears upon perhaps all such words as 
“are taken to be names; but the Bhāshyā cites the particular sentence— 
* * Vajapéyena svarajyakamo yajéta’ only, with a view that the true meaning 
* of this sentence may also be arrived at. As a matter of fact, however, 
“ the discussion may be taken as applying to all such sentences (as contain 
* the names of sacrifices) ; as it has well been declared: * The Instrument 
“(of obtaining the result) having been laid down (iu the shape of the 
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“ sacrifice) by means of the word yajéta’ (inasmuch as the unaecomplished 
“sacrifice cannot operate as the Instrument) the sacrifice itself comes to 
"be recognised as an objeetive (something to be accomplished); and it 
* is for the sake of this objective that the accessory (Vajapéya) is laid down 
“ as the Instrument; and thus there is no need for a Possessive Indication." 


SIDDHANTA. 
Sutra (T). The two actions becoming the same, this cannot be. 


At first, with particular reference to the case of the Vajapéya, we 
offer the following reply : 

The word 'Vajapeya' would mean a certain preparation of flour, 
sugar, &c., and thus the sacrifice at which such a mixture of grain would 
be employed as the material, would, by this similarity of material, become 
an ' Aishtika’ sacrifice (which is a name given to all sacrifices with grains, 
' Sawmika' being the name of all that are performed with the juices of 
creepers, and ‘ Pacu’ referring to all at which the flesh of animals is 
offered.) [And thereby the Principal Primary of all Aishtikas being the 
Darga-Pwrnamüsa, it is the procedure of this sacrifice that would have to be 
followed in the sacrifice in question; whereas as a matter of fact, the pro- 
cedure followed at it is that of the Jyotishtoma, which is the Principal 
Primary of all Sawmikas.| And hence we conclude that the word ‘ Vāja- 
peya in the sentence in question cannot be taken as laying down the 
material for the sacrifice. 


Sutra (8). A single word would have an extraneous significa- 
tion. 

We can have a Simultaneous Relationship only in a case where an 
object, in one and the same form, is found to be equally helpful (to both 
the factors with which its Simultaneous Relationship is desired). In 
a case however where the help accorded to the two factors is not equal, 
it becomes necessary to repeat the word (denotating the object so related ) 
(and there can be no simultaneity in its Relationship). 

There are two ways of having the Simultaneous Relationship,—either 
by taking each word or sentence by itself, or by taking them collectively, 
according as what is signified by the verb occupies the secondary or the 
primary position (in the sentence). 

Thus then, in the case in question, if the material Vajapeya be held 
to be enjoined as a means or Instrument with reference to the sacrifice, then 
the Result (Sovereignty of Heaven) caunot be taken as the Instrument, 
because in that case, there would be no result for the sacrifice. Because 
in all cases the Result is such as is borne in mind (as something to be accom- 
plished by means of the sacrifice) ; and hence, in the case in question, if the 
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Sovereignty of Heaven be taken as the Instrument for the accomplish- 
ment of the sacrifice, then it would be a mere accessory detail of the 
sacrifice itself (and as such could not be something to be accomplished). 

As for the Sacrifice also, it can be taken as an Instrument, only for 
the accomplishment of the Result, and not for that of the Material; 
because if the Sacrifice were taken as the means of purifying or preparing 
the material, this would not be compatible with the Instrumental case- 
ending (in ‘ Vajapéyéna’) (because that which is spoken of as some- 
thing to be purified, has always the Accusative ending). Nor do we find 
any use for the particular material thus purified by the sacrifice; and as 
such we cannot very well accept this interpretation. 

In the same manner, it can be shown that the Sacrifice and the Result 
cannot be taken as the instrument for the accomplishment of the material. 

Nor can both the Sacrifice and the Material be taken as Instruments 
in the accomplishment of the Result; because all that is necessary having 
been accomplished by only one of them, there could be no Injunction of 
the other (which would be comparatively useless). This we shall explain 
in detail later on (in Adhyàyà II) where the Bhashya declares—‘ In a 
case where the transcendental result is accomplished by one sacrifice, any- 
thing else must be taken as si its use dn in thà P" thait it — 
to the former sacrifice.’ 

Nor can we admit of the Sacrifice, as specified by the par ticular material, 
to be the object enjoined by the sentence in question; because that would 
necessitate our having recourse to Possessive Indication. 

Thus then, the only construction that would apply to the sentence in 
question (if the ‘ Vajapeya’ be taken as laying down the material) would 
be this: “ one should accomplish the Result by means of the sacrifice, and 
the Sacrifice by means of the Material vajapéya.” Thus then, with refer- 
ence to the Result, the sacrifice would be comprehended as—(a) the Instru- 
ment, (b) the Object of Injunction and (c) the Secondary Element (being only 
the means to an end); and at the same time, with reference to the Material 
the same sacrifice would be recognised as having the contrary characters 
of—(a) the object in contemplation (sought to be accomplished, (b) the object 
described (in contradistinction to that enjoined), and (c) the Primary factor 
(being the result sought to be accomplished). And as such there can be no 
Siitultineous Relationship (which thus necessitates the attribution of the 
*ocresaid (wo sets of contradictory characters). Because if we admit of 
thy one set of characters mentioned above, the other set (being its con- 
tra ictory cannot be accepted; while if both be accepted, a syntactical 
split would be the inevitable result. Because wherever we have to attri- 
bute to the sacrifice, the characters of the object in contemplation, as well 
as those of the Instrument, &c., it always becomes necessary to assume two 
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distinct sentences (as one and the same sentence cannot express two con- 
tradictory properties). 

The Objector is made to urge (in the Bhashya): “ But in the present 
“case also, we actually find two separate sentences—(1) ‘ one desiring the sover- 
“ eignty of Heaven should perform the sacrifice,’ and (2) ‘one should perform 
' the sacrifice with the Vajapéya material" And all that is done in this is 
to put forth more explicitly the aforesaid Simultaneous Relationship of the 
Sacrifice. 

The reply given in the Bhàshya is: We find in the sentence only four 
words (* Vajapéyéna svürüjyà-kamo yajéta’) [and not five, as shown in the 
construction] ; and the sense of this is that, inasmuch as the relation that 
the sacrifice bears to the two (the Material and the Result) is not equal, 
there can be no such Simultaneous Relationship. 

The idea, however, by which the Objector has been led away is that the 
form of the word ‘ yajéta’ is the same in the two sentences, and as such 
there can be no harm in taking it in common with the two sentences. And 
this is what the Bhashya denies, on the ground that in the interpretation 
of a word, its denotation is the more significant factor; and as such the 
difference in the denotations of the word ‘ yajéta,’ as it appears in the two 
sentences, cannot but make us take the word itself to be different in the 
two sentences (as in one it denotes the ada in contemplation, while in 
the other it denotes the object enjoined). 

The Objector is made to retort (in the Bhāshya): “It has been said 
that in case the word * Vājapēya’ be taken as laying down the material for the 
sacrifice, the sacrifice becomes an object described; but by what would it be 
described, &c., &c.” What is meant by all this is that there is no real differ- 
ence (between the word ‘yajéta’ as used in one sentence and as used in the 
other), 

But, even in the case of an Injunction of the material, it is only a 
verb that can be taken as having the Injunctive character; and hence, 
the word ‘ Vajapéya’ not being a verb, it cannot be accepted to be Injunc- 
tive (of the material). | 

Says the Bhashya: If we admit of an Injunction in both cases, $c. And 
the sense of this is that, if the sacrifice be held to be enjoined with reference 
to the Result and the Material, then,—-even if we do not take into account 
the fact of the sacrifice having a secondary character,—the mere fact of 
the verb having only a secondary character would make each of the two 
sentences complete in itself (independently of the other); and as such 
there would be no connection between the two sentences, [and hence the 
Vajapéya could not be recognised as the material to be employed in that 
sacrifice which is performed with the purpose of obtaining the sovereignty 
of Heaven ]. 

52 
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It may be urged that, the Vajapéya would be recognised as the materia] 
to be employed in the particular sacrifice, by the fact of the two sentences 
occurring in the same Context, just as in the case of the sentence, ‘ Vrihi- 
bhiryajéta’; though there is nothing in the sentence itself to show that the 
Vrihi is the material to be employed in the Darga- Purnamüsa, yet the fact 
of the sentence occurring in the context of that sacrifice distinctly points 
to the Vrihi as a material to be employed in it. 

But this cannot be; because the sentence in question is taken to be an 
injunction of the — only (while in the case of the sentence‘ Vrihibhir- 
yajéta,’ the Context leads us to a definite conclusion, because in this, there 
is a transcendental result in question ; while there is no such result in the 
case of the Injunction of the Sacrifice as the means of accomplishing the 
Material; and as such the Context cannot be of any help in the matter). 

Thus then, we find that if the method of Simultaneous Relationship is 
accepted, then it is only independently of each other that the Material and 
the Result are found to be related to the Sacrifice; specially as if the 
Sacrifice be taken as related to the one as qualified by the other, a Syntac- 
tical split is the inevitable result. 

And hence before the full context of all that is connected with the 
particular Result, in the shape of the sovereignty of Heaven, has been 
completed,—if the word ‘ Vajapéyéna’ be taken as laying down a material, 
such a material being connected with sacrifices in general, ib would come 
to be recognised as related, either to all sacrifices, or to the Sacrifices bring- 
ing about certain transcendental results. The case of the sentence, ‘ V»i- 
hibhiryajéta,’ is different; because in that case, the context has been fully 
completed by means of the sentences dealing with the Darga-Purnamasa 
Sacrifices; and then, if the material Vrzhi is laid down, it is at once recog- 
nised as belonging to the Darça-Pürnamāsa. And this not being the case 
with the sentence under vun there can be no similarity between 
the two cases. 

Thus then, we conclude that the word ‘Vdajapéya’ being found to be 
distinctly co-extensive with the Sacrifice performed by persons desiring the 
sovereignty of Heaven, we cannot neglect this co-extensiveness ; and as such, 
the word cannot but be the name of the particular sacrifice. — 


ADHIKARANA (6). 


[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘ Agnéya’ and the like not 
being the names of Sacritices. | 


Sutra (9). If they were not laid down by another sentence, 
the Sacrifice as well as its Accessories would be enjoined by the 
word; because of their being mixed up in the Injunctive word. 


The character and the function of Names having been explained, wo 
proceed to consider certain exceptions to them. 

It may be asked why the case of the Darvi-Homa alsois not taken up 
for consideration on the present occasion. But the fact is that this Homa 
has also been dealt/with under Sūtra I—iv—4. And, as'afmatter of fact, on 
the present occasion we are treating only of the words treating of the 
objects of Injunction, whereas iu the 8th Adhyaya we shall treat of the 
words contained in Arthavada passages, such for instance as—‘ If one should 
perform only one sacrifice, he should perform the‘ Darvi-Homa.’ Or, it may 
be that when the fact of the word ‘ Darvi-Homa’ being thenameof a sacri- 
fice has been established, it is only its peculiarities that are considered in 
the 8th Adhyàya; while on the present occasion we consider only the 
general characteristics of names. And as for the question of the word 
‘ Darvi-Homa’ laying down an Accessory Material, it has been brought 
in under the 8th Adhyaya, only by way of an objection to the theory pro- 
pounded there, introduced only in the course of the discussion; because the 
main object of the 8th Adhyaya is the consideration of Apürva. 

Now then, which are the passages laying down the action of which the 
word ‘Agnéya’ (as contained in the sentence ‘ @gnéyashtakapalé bhavati ’) 
could be the name ? 

The answer to this constitutes the 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


* The Sentence ' ashtakapalé bhavati ' expresses a Bhavand, with a cer- 
“ tain order of sequence, pointed out by the material only; and for the sake 


412 TANTRA-VARTIKA, ADH. I—PADA IV—aDHI (6). 


* of such Bhavaniis, in the same order as themselves, we find certain Mantras 
* —the couplets of the Yajya and the Amuvàükyà, &c.—dedicated to such 
“ deities as Agni and the rest; and these Mantras, coming to be employed 
* in the order of the Bhavanàs, distinctly point, through their own expres- 
“ sive Power, to the Deities belonging to each of these Bhavands; as other- 
* wise, these Mantras could not be of any use in the sacrifices ; as the only 
* useful purpose that the Mantras can serve in a sacrifice, is the pointing 
“out either of the process of the Action, or of such accessories connected 
* with it, as the Deity or the Material; and iu the case in question 
* we find that the Maníras do not point out any Action or Material; 
“and if the Agni, &c., that are mentioned in them do not be recognised 
“as having any connection with the Sacrifices, the Mantras themselves 
“could not be accepted as having anything to do with the Sacrifices ; 
* therefore on account of the fact of the Mantras forming parts of the 
“ Sacrifice being well recognised, we cannot but conclude that Agni and 
* the rest, that are pointed out by the Mantras, must have some connection 
* with the sacrifices ; and inasmuch as these form the chief objects pointed 
“out by the Mantras, Agni and the rest come to be recognised as Deities; 
* and ason this score the sacrifices do not differ from the Mantras, the same 
“ Deities come to be known as the Deities of the sacrifices. And again, the 
“ Purodaga or Cake spoken of as ‘ Ashtakapala’ is of the nature of a Havi 
“ (material to be offered to a Deity); and as such by its very nature it 
“ appears to be something to be employed in the sacrifice; and as such by 
“its very character of an ‘offering’ it stands in need of the mention 
* of the Deity to whom it would be offered ; and this want is supplied by 
“ the Mantras. Thus then we find that the sacrifices having their materials 
“ and Deities distinctly laid down in the sentence ‘Ashtakapalo bhavati,’ the 
* word ‘ Agnéy@’ must be taken as the name of these sacrifices, on account 
“of the reasons shown under SZíra 1—1v—4. 

* Or, the ashtakapala’ having the character of an offering (because the 
“word signifies the cakes as purified in the eight vessels, and that which 
* is purified cannot but be meant as an offering to the gods),-- we have an 
* Injunction for cutting them into two pieces, and then there is another 
“ Injunction for spreading them and pouring them out, with a view to 
“ purifying them, which process finally makes the cakes divided into four 
“pieces each; and then we have the Injunction ‘offers the quartered 
* cake," which points to the fact of the Homa also being four in number ; 
“and thus the four Deities Agni, &c., also, as pointed out by the mantras, 
“ coming to be recognised as the Deities of the Homas, the word ‘ Agneya ' 
“cannot but be taken as a Name. This explanation saves us from the 
“ anomaly of accepting an Injunction of many objects Le is inevitable 
, ** when the word is not taken asa Name)” — 5. 5 00505 o8? 
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 SIDDHANTA.. 


To all this we make the following reply: When the sacrifices are not 
laid down by any other word, then these sacrifices as well as their acces- 
sories must be taken as enjoined by the word in question, because they 
are not separate from it. 

The sacrifice cannot be taken as enjoined, by the mere mention of a 
certain relationship between a certain Material, a Deity and the prepara- 
tion of these (as shown in the Pérvapaksha). Why? Because the Material 
(Cake) by itself cannot have anything to do with the Mantras (the Yàjyà, 
&c.) (because it is only after the material has been recognised as one to be 
offered at a sacrifice that there arises a desire to learn with what Mantra 
the offering is to be made). Nor do we recognise the Material as having 
any connection with the words denoting something else (for instance, the 
words of the Mantras pointing out particular Deities). Thatis to say, 
the mere declaration ‘ashtakapdlo bhavati' does not lay down any action 
of the human agent, during the performance of which the Mantras could 
be required as reminding the agent of certain details of the action. Nor ` 
is the mere being of the cake an action to be performed by the human agent, 
because each action has a definite agent (and the agent of this being is the 
Cake itself). And as the Material already exists, there can be no making 
of it by the agent, and as such even this cannot be taken as standing in 
need of the Mantra which would remind the Agent of it. As for the 
Mantras themselves—‘ agmirmurdha, &c.’—they do not express either the 
Material orits action; and as such, even through this there could not be 
any relationship between the Mantras,and the Material ; specially as the 
Material has no connection with the words of the Mantra, that denote 
Agni and the rest. 

And again, the Cake could not be recognised as having the character 
either of the Sacrifice or of an offering (Havi); and as such it could not 
stand in need of the mention of a Deity to whom it would be offered; 
and hence too, the Muntras could not have any connection with the Material 
(cake). That is to say, if the Sacrifice were recognised first of all, then 
alone could there be a desire to know the Deity to whom the sacrifice 
would be offered; and then alone could the Mantras, pointing out the 
Deities, have any connection with the Material; as a matter of fact, 
however, no Sacrifice is denoted by the word 'bhavati' in the sentence 
' aghtakapülo bhavati, And until its connection with the Sacrifice has 
been fully comprehended, the Cake cannot berecognised to have the charac- 
ter of an offering or Havi; because the word ‘Havi’ is a relative term, 
- (depending for its full connotation upon an idea of that to which the offer- 
ing is to be made), aud it is not an absolute term, denoting the natural 
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form of any object by itself. Because we find that the same material, 
Milk, &c., which, when offered at sacrifices, is called by the name of * Havi’ 
(offering), is not so called, when not in connection with a sacrifice. 

The same arguments apply to the theory of the word ‘ āgnēya’ being 
aname, based upon the mention of the offering of the quartered * Cake ' 
(see above). | 

In the case of such words as ‘äghāra’ and the like, the * aghdrana ’ 
(or pouring out) is an action; and as such by itself it stands in need of a 
Mantra; and this Mantra, thus pointed out, and having its use laid down 
by a distinct direction in the Veda, it is only right that we should accept 
it as pointing out a Deity. 

And again, there are only three ways of pointing out the Deity of a 
sacrifice :—viz: (1) by means of a nominal affix, (2) by means of the Dative 
case-ending ; and (3) by means of certain expressive words in the Mantra ; 
and among these the one that follows is always weaker in authority than 
that which precedes it. And in the case in question, when we find the 
Deity being distinctly pointed out by the nominal afix in the word 
‘ agnéya’ (which is the most authoritative way of mentioning the Deity), 
why should we have recourse to the least authoritative method, holding 
the Deity to be pointed out by the words in the Mantras (the Yajyd, &e.) ? 
specially as it is only an Apparent Inconsistency that can justify our hav- 
ing recourse to this method of arriving at the Deity; but when we find the 
Deity actually pointed out by the nominal affix, and there is no inconsis- 
tency, any recourse to it is most unjustifiable. 

Thus then, we conclude that the relationship between the Material 
(Cake) and the Deity (Agni) is pointed out by the word *àgn&ya, and the 
sacrifice comes to be enjoined by means of the word ‘ bhavatt,’ as aided by 
this word and certain Arthavada passages (eulogising the offering of the 
cake as prepared in the eight vessels) ; and then it is that, there being a 
further desire to learn the details of the sacrifice, the Veda lays down the 
Mantras (the Yàjyà, &c.) in a certain order of sequence. And thus we 
find that we cannot but accept the Injunction to lay down many things 
(the Deity, the Sacrifice, the Mantra, &c.). 

The word ‘ Vidhanarthé’ in the Sūtra has been explained in the Bha- 
shya as in the word with the nominal affix; and the sense of this is that the 
word with the nominal affix is capable of serving the purposes of an Injunc- 
tion. 

All the following factors appear mixed up in (not separate form) 
this word ‘agnéya’: (1) the Deity is mentioned by the original basic noun 
* Agni;’ (2) the material offered to that Deity is expressed by the nomi- 
nal affix ‘dhak;’ (3) the relationship of the Material and the Deity also is 
pointed out by the implication of the same affix; (4) the word ‘ ashtakapala’ 
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being in the same form, and hence co-extensive with the word 'àgn&ya,! it 
comes to be recognised, together with all its attendant qualifications (that 
is, the Cakes as prepared in the eight vessels), as qualifying, and thus in- 
cluded in, the denotation of the word ‘agnéya,’ (5) the fact of the Material 
being @gnéya (belonging to Agni) cannot be accomplished, unless it is 
made so by a human agent (offering it to Agni); and hence the word 
' agnéya ' indicates the Bhavana (action of the agent) also; and (6) lastly 
there could be no such Bhāvanā—i.e., the material could not be made 
ügn&yü— without the performance of a Sacrifice; and hence the word 
‘fignéya’ must be taken as indicating also a particular Action of the Agent 
in the shape of the sacrifice. 

Thus then, the chief Injunction being contained in the word with 
the Nomina] affix, and all other attendant accessories also being indicated 
by it, there is no occasion for any syntactical split. 

And as an Injunction of the Accusative Noun (yàgam) as denoted 1 by 
the verbal root (‘yajéta’) is always preceded by an Injunction of the 
Bhavana, even though the Bhavana may not be directly mentioned, yet it 
is always accepted to be enjoined, as qualified by the ‘sacrifice ;' and all 
the other qualifications are indicated by Apparent Inconsistency (of the 
Injunction of the qualified Bhavana, which could not be possible without 
an injunction of the qualifications). Itis this Bhavana that is meant by 
the word ‘ Sambandha’ in the Bhüshya (in the sentence—sambandho hi 
vidhiyamüno na gakyaté sambandhinavaridhdya vihita iti vaktum); because 
it is this Bhavana that contains within itself all the factors of the rela- 
tionship in question ; specially as it is not possible for any mere relation- 
ship of the Material and the Deity to be enjoined; because this relation- 
ship does not contain within itself any element of Action. 

The word ‘ avibhagat’ means—‘ inasmuch as the word implies all the 
factors (enumerated above)’; and the qualifying sentence ‘if they are not 
laid down by any other word’ points to the fact of Apparent Inconsistency 
being the only ground of accepting the Injunction of the various factors of 
the relationship. 


ADHIKARANA (7). 


[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘Varhih’ and the like being ex- 
pressive of a genus.] 


Sutra (10). The words ‘Varhih’ and ' Ajya’ being found to 
be applied even to such articles (grass and butter) as have not un- 
dergone any purificatory process, they cannot be taken to be ex- 
pressive of such purified materials only. 


In connection with Names, we proceed to consider, in the next three 
Adhikaranas, the significations of the names of Materials. 

Though the Sūtra mentions only the two words ‘ Varhih’ and ‘ Afya,’ 
yet the Bhashya adds the word ‘ Purodàga' also; because the case of all 
these words is exactly similar. 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


* According to the Sūtra I—iii—9, it is clear that these words are used, 
“ by sacrificers, with reference to the purified materials only ; and as there is 
“ nothing incongruous in accepting the same fact in all cases, we conclude 
* that the words in question have their significations based upon the puri- 
“fication of the materials. Specially, as a matter of fact, we find that in 
“ordinary parlance, people do not make use of such words as ' purodàga ' 
“and the like ; and hence just as the word ' yüpa ' is applied only to a post 
“that has undergone a certain process of preparation and purification, so 
* the words in question also express only such materials as have been pre- 
* pared and purified in a particular manner. ” 


SIDDHANTA. 


But it is not so ; because when a word is found, even in one place, to 
be expressive of the Class, there being no reason for rejecting this denota- 
tion, we cannot assume any other signification of it (in the shape of puri- 
fied materials, &c). 

That is to say, it is a well-recognised fact that the words in the Veda 
are the same as those in ordinary parlance ; and their significations too are 
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the same in both ; and hence the Veda being dependent upon the meanings 
of words as known among ordinary people, when a certain word has once 
been found to be denotative of the Class, there can be no ground for as- 
suming any other expressive potency in the word. And further, as the 
Class * Varhi’ (grass) is present in the purified grass also, we can have no 
reason for denying the fact of the Class being denoted by the word, even 
when it occurs in the Veda. 

And further, even before the grass has undergone the process of cut- 
ting, &c., the Veda lays down the Injunction of such cutting (such as ‘the 
grass should be cut ’) ; and in this it is clear that the word ‘ grass’ is used 
in the ordinary sense of the Class (because there could be no cutting of 
that which has already been cut). 

Thus we find that the word 'grass' is never used apart from the 
class, while it is found to be used (in ordinary parlance) apart from any 
idea of the special processes of purification, &c.; because no purifications 
are laid down in connection with ordinary parlance, no words in ordinary 
parlance could be accepted as expressing any purified material. 

Nor ean the case of the word ‘ grass’ be said to be similar to that of 
the word *yzpa'; because the denotation of the former is otherwise ex- 
plicable; and in the case of the latter, we accept it to be expressive of 
the prepared post, because the word is not known to express anything in ordi- 
nary parlance. 

That is to say, at the time that we come across the Injunction of 
the cutting of the wood for the post, or of the fastening of the animal to 
the post,—if we had any idea of any meaning of the word ‘ post,’ as known 
in ordinary parlance, then we could never have any necessity of subvert- 
ing the natural order of words—in the Injunction ‘the post should be 
cut’ —and construing it as—‘ that which is cut is the post’ (in which case 
the post which is the subject in the original sentence is made the predicate, 
and vice versa). The case of the words ‘grass,’ &c., however, is different 
(their signification being fully recognised in ordinary parlance). 
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ADHIKARANA (8). 


[ Treating of the fact of the word ‘ prokshani' being taken in sts literal 
. signification. | 


Sutra (11): Inthe case of such words as ‘ prokshani’ and the 
like, there is a distinct compatibility of the literal meaning. 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


* The conventional meaning of a word being based upon the direct 
“mention of the word, it cannot but be accepted as more authoritative 
“ than the literal meaning which is based upon the signification of its 
" “individual component parts, whose fuuctioning is like that of Syntax 
* (which is always weaker in its authority than Direct Assertion). That 
“is to say, in the case of the conventional meanings of words, people 
“ cognise these directly by means of the letters of the word (as pronoun- 
* ced) ; whereas in the case of the literal meaning, it cannot but be more 
‘or less indirect, inasmuch as it rests in the signification of the individual 
“ component parts of the word." 


SIDDHANTA. 

All this may be quite true; but we must admit the component 
parts themselves to have individual expressive potencies of their own; as 
otherwise there could be no literal meaning of the word. And hence it 
is only where there is no literal meaning (compatible with the sentence) 
that a certain signification being found to have been assigned to the word 
by convention,—we are obliged to accept this latter meaning ; there being 
no other way (of making the word compatible with the sentence in which 
it occurs). B E 

That is to say, it is only when the conventional meaning has been 
fully established that it sets aside the literal meaning; and, asa matter of 
fact, it is accepted to be fully established, only by some other means of 
knowledge, when the word is found to be used in a sense totally different from 
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the previously recognised literal one; as for instance, when the word 
' agvakarna ' is used as the name of a tree, which has no connection with 
horse's ear. In this case, the word is found to be used in a sentence where 
it cannot have the meaning that is expressed by it literally ; and hence from 
the Apparent Inconsistency of its such usage, we are obliged to assume 
(conventionally) another expressive potency for it. And thus it is only 
in such cases as that of the word 'agvakarna, that, though both significa- 
tions are possible, yet there being no recognition of the literal meaning, 
the significations of the component parts of the word come to be set aside, 
and the comprehension of the mere Verbal form of the word brings about 
the comprehension of the conventional meaning (of the word as a whole), 
which thus, in this case, becomes more authoritative than the literal mean- 
ing. 

In the case of the word ' prokshani' however, the word is made up of 
—pra (= excellently) + sic (=to besprinkle or wash) + lyué (= Instru- 
mental), the literal meaning of the word thus being ‘ that by which washing 
is excellently done ;’ aud certainly this is quite as applicable to water (which 
is held to be the conventional meaning of the word as a whole), as any 
explanatory sentence; and thus there being no ground (in the shape of any 
Apparent Inconsistency for assuming any other conventional expressive 
potency of the word) it can have no conventional signification. 

For instance, in the case of the word ‘ Agvakarna’ itself, if somehow 
or other, the ‘ears of a horse’ were found to exist in the particular tree 
denoted by the word, no one would ever assume an invisible conventional 
potency for the word as a whole. 

Thus then we conclude that the word 'proksham;' cannot have its 
signification conventionally restricted to the wafer alone; and as such it 
must be taken as denoting all liquids in general. 


[Says the Bhashya—The use of this Adhikarana lies in the fact that 
Butter also becomes a‘ washing material’; and if the word be taken as referring 
to a purified material, then the direction would be in the form ‘ prokshanirasa- 
daya. |} And it is to this form of the direction that an objection is raised : 
" Even though the word may refer to a purified material, yet, from the 
“particular gender, &c., of the word ‘prokshanih’ it is clear that it refers 
‘to the water (üpah); and hence the presence of the feminine sign ‘7’ 
" would set aside the possibility of Butter being brought in.” 

The reply to this is that—if prior to the addition of the feminine sign 
‘i, the word had been recognised to be significant of the purified material, 
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then (in accordance with the conventional meaning of the word), the femi- 
nine affix *z' would come to be recognised as being due to the particular 
gender of the substratum (of the property signified by the word); and as 
such all substances of any other gender (such as ‘ ghrta’ and the like) 
would come to be set aside; and the use too of the word in the direction 
in question being unique, even at the time of the purification of the 
materials, the word would remain in the same position — with a feminine 
ending; and as such its use being exactly like that of the word ‘ Vedi, 
the word could not be recognised to be denotative of any other thing; 
and in that case the feminine ending ‘i’ would be quite significant. When, 
however, the word is held to have a literal meaning, even before the addi- 
tion of the feminine ending, the literal meaning of the word is recognised 
to be the same (washing material) ; and hence when the particular washing 
material meant is the Butter, the feminine ending is not added, the noun 
by itself is simply used (the direction being simply ‘ prokshanamasadaya’). 
And though in a case when Injunctions refer to the verbal form of a 
word, no changes in it are allowable, yet there can be no such restriction of 
words in the case in question; because the direction refers to materials, 
and not to their names; and hence it is by no means possible that the word 
‘ prokshani,’ (in the said direction) being incapable of being changed into 
‘prokshana,’ .the word to be used must be ‘ ghréa’ only, as in the case of 
the words that have their significations conventionally fixed to the class 
(of objects). 


ADHIKARANA (9). 


[ Treating of the fact of the word ‘Nirmanthya’ being taken in its literal 
De |^. Sense] 


Sutra (12). So also in the case of the word ‘nirmanthya,’ 


In the case of the word ‘ Nirmanthya’ (=the fire produced by fric- 
tion) also, we can (as before) raise questions as to its signifying the 
class or a purified fire, and then we should set aside these names and 
finally prove that it must be taken in its literal signification. 

[The Bhashya says that in the sentence * nirmanthyéna ishtakah pacant' 
the word * nirmanthya means the ‘fire that is produced by friction on the 
very spot ;’ and it is against this that we have the following] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The word ‘ Nirmanthya’ signifying only ‘the fire produced by fric- 
** tjon,' and as such having its sole purpose in the setting aside of the em- 
“ ploying of:such fires as are produced, either from electric sparks or by 
“striking, or from the solar gem, &c.,—why should it be taken to mean the 
* fire produced on the spot? In ordinary parlance—as for instance in the 
“ case of the sentence ‘ Navaniténa bhunkté’ cited in the Bhashya—the signi- 
“fication of words being based upon the purposes that they serve, even 
“ though the word ‘ Navaniténa ' itself does not necessarily denote the fact 
“ of the fresh-boiled butter being meant, yet by the fact of the word ‘ ghrta ' 
“alone being generally used in the sense of the ordinary butter, the 
“special use of the word ‘ Navaniténa’ may be taken as indicating the 
“ freshly-boiled butter; because all butter being boiled out of cream (nàvani- 
“ tēna), the repetition of the word ‘ nàvaniténa! can be taken to signify 
“the fact of the freshly-boiled butter being meant to be eaten, The case 
“ of the word ‘ Nirmanthya, however, is different. Because in this case 
“the only authority is that of the words of the Veda (in this case, the 
" word ‘Nirmanthya’ itself); and this word having its sole use in the 
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* setting aside of the fire produced by other processes, it cannot indicate 
“ anything as to whether the fire produced by friction meant here should 
* be one produced on the spot, or at any time; and as such how can it be 
* taken to signify the fire produced by friction on the spot? For certainly, 
* this immediateness does not form part of the literal signification of the 
“ word, which rests only in the fact of the fire being produced by the 
* particular process of friction. Therefore the declaration of the Bhashya 
* js not right.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


But the above arguments do not affect our position; because the 
presence of the Fire itself being indicated by the word ‘pāka’ (cooking) 
itself, the addition of the word ‘ Nirmanthya’ must be taken as with the 
sole view to lay down the particular qualification of “the Fire that is 
meant; and this qualification (of being produced by friction) forming part 
of fie aforesaid cooking could not but be brought about at the very place 
where the cooking is to be done. 

That is to say, in the sentence—‘ the red-turbaned priests move about’ 
—the presence of the priests themselves having been pointed out by other 
texts, the sentence is taken only as laying down the fact of their having 
red turbans; exactly in the same manner, in the case in question, the 
action of producing the fire by friction must be taken as a qualification 
(of the Fire) laid down as part of the cooking ; and it is a well-known 
fact, which will be explained later on, that the subsidiary actions should 
be performed, at the same place and time, and by the same person, as 
the Primary Action; and hence the cooking spoken of in the sentence in 
question could not but be done by the Fire produced by friction, at the 
time of the Cooking, in the same place, and by the same person (that 
does the cooking); and this is all that is meant by the Bhashya passage to 
which exception has been taken (in the Parvapaksha), 


ADHIKARANA (10). 


[Treating of the fact of words like ‘Vaicvadéva’ being names of sacri- 
fices. | 


Sutra (13): “Inthe case of the word ‘ Vaicvadeva' there 
is an option.” 


The case of the word ‘ Vaigvadéva’ in the sentence ‘ Vaigvadévéna 
yajēta, does not come in any of the foregoing Adhikaranas; for (1) the 
Accessory-Deity in this case being mentioned by means of the nominal 
affix, the aeceptance of such an Injunction does not necessitate the assump- 
tion of a possessive indication; (2) nor are there many objects of the 
Injunction, and as such there can be no syntactical split; (8) nor is there 
any other Injunction of the Deities of the whole Caturmdasya sacrifice; (4) 
nor is the nominal affix inexplicit in this case, as is the compound in the 
word ‘ Agnihotra;’ specially as in all cases, the Deity is laid down by 
means of such nominal affixes; (5) nor does the word ‘ Vaigvadéva’ point 
to any particular sacrifice, like the word ‘Cyéna’ (pointing to the Cyena 
sacrifice); (6) there being no mention of any result, in this case, there 
could be no diversity in the form of the root *yaj?, as has been found 
in the case of the word ‘ Vajapéya.’ And thus the present case not be- 
ing included in any of those treated of above, we take up its considera- 
tion now. 

Nor can this enquiry be said to have been interrupted by the con- 
sideration of the meaning of the words ‘ Varhi,’ &c.; because in all these 
cases, it is only the names (of sacrifices and materials) that form the objects 
of enquiry. Or, it may be that in the case of such words as ‘ Nirmanthya’ 
and the like, it has been found that the names that have literal meanings 
signify something not got at before; and as such are found to serve the 
purpose of Injunctions ; and the question very naturally follows — whether 
or not the same may be said of the word ‘ Vaigvadéva’ also. 

The Pürvapaksha says ‘there is an option;' but this is only an ex- 
planation of what follows if the word is taken!as laying down an Accessory 
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(ie. in that case, inasmuch as there are other Deities laid down by other 
passages, there would be an option among the Deities to whom the sacri- 
fice in question could be offered). | 

In connection with the word, the following question is raised; ‘ If it 
is the Injunction of an Accessory, then the sacrifice itself cannot be enjoined ; 
nor could the word refer to the sacrifice enjoined by a sentence, far re- 
moved from it; and hence the word cannot be taken as laying down a 
Deity for the Agnéya sacrifice, which forms the subject-matter of the parti- 
cular context; because any such Injunction of a new Deity is barred by 
the fact of the Deity of these sacrifices having been laid down in their 
own original Injunctions.’ | 

And on this we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“There could be an option in making the offering to the Vigvédévas, 
“or to the Deity pointed out in the original Injunction. And neither the 
* Sutra nor the Bhashya has yet shown that that which is mentioned in 
“the original Injunction is more authoritative than anything laid down 
* subsequently ; and hence there is nothing to prevent us from accepting 
“all the Deities as equally authoritatively mentioned. 

* And further, no useful purpose could be served by making the word 
“< Vaigvadéva’ refer (as a name) to all the sacrifices (that constitute the 
“ Oaturmasya sacrifice). Nor are the Vaigvédévas known (prior to the sen- 
“ tence in question) to belong either to one of these sacrifices or to all of 
*them taken collectively (and as such the word could not be taken as 
“ referring to these sacrifices). 

“That is to say, if the word did not lay down the Accessory-Deity, 
“the whole of the sentence in question would be useless. Because the 
“ sacrifices in question, either singly or collectively, are not known to be 
“related to the Vicvédévas; and they could not be spoken of by the 
“name ‘ Vaigvadéva;’ nor does the verbal root *yaji' (in the sentence 
“< Vaigvadevena, yajéta’) signify the Amikshà sacrifice only (which has been 
“distinctly pointed out as belonging to the Vigvédévas); nor again is the 
* word ‘ Vaigvadéva’ held (even by the Siddhànti) to apply to the Amiksha 
“sacrifice only; hence we must take the word as laying down the 
* Acccessory- Deity for the seven sacrifices (which, with the Amzksha, form 
* the eight sacrifices of the Caturmasya). 

* Against this the following might be urged: *In that case, the same 
* * word Vaigvadéva would be an Injunction with reference to the seven 
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“ sacrifices, and a mere Description, with reference to the Amiksha; and 
* this would involve a self-contradiction.' 

* But it is not so; because although all the eight sacrifices form the 
“ subject-matter of the context, yet the function of an Injunction can rest 
“only in that whereto that which is enjoined is not already known to be- 
“long; and hence there could be no self-contradiction in the matter,” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (14. But it is not so; because of the Context, and be- 
cause of there being a direct Injunction; specially as the Context 
does not apply to the material. 


To the above Pérvapaksha, we make the following reply: The word 
cannot be an Injunction of the Accessory-Deity for the sacrifices in ques- 
tion; because their Deity having been already mentioned, there is no 
room for any other Deity; nor can there be an option in the matter, 
because the authoritative character of the two Injunctions is unequal. 

Agni, &c., have been laid down, by means of the Direct Denotation 
(Cruti) of the nominal affix (in the word ‘dgnéya,’ &c.), as the Deities for 
the Ashtakapala, &c.; while the fact of the Vaigvédévas being their Deity 
is held to be pointed out by the syntactical order (of the sentence ‘ Vaiçva- 
devena yajéta’) [and certainly Direct Assertion is more authoritative than 
any indications of the syntax]. It may be urged that in the former case 
also that which signifies the fact of Agni being the Deity of the Ashtaka- 
pala is also a sentence (the syntactical connection between the words 
'agneya' and ‘ashtakapala’). But it is not so, because the relationship 
of the material ( Ashtakap@la) with the Deity (Agni) having been establish- 
ed by the nominal affix (in *àgna&ya"), all that the sentence does is to point 
out the fact of ‘agnéya’ qualifying the ‘ ashtakapdla.’ 

It might be urged that the same may be said to be the case with the 
word ‘ Vaigevadéva' also (as this also establishes the relationship of the 
material with the Vigvédévas). But that is not possible; because in this 
case the process would be a highly complicated and round-about one; as 
we shall have to assume the (word to signify) the relationship (of the 
Deity Vigvédévas) with a material that will have to be taken as indirectly 
indicated by the ‘sacrifice’ denoted by the word ‘ yajéta’; for certainly 
the word ‘ Vaigvadévéna’ is not found to be expressive of any material, 
either that which belongs to the sacrifices treated of, or any other; all 
then that we can say is that the co-extensiveness of the word ‘ Vaicva- 
dévéna’ with the denotation of the word ‘ yajéta’ points to the construction 
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that ‘by means of the Vaigvadéva sacrifice, &c., &c. ; amd that as 
there could be no sacrifice without a material, the only material that could 
be made to reach the Vigvédévas (by means of this sentence alone) would 
be that which is indicated by the (apparent inconsistency of the sacrifice, 
But the sentence only pointing to the relationship of the sacrifice with 
the Deity, this relationship of the material could only be assumed by 
means of the exigencies of the Context; and such an assumption could 
be ouly in this form: * when offering the Agnéya sacrifice, one should offer 
itas the Vaigvadéva sacrifice (?.e., sacrifice of which the Vigvédévas are 
the Deities) and none other ? 

In the case of the Injunction of the Agnéya sacrifice, however, there 
is no need for having recourse to any indirect indication, or for calling in 
the help of the Context ; and this fact constitutes a great difference in the 
authoritative character of ihe two Injunctions. 

Says the sütra—na hi prakaranandravyasya (the Coutext does not apply 
to the material). This may mean—(1) either that when the sentence lays 
down the relationship of the material with Agni, there is no need for calling 
in the help of the Context ; (2) or that the Context of the material has not 
been accepted by the sentence ‘ Vaigvadévena, &c.' (i.e. it does not make 
any mention of the material). 

'l'he Bhashya explains this sentence (na hi prakaranandravyasya) as that 
the Context cannot set aside the thing that is directly laid down ; and in this 
the Bhashya evidently takes the word 'dravya' as thing (and not as the 
material for a sacrifice), the sense of the Bhashya being that such a thing 
as Agni, which has been ‘ directly laid down’ as the Deity, cannot be set aside by 
any considerations of the Context. Or, in the Bhashya sentence, the word 
‘Crutasya’ (directly laid down) may not be taken as qualifying the word 
‘dravyasya,’—the sense of the Bhashya. passage in that case being that, 
Agni, which has been ‘directly laid down’ as the Deity ‘ in connection with 
the particular material,’ cannot be set aside by the Couteat. 

(Thus then, it has been shown that the word cannot be taken as lay- 
ing down a Deity for the sacrifices that form the subject-matter dealt 
with]. Nor can the ‘sacrifice’ denoted by the word ‘ yajéta’ in the sen- 
tence in question be taken, either as pointing out a Deity in reference to 
another sacrifice mentioned somewhere else (such as the Upānçu sacrifice 
for which no particular Deity has been laid down), or as laying down an 
altogether fresh sacrifice together with its particular Deity. 

As for the pointing out of the whole set of sacrifices (constituting the 
Caturmasya) by the word * Vaigvadéva’ (taken as a name of all these 
taken collectively), this serves a distinct useful purpose (and is not 
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absolutely useless as urged by the Prvapaksha) ; inasmuch as it serves to 
bring together the various sacrifices scattered here and there; and with- 
out the fact of all these sacrifices being pointed out collectively by the 
name ‘ Vaigvadéva' there could be no such Injunctions as—‘ Vasanté 
Vaigvadevena, ' * prücinapravané Vaigvadévena, and the like— which refer 
to all the eight materials laid down as being offered at the various sacri- 
fices of the Caturmasya. Therefore we conclude that although the Vigve- 
dévas are actually mentioned in connection with only one of these mate- 
rials (viz., the Amiksha), yet all the others could also be referred to by the 
word ‘ Vaigvadeva,'—exactly as in a group of ten or fifteen men, even 
though all of them may not have umbrellas, yet even if some of them 
happen to have it, it is said of them that * the people with umbrellas are 
going '; and hence the word ‘ Vaigvadéva’ can very well be taken as the 
name of all the Catwrmdsya sacrifices taken collectively. 


Sutra (15). There is no mutual relationship of significations. 


The word ‘ Vaigvadéva’ cannot be taken as laying down the Deity 
for the sacrifices of which the * Vaigvadéva’ is one; because in that case 
the same word ‘ Vaigvadéva’ would be taken, once (in connection with 
the Amiksha sacrifice) as only pointing to a well-established fact, and at 
the same time as an Injunction (of the Deity, with reference to the other 
seven sacrifices) ; and certainly this is highly improper. 

Or, we may explain the Satra in the following manner: It has been 
urged in the Pürvapaksha that, like the word ‘ Nirmanthya, the word 
* Vaigvadéva’ also, though a name, could also be taken as laying down the 
Deity ; and in reply to this we assert that such mutual concomitance of the 
signification of the nameand the Injunction of an Accessory is not possible ; 
(1.e., the same word can not be taken as both); and as for the word ‘ Nir- 
manthya’ we take it only as laying down an Accessory (fire). 


Sutra (16). Because the Accessories have a secondary impor- 
tance (lit., are for the sake of others). 


This Sutra may be taken as a part of the previous Sutra, the two to- 
gether being explained in the following manner: If all the materials be 
offered together, there could not be thirty offerings in all; and this would con- 
stitute a sin (Sutra 15)—because the material offered is an accessory (Sütra 16) ; 
and as such the material being of secondary importance, a mere difference 
in these materials (as amzkshà, vàjina and the other materials offered at 
the Caturmdsya sacrifices) could not justify a repetition of the action of 
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offering; because (if the word ‘ Vaigvadéva’ be taken as laying down a 
common Deity for all these sacrifices) the Deity of all the offerings being 
one and the same, it would certainly be a very much simpler process to 
make a single offering (of all the materials) ; and thus there being a pos- 
sibility of making a single offering of all the materials, no repetition of the 
action of offering can be allowable. Specially as all the sacrifices have 
the same Deity, there would be nothing incongruous in this joint offering 
of all the materials, And this would go directly against the Vedic declara- 
tion that ‘ thirty offerings are to be offered (at the Caturmasya sacrifices), 
—the thirty offerings consisting (according to some), of the nine Prayàjas, the 
the nine Anuyājas, the two Aghdras, the two Ajyabhagas, and the eight 
Principal offerings,— while some people leave off the two Agh@ras, and count 
instead, the Svishtakrt and the Vajina offerings. In any case the eight 
Principal offerings are always found to be offered separately (and not con- 
jointly, as would be necessary if the word in question were taken as laying 
down the Deity). 


ADHIKARANA (11). 


[Treating of the fact of the mention of the number ‘ eight,’ in connection 
with the Vaigvanara, being an Arthavada. ] 


Sutra (17). ‘Those words that express something already 
known before, cannot serve the purposes of an Injunction. The 
aforesaid is also applicable to the sentence in question.” 


The consideration of the question as to whether certain words are 
names of sacrifices or Injunctions of Accessories having been finished, 
we now proceed to consider whether certain words can be taken as 
Injunctions of Accessories. Or, it may be that, in the sentence in ques- 
tion—‘ vaigvanaram dvàdagakapülam nirvapét......yadashtakapalo bhavati 
gayatryaiwainam brahmavarcaséna punati’—the ashtakapdla (the cake 
prepared in the eight cups) as included in the ‘ dvadagakapala’ (the cake 
prepared in the twelve cups), is co-extensive with the Vaigvanara; and as 
such the number ‘ eight’ having already been laid down by the mention of 
the number ‘twelve,’ the word ‘ Ashtakapala’ might be taken as a mere 
name ; whereas on the ground of the ordinarily accepted signification of the 
word, and on account of the number not having been laid down elsewhere, 
it may be shown that the word lays down an Accessory ; and hence what 
we propose to do in the present Adhikarana is to reject both these theories 
and show that the mention of the ‘ Ashtàkapàla ' is a mere Arthavada. 

Some people explain the Pdurvapaksha contained in the Stra, in the 
following manner: ''Those words whose meanings are already known can 
“ be utilised only by being taken as Injunctions ; while those whose meanings 
“are not known should be taken as names, as shown under the Sūtra 
“ [—1v—2; and hence the mention of the number ‘eight’ must be taken 
“as laying down an Accessory. [In this case the reading of the Sūtra 
“ would be ‘ piirvavanto vidhanarthah,’ and not “ pürvavanto' vidhanarthah.]" 

But this interpretation of the Pürvapaksha is not correct; because 

the mere fact of the signification of a word being unknown cannot make it 
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a name ; on the other hand, just as the fact of a word being altogether new 
and having its ordinary signification unknown proves that itcannot be 
taken as laying down the Accessory of a sacrifice,—exactly in the same 
manner, it is all the more impossible for it to be taken as the name of any 
Vedic sacrifice; and hence such a word cannot be taken as a name either ; 
because it is a well-recognised fact that it is only when the ordinary 
signification of a word is well-known that it can be taken as a Name, on 
the ground of its being mentioned along with a certain sacrifice. 

Therefore we must accept the interpretation of the Sūtra, as given 
in the Bhashya; and in accordance with this, the Sutra embodies the 
following— 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


* When a word expresses a meaning that is already known, then it 
“is either a name. or an Arthavüda; in the case in question however, as 
“the word signifies something not known before (it cannot but be taken 
“as laying down an accessory, a particular number of the cakes); and as 
“ such there would be an option as to the number, exactly as there was 
* in the case of the word ‘ Vaievadéva.' 

** That is to say, if the number ‘ eight’ be somehow or other, "— 
“known to belong to the cakes employed at the Vazgvanara sacrifice, then, 
“in accordance with this well-known fact, the word ‘ Ashtakapala would 
* be taken either as a name orasan Arthaváda ; as a matter of fact, however, 
* we do not find the number *eight' mentioned anywhere else, in con- 
“nection with the Vaigvanara sacrifice; as the only number that is men- 
* tioned is ‘ twelve.’ 

“And as a matter of fact, though the smaller number ‘eight’ is 
“included in the greater number ‘twelve,’ yet when the word used is 
"twelve, it does not signify the fact of the number ‘eight’ specifying 
* the object ; and as such this latter number cannot be taken as qualifying 
* the object in question. 

“That is to say, a number does not operate by its mere presence ; 
“but the only operation that it has is through the specification of the 
“numbered object; and hence, when the cups have been specified by the 
“number ‘twelve,’ any other number, ‘eight,’ f, i. cannot be taken as 
“specifying them; and hence (as far as any usefulness is concerned) 
“these latter are as good as non-existent. Even though their existence 
* may, in some way or other, be admitted, yet all that the mention of the 
“number would mean would be that ‘ there are eight,’ and not that ‘there 
"are eight cups in which the cakes are prepared. And further, the 
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“nominal affix in the word ‘ ashtdkapdla’ is one which is possible only 
* when the material signified is a duly prepared and purified one (ac- 
“cording to Panini’s Sutra * sanskrtam bhakshah’ IV—ii—16); and 
“the compound too is one based upon the peculiar character of the 
** nominal affix (according to Panini’s Sutra ‘taddhitarthottarapada, §c., $c." 
* TI—i—51) ; and these too are possible only when the factors of the word 
* have the requisite capability ; this requisite capability again is possible, 
“only when they are independent of all extraneous help. Consequently, 
* in the case in question, if the number eight be dependent upon the num- 
* ber twelve, we could not have the word ‘ ashtakapala ' (as in that case 
* neither the particular nominal affix nor the compound would be possible) ; 
**and hence the word *ashtákapüla' cannot be accepted to be significant of 
** the Duadugakapala. And hence, the word ' ashtákapàla * not being found 
* to be descriptive of even the form of the Dvàdacakapüla, any Praise of 
** this latter by that word would be wholly irrelevant; specially as the num- 
“ ber ‘eight’ would not afford any more help in the sacrifice than the num- 
* ber twelve ; because both are numbers (and numbers by themselves cannot 
“be of any use in sacrifices) ; although, however, a praise of the number 
“eight might mean a praise of the number twelve also, yet, any praise 
* of the eight cups could not belong to the twelve cups; because the nouns 
“and the adjectives in the two cases are totally different. And the num- 
“ber ‘twelve’ has a distinct praise of itself in the Vedic sentence— 
“ jagatyaivasmin, &c.' (and as such it does not stand in need of any other 
** praise). els "S | | 

* For these reasons, we conclude that the word *'ashtákapüla must 
“ be taken as laying down the number ‘eight’ as an optional alternative 
* to the number ‘twelve.’ 

* And inasmuch as all the sentences in question are found to end in 
“a single original Injunction of the Vaigvanara sacrifice as qualified by 
'* many optional alternatives with regard to the number of cups to be employed 
* (in the preparation of the cakes to be offered), there can be no difference 
“of authority among the various sentences (forming this original Injuuc- 
“ tion). 

“The Stra adds—the aforesaid is also applicable to the sentence in 
* question ; and the word ‘aforesaid’ refers to that which has been said 
* before, in the Pérvapaksha with regard to the word ‘ Vuigvadéva’ ; and 
“the Sūtra means that all the arguments therein urged apply to the 
* gentence dealt with in the present Adhikarana; while the Refutations 
“of these arguments (as shown under the Siddhànta in connection with 


* the word ‘ Vaigvadéva ") do not apply to the present case. Aud hence we 
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“cannot but take the words ‘ashtakapala,’ &c., as laying down the acces- 
“sories of sacrifices (in the shape of the particular numbers of cups to be 
* uged)." 

SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (18), If the word in question be taken as laying down 
Accessories, these accessories, not belonging to the sacrifice, would 
be absolutely useless in the performance of any; because they can 
have no use with regard to it. 


The Accessory could not be laid down, either with reference to the 
sacrifice treated of in the Context, or to-any other sacrifice; nor could 
there be an injunction of the material qualified in a certain manner, 

That is to say—(1) The sacrifice in question having the number put 
down at twelve, any other numbers, as eight, etc., could not be laid down 
with regard to it. (2) Nor could these numbers be laid down with regard 
to any other sacrifice, because there is no mention of any such in the sen- 
tence. (3) Nor could the sentence *ashtükapülo bhavati’ itself lay down 
an altogether new sacrifice, qualified by the number eight, because the 
sentence does not point to any relationship of the material with a parti- 
cular Deity. (4) The same reasons would also show that the sentence could 
not be taken (in any of the aforesaid three ways) as laying downthe num- 
ber of the cakes. (5) In the same manner, it can also be shown that the sen- 
tence could not be taken as laying down the Cake as prepared in the eight 
cups; because as for the sacrifice in question, when it has once had its 
material laid down as the cake prepared in twelve cups, it can never be made 
to take up any other cake (that prepared in eight cups for instance); and 
asfor any other sacrifice, so long as it is not distinctly pointed out bya 
word peculiar to itself, no cake could be laid down for it; nor could there 
be an injunction of the cakes themselves, independently of any Sacrifice ; 
because in this manner, it would not be related to any result or the means 
of accomplishing it; and as such of what use could the Cake be? Nor is 
it possible for the material to be laid down; because it is not of the 
nature of an Action; and for this very reason, it is not possible for us to 
assume a Result, as in the case of the Viçvajit sacrifice. 

Nor can the word ‘ Vaigvanara’ of the preceding sentence be taken 
along with the following sentence, for the purpose of connecting this latter 
with a sacrifice. Because there is a diversity in the case-endings; and inas- 
much as even without such a construction being accepted, there is no in- 
cosistency or uselessness of any words (we cannot assume a co-ordination 
between words with different case-terminations ). 
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To explain:—It might be urged that the relationship of the word 
'Vaigvünara' being transferred to the following sentence, this latter sen- 
tence ('ashtàkapàlo bhavati’) could be taken as laying down the relationship 
of the Deity with such materials as the cakes prepared in the eight cups, 
and thus this would point to a sacrifice other than the Vaigvanara itself 
(and there would be nothing incoherent in the number eight being laid 
down with regard to it). But this is not possible; because the word 
' Vaigvünaram' being in the Accusative, could not be taken along with 
‘ashtakapalah’, which is in the Nominative. Nor could we change the case- 
terminations (through the exigencies of construction) ; because the sentence 
is quite capable of another construction. If without such construing of the 
Accusative with the Nominative and the changing of the endings, the word 
‘ashtakapala’ were meaningless, then we could do anything to make 
it give some sense; but when we find the word quite capable of being 
taken as a Praise, it cannot be said to be meaningless (and hence 
there can be no ground for any anomalous construction being adopted). 
If the word be taken as a Praise, then it could be taken as being descrip- 
tive of the Vaigvanara sacrifice ; and in the case of a description the differ- 
ence iu the case-endiugs does not matter at all. _ 

For these reasons we cannot take the word as laying down the Cake. 

Nor are the Cakes prepared in eight cups found to have any separate 
existence of their own in the Cakes prepared in twelve cups; because the 
ouly difference that we find in the two lies in the number eight; and we 
have already shown that this number eight cannot be taken as being laid 
down either in connection with the sacrifice or with the Cake. 

Nor is it possible for you to take the number eight along with the 
* Dvádagakapüla'; because the objects enjoined by the two, as well as 
their purposes, are totally different; and certainly those that are so very 
diverse from eaoh other cannot be said to be mutually dependent (vide 
eonditions for taking one sentence along with another as explained under 
Sütra ll-i-46). If, however, the two could be taken together, all the sen- 
tences collectively would lay down a single Bhàvanà qualified by the qua- 
lifications mentioned in all the sentences ; and as such there could be no 
room for any option in the matter (as held by the Pürvapaksha). 

And as for the numbers eight, etc., inasmuch as they are mere proper- 
ties, each of the sentences cannot be taken as complete in itself and pointing 
out the performance of distinct Actions. 

Nor is a collocation (or congregation) of different numbers possible 
(in any one place); because the appearance of any one number makes the 
existence of all other numbers impossible. And as for the congregation of 
many numbers, without the appearance of any new number,—in that case 
the numbers eight, &c., being already included in the number twelve, the 
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former numbers would be got at by the injunction of the latter only ; and 
as such any mention of them cannot but be taken in the light*of a mere 
description (which cannot be very palatable to the Pürvapakshi). 

Hence it becomes necessary for you to admit that each of the 
sentences in question lays down a distinct number independently of 
those laid down in another. And in that case, with regard to the 
Vaigvanara sacrifice (which is the only one mentioned in the sentence), 
the number twelve would be laid down in its own originative sentence, 
while the other numbers could be related to it only on account of the 
fact of the sentences (laying down these numbers) being found in 
the same Context ; and as such (Context being weaker in its authority 
than Direct Syntactical Relation), the relationship of these latter numbers 
with the Vaigvanara sacrifice would be impossible in face of that of the 
number ‘twelve.’ And hence the Vaigvanara sacrifice having its particular 
number fixed at ‘ twelve,’ could not stand in need of any other number, 
‘eight,’ &c. 

And further, no relationship of the number ‘eight’ with any sac- 
rifice being possible, through the Vaicvanara sacrifice, which has its 
number distinctly laid down as ‘twelve,’ it becomes necessary to assert 
its relationship with a sacrifice, independently of the Vaigvanara; but 
the number ‘ eight,’ apart from the Cake, is not capable of any relationship 
with a sacrifice; and when taken along with the Oakes it cannot attain 
to any relationship with the Vaigvünara sacrifice; specially as the fact 
of its being related to the Cake by direct Syntactical Relation would 
naturally set aside any chance of its relationship to the Vaigvanara sacrifice 
—which relationship would be based on the mere fact of the two occuring 
in the same Context ;—and as such it could never belong to the Vaigvanara- 
sacrifice. 

And thus not being a qualification of the Vaigvünofta sacrifice (atad- 
gunah), and being related to the Cake only (apart from any sacrifice), the 
numbers ‘ eight,’ &c., would be absolutely useless, in the performance of any 
sacrifice (‘ prayoge syuranarthakah’) because they can have no use with regard 
to the Cake (‘na hi tampratyarthavattasti’). Or, this last sentence may be 
explained in the following manner: As to why these numbers are not rela- 
ted to the Vai¢vanara sacrifice, we reply—because they can have no use in a 
sacrifice whose particular number * twelve’ has been already laid down. 


Sutras (19-20): If it be urged that, ‘the mention (of the numbers 
‘eight,’ &c.) could not be supplementary (to any Injunction) ’— 
then, inasmuch as these are not excluded from the Injunctive word. 
they could be taken as serving the purpose of Praising. 


‘That is to say, inasmuch as in the absence of an Injunction of the ‘ 
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numbers ‘eight,’ &c., any praise of them (as contained in the sentences 
'Yadashtükapálo bhavati gayatryaivainam brahmavarcaséna  punüti, &c.) 
would be entirely ivrelevant,—we must take these sentences as praising the 
number ‘twelve’ through its parts (i.e., the numbers contained within it). 
For, as a matter of fact, that alone can be praised which is recognised as 
enjoined; in the case in question, it is the number ‘twelve’ that is en- 
joined ; and hence we must take the eulogistic sentences as, in some way 
or other, praising this number. And as the number ‘eight’ happens to be 
mentioned in close proximity to it, we can very rightly take it as only 
pointing out a part ; of the number ‘twelve ;’ and it is a recognised fact that 
& praise of the part reverts to the whole. Thus then, the eulogy con- 
tained in the sentence may be expanded out in the following mauner : ‘ The 
Dvàdagakapüla (i.e., the cake prepared in the twelve cups) is such a grand 
thing, that when it is prepared, it accomplishes the ashtākapāla, &c., also ; 
and these latter are so very effective as to bring about Brahmie glory, &c., 
and hence the Dvadagakapala also must be very excellently effective. ’ 

It has been urged in the Parvapaksha that, “inasmuch as there is 
already a sentence in praise of the Dvd@adagakapala, no other sentence could 
be taken as praising it.” But this is not quite correct, because there can be 
no limit to a praise; and hence all that may be found to be mentioned in 
connection with an Injunction can very rightly be taken as pointing to the 
object of the Injunction. In all cases we find Praises in words, few or many ; 
and as to whether any particular praise is useful or not depends upon the 
character of the person addressed; as for some people the mere fact of an 
action being enjoined is enough to prompt him to that action; and in the 
ease of such a person all Praise of the action would be redundant; and 
hence, as shown above, the Praises must be taken as being laid down for 
the sake of those whoare not so readily obedient to an Injunction. In the 
Same manner it is quite possible that though a slight praise would suffice 
for persuading one man, another man would require a more elaborate praise, 
before he is persuaded to the performance of an action; and hence au 
elaborate praise cannot be rejected as useless. 


= 


Sutra (21): Obj.: “It might be the instigator.” 


[" Says the Bhüshya: why could not the Brahmic glory be taken as the 
“ Kürana of the number * eight’ ? the sentence meaning that one who is desir- 
“ous of Brahmic glory should take to the Ashtakapala’’? } 

“ And here the word ‘ Karana’ cannot be taken in the ordinary sense of 
“the cause or ‘ progenitor’ ; because it is the number eight itself that is such a 
“ cause of the various results, purification, &c.; we must therefore take itin 
“the sense of ‘ instigator ' ; these results being the instigators of the actions." 

“Tt has been urged above that—'any Injunction or Praise of the 
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“number eight would be absolutely useless, as the number pertaining to 
* the only sacrifice in question has already been laid down as twelve.’ But, 
“as a matter of fact, there can be no such uselessness. Because the 
“mention of the number twelve is with reference to the sacrifice when 
“ performed as a necessary duty (without any particular result in view) ; 
* when, however, a person desires such results as Brahmic glory and the 
“like, then for such a person, the text lays down the number ‘twelve,’ 
* which, in this case, makes room for the particularly desired number 
“c eight” (1) Because that which is performed with a view to a certain 
“ desirable result, being closely connected with man’s true purpose, always 
“ sets aside that which is performed as a mere duty ; and (2) because the 
“latter duty is laid down as a general rule, while the former is a special 
“ case (and a special case always sets aside the general). 

“ That is to say, all efforts of man tend towards the accomplishment of 
“a desirable purpose; and hence that which is more closely related to if, 
“cannot but have a prior claim on the man’s attention. In the case in 
“question, the number ‘ twelve’ is far remote from any desirable purpose 
* of man ; because it serves to specify the cups required for the preparing 
“ of the material to be employed at a sacrifice that would be performed for 
“the accomplishment of a desirable end; as for the number eight, this is 
“ laid down as bringing about a desirable result, in the shape of Brahmic 
“ glory, directly through the sacrifice itself; and thus being more closely 
“related to the desirable end, the number ‘eight’ must be accepted as 
“the more authoritative; and as such a mention of this cannot be said 
* to be absolutely useless. : 

* An objection might be raised here: ‘You accept the obtaining of 
* Brahmie glory to be a definite result; but in the absence of any Praise, 
"how could you obtain a direct Injunction for words (like bhavati) that 
“are expressive of the present state of things ?’ 

* And to this, some people make the following reply: We can arrive 
‘at a direct Injunction in the way shown in the Parvapaksha of the Adhi- 
“ karana on * Audumbara’ (Sütras I—ii—19-25). 

* But this is not quite correct; because the arguments therein pro- 
* pounded have already been refuted in the Siddhanta of the same Adhi- 
“ karana. Hence we offer the following explanation: The real result is 
“ mentioned in the sentence—‘ pūta éva sa téjasvi, Sc.’ ; and the sentence— 
“ *gayatryaivainam brahmavarcaséna, §c., containing a Praise points to its 
“ counterpart Injunction; aud it is for this reason that each of the actions 
“mentioned, together with the Praises, in the sentences—' yadashtakapalo 
“ bhavati,’ ‘ yannavakapalo bhavati,’ &c., &c.,—are connected respectively 

“with each of the results dictom in = sentence ‘ sa pūta &va sa tējas- 
‘© yvannddo, ge?” | | 
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Sutra (22). Reply: On account of uselessness they cannot be 
instigators; because the instigator is of the agent ; hence they — 
be taken as signifying mere Praise. 


If distinct results be assumed to follow from each of the accessories 
(that is if each of the numbers, eight, &c., be held to bring about a dis- 
tinct result) then it would be necessary to have as many (Injunctive) 
Sentences as there are results mentioned ; while in the case in question, 
it is clear that the whole thing refers to a single Injunction; inasmuch as 
it is distinctly perceptible that, from beginning to end, all that is men- 
tioned, is in direct connection with the same subject. 

That is to say, the context begins with * À son being us one should 
perform the Dvàdagakapàla, &c., &e., (putre jate dvadagakapülam, &c., 
&c.'); and then having described the ‘ ashtàkapüla, &c., it winds up with 
the declarations—‘ This dvadagakapala that is accomplished’ (* yaddva- 
dagakapülo bhavati’), and ‘one: on whose birth this sacrifice is performed 
becomes pure, endowed with glory, &c., &c., (‘yasmin jàte étam ishtim 
nirvap8' pita eva sa iéjasvyannüdo, &c., Sc.’)—all of which refers to the 
same sacrifice that was mentioned in the opening sentence of the Context. 
Aud for this reason, the mention of the ‘ ashtakapdla,’ &c., cannot in any 
way be separated from that sacrifice. And, as a matter of fact, we find 
that they cannot be taken along with that sacrifice, unless they are taken 

to be mere Praises. Avd thus we find that, unless they are taken to be 
— they can, as they are situated, serve no other purpose. 

And the results ‘purity,’ &c., could serve as instigators, only if M 
were related to the agent dinie the sacrifice ; as a matter of fact, 
however, they are found to be related merely to the Vaiçvānara sacrifice ; 
and hence—1.e., inasmuch as no other use is possible—they must be taken 
as serving the purposes of Praising. [That is to say, if we had such an 
Injunction as that ‘for one who desires purity the number of cups should 
be eight,'—then the desired result, being found to be related to the per- 
former of the sacrifice, could serve as his instigator or prompter; asa 
matter of fact, however, from the context it is clear that the results men- 
tioned are related to the Vaigvanara sacrifice only; and as such the men- 
tion of the results cannot but be taken as to be added in praise of the 
Vaigvünara sacrifice itself]. 

And further, inasmuch as the results—purity, &c.,—are mentioned in 
the sentence ‘pita éva sa, fc. where the Pronoun ‘sa’ (he) distinctly 
refers to ‘one on whose birth the Vaigvanara sacrifice is performed ;’ and 
hence these results could not be connected with anything that has been 
mentioned before (such as the Ashtākapāla, &c.). Nor is the mention of 
the results entirely irrelevant, in connection with the Vucgvanara sacrifice ; 
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and hence there can be no ground for transferring their relationship from 
this to the Ashtakapala, &c. [And inasmuch as all the results purity, glory, 
&c., are found to be mentioned as all appearing together in the son on 
whose birth the Vaigvanara sacrifice is performed.] It is not possible for 
these results—purity, &c.,—to be taken as following, one by one, from the 
numbers eight, nine, &c., (of the cups) respectively; specially as each of 
these numbers has got a definite result of its own—such as Brahmic 
glory, and the like—mentioned along with itself. And so far as these 
differentiated results—Brahmic glory, &c.,—are concerned, you also admit 
of their mention being a mere Praise (see above). And hence the result, 
that is pointed out by the senteuces— pita éva sa, &c., (he becomes puri- 
fied, &c.,)’—must be taken as pertaining to the sacrifice (Vaigvanara), and 
not to the numbers eight, &c. (And though they may be taken as results 
following from the Vaigvdnara sacrifice, yet) in the first instance, a men- 
tion of these must be taken to be in praise of the sacrifice; specially as the 
expression ‘ having such and such a desire’ does not appear in the sentences, 
they have not the form of the Injunctions of Results. And it is only 
when the results ‘purity,’ &c., are taken as mentioned only in praise of the 
sacrifice, that the sentences ‘ yadüshtakapülo bhavatt,’ &c., could be explained 
as serving the purpose of supporting the facts mentioned in the Praise 
(otherwise these sentences would be absolutely useless). And hence we 
conclude that the words ‘ Ashtükapüla, &c., cannot be taken as laying 
down the accessory of a sacrifice (in the shape of the number of the cups 
to be employed in the preparation of the cakes to be offered at it). 


ADHIKARANAS (12—17). 


Sutras (23—28): The fulfilment of the signification (23)— 
Origin (24)—Similarity of shape (25)—Praise (26)—Large number 
(27)—the Inherence of signs (28),—(which form the bases of secon- 
dary or indirect signification)—are based upon qualities. 


While treating of Arthavadus, we did not explain the fact of these 
heing helped by figurative descriptions; nor did we explain the bases of 
such descriptions; and this is what we proceed to do now. 

Objection: “ But such cases of figurative descriptions have already 
been described under Sütras I—ii—1, 12 et seg." 

Reply : It is true that they have been described there; but they have 
not been described as defining such figurative Descriptions ; as a matter of fact, 
what has been shown there is only that the definitions here laid down 
apply to the cases considered there. While what we are going to explain 
here is the definition or characteristic of al] secondary significations of 
words. | 

Objection: ** Besides those enumerated here, Gautama and others 
* have spoken of many other bases of secondary signification—such for 
“instance, as concomitance, similarity of position and the like ; and we find 
“examples of such bases in ordinary assertions also; as we often meet 
“ with such expressions as—' Bring in the lances’ (for the lancers), ‘ the 
“ elevated sheds cry out’ (for the persons occupying the sheds), ‘the king 
“was conquered by a thousand horses’ (for the riders); and it is neces- 
“sary for the Sutra to mention all these.” 

Some people reply to this by the assertion that all these are included 
in the ‘similarity of signs’ (Sutra 28); because the signification of the 
lancer by the word ‘lance’ is of the same nature as that of persons with- 
out umbrellas by the word ‘ Chatri’ when they are accompanied by some 
persons with umbrellas, 

Or, we may meet the above objection by pointing out that it is of 
secondary (Gaunt) signification that we are considering the bases, and not 
of Indication (Lakshand@). 
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“Is there, then, any difference between Indication and Secondary 
Signification ? " 

Certainly, there is; because when a word signifies something, not 
entirely disconnected from that which is the directly expressed meaning, 
then we have what is called Indication ; whereas when the word signifies 
something (even though it be in no way connected with the expressed mean- 
ing), through the similarity of the qualities indicated (by the expressed 
meaning of the word), then this signification is called * Gauna' or 
Secondary. 

Thus then, just as the word, directly expressing the Class, indicates 
the Individual which is always present in the Class, in the same manner, 
it is by mere Indication, that the words ‘lance,’ ‘elevated shed’ and 
‘horse’ signify the persons connected with them. (And it is not this sort 
of signification that we are dealing with). What we are dealing with is 
the case of sach sentences as ‘ The Student is Fire, where we are not 
cognisant of any sort of invariable concomitance of the Student with the 
l'ire; what we are cognisant of in this sentence is that, (1) the word 
‘Fire’ denotes the Class ‘ Fire’; (2) this Class indicates the qualities of 
Fire, such as the peculiar colour, brightness, &c.; and (3) the presence of 
these qualities in the student gives rise, through similarity, to the idea 
of his being Fire itself. And it is this sort of signification that we find 
in the case of such sentences as ‘yajamanah prastarah,’ &c.; and hence the 
Sütra has mentioned only the bases of such signification (and not those of 
Indication). 


ADHIKARANA (12). 


[In the case of the sentence * yajamünah prastdrah’ (the grass-bedding 
ts the master of the sacrifice), it is with a view to ewlogising the bedding that 
it ts spoken of as the ‘ master of the sacrifice.’ | 


On this point there are three distinct theories: (1) Both the words 
béing in a form that makes them co-ordinate, one may be taken as the 
name of the other ; (2) there being no signs of any of them being a name, 
and any assumption of such signs involving the assumption of many po- 
tentialities in the same word, the word ‘prastara’ may be taken as in- 
dicating the purposes served by it; and hence with a view to make the sen- 
tence serve a distinctly useful purpose, we can take it as laying down the 
accessory of the sacrifice—viz., that the master of the sacrifice is to be 
utilised as the grass-bedding ; or (3) that the sentence being incapable of 
affording this meaning, we must take it as praising the bedding (prastara). 


THE PURVAPAKSHA 


as propounded by the upholder of the theory that the sentence is the 
Injunction of an Accessory—is this: ` 

“The mere fact of the ‘ yajamüna ' and the ‘ prastara’ being mention- 
“ed together cannot point to any praise of the one by the other ; specially 
“as it is not possible, even iu praising, to use one word in the sense of 
* another; nor do we find any ground for the application of the word 
** yajamāna’ to the prastara, or vice versa; and then, for such application. 
"of the word we cannot find any other cause except the indication, by the 
* word ‘ prastara,’ of its uses, or vice versa ; just as we find in the case of 
“the sentence ‘ the Hoty priest is the Adhvaryu.’ But, in accordance with 
“ the reasonings explained under Sūtra XII—ii—23, it is clear that in the 
“sentence in question, the word ‘ yajamüna ' is to be taken in its own direct 
* signification ; while the word ‘prastara ' is to be taken as indicating such 
‘of its uses as the affording of a place for keeping the Sruk, &c.; and hence 
“ the sentence must be taken as laying down an Accessory for the sacrifice 
“(as that ‘ the yagamàna is to be utilised as the ‘ prastara °). " 


SIDDHANTA. 


To this we make the following reply : None of the two words can be 
. taken as indicating its uses ; because the uses of one being incompatible | 
with the other, there could be no such Injunction (of Accessories). For 
instance, it is laid down that—' Like the Ékakapála, the prastara is thrown 
into the fire, with the Saktavaka mantra’; and certainly, if the .Master of 
the sacrifice were to be thus thrown into the fire (in being utilised as the 
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prastara), the whole performance of the sacrifice would come to a dead- 
lock ! 

For these reasons, we must take the two sentences—‘ Yajamanah 
prastarah’ aud ‘ Yajamüna ékakapalah’ as eulogising the prastarah and the 
ékakapülah,—the former for the sake of justifying its being kept to the 
north of the Fire, and the latter in justification of the direction for its being 
offered completely ; because these directions are laid down along with 
the sentences themselves. 

Question: “ (1) But how can one word be used in the sense of 
another; and (2) what could be the form of the Praise ? ” 

Reply: At a sacrifice, the Master is the most important personage ; 
and the prastara too is such an important object, that it should be placed 
above the grass (this would be the form of the Praise expressed by 
the sentence ‘ Yajamünah prastarah'); and the sense of that siguified by 
the sentence 'yajamüna ékakapalah’ is that—the Ahavaniya Fire having 
been eulogised as Heaven, inasmuch as itis the whole of the Master 
that is carried to the Heavenly regions, the whole of the ekakapála should 
be offered into the Heavenly Fire. And these significations of the words 
are based upon the qualities (possessed by the objects denoted by them). 

The Bhàshya puts the question : * How can a word, not expressive of 
qualities, denote qualities ?" And this question is based upon the miscon- 
ception that the words are directly expressive of the qualities ; however, 
what we actually hold is that all the significations of a word are some- 
how or other connected with its direct denotation ; and hence so long 
as we can keep on the track of the original denotation, we can have 
no ground for assuming any other denotative potentiality in the word. 
And in such cases as of the sentence ‘Devadatta is a lion,’ we can very 
reasonably make the figurative signification of the word ‘lion’ based 
upon its original denotation ; as the word ‘lion’ denotes the class ‘ lion,’ 
this indicates such qualities as those of courage and the like, and the pre- 
sence of these qualities in Devadatta gives rise to the idea that he is a 
lion. And when this interpretation is found possible, there can be no 
reason for assuming the word ‘lion’ to have another direct signification ; 
(1) as this would make the true signification of this word always doubt- 
ful; (2) as such all usage of the word would be jeopardised; (3) and we 
would be rejecting a well-known meaning, and assuming one never heard of. 

Another theory on this subject is this: ‘ All such words as ‘lion’ 
“and the like, are directly denotative of the whole aggregate of the 
“ particular Class, its Qualities and its Actions; and as the whole of this 
“is not applicable to Dévadatta, some of the qualities aud actions denoted 
“ being found in him, the word is applied to him indirectly.” 

But with regard to this theory we make the following observations : 
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(1) If tho word denoted such an aggregate, it could never directly denote 
any one part of this aggregate ; as for instance, the word * hundred ' does not 
directly denote the number * fifty’ ; while, as a matter of fact, wefind the word 
‘lion’ being used, when the only idea in the mind is that of the Class 
wholly devoid of the iden of any Actions or Qualities. And the Class, 
‘lion’ is distinctly recognised to be directly denoted by the word, and 
the word is not recoguised as being applied to it only indirectly, as to 
Dévadatta, &c., (and this would be inevitable if the word were denotative 
of the whole aggregate). (2) And further, such a theory would be direct- 
ly against the conclusion arrived at under the Adhikarana on * Class’—viz., 
that the word denotes the Class. (3) The number of Actions and Qualities 
being endless, auy relationship of the word with each of these would 
never be comprehended. (4) Even in the case of a single Individual (to 
say nothing of the whole Class), we find that, at different periods of his 
life—infaney, youth and old age—his actions and qualities are different ; 
and certainly no such indefinite actions, &c., could be held to be denoted 
by any word ; for the simple reason that the word can have no relationship 
with them. (5) Nor could the fact of certain qualities and actions being 
possessed in common by certain individuals justify the assumption of 
these belonging to a certain 'C/ass; because there are many qualities 
and actions that may be common among various Classes. 

Thus then, we must conclude that it is only the Class * Lion’ that 
could differentiate the lions from all other animals; and it could not 
rightly serve as such a differentiator, if it were not denoted by the word 
‘lion’; and if the class be admitted to be denoted by the word, then it 
eannot be accepted as denoting anything else. That is to say, unless the 
Class ‘lion’ be denoted by the word ‘ lion’ it would be itself uncognised : 
and as such it could not serve to differentiate the qualities and actions 
(possessed by lions ) ; and if it be admitted to be denoted, then the idea of 
the Class being enough to give us an idea of all Actions and Qualities, there 
would be no need of assuming any other denotative potency (of the word 
‘lion, with reference to these Actions, &c.). And for these reasons, we 
conclude that if the words were significant of an aggregate of such 
qualities, actions, &c., they could not, even indirectly, be any one portion 
of this aggregate. 

Some people hold the following theory: “A word is gauna (i.e. 
“ secondarily applied to an object) when the character of that which 
“is denoted by the word is imposed upon that object. The sense of 
“this theory is that a word ‘lion’ being strictly denotative of a 
“ particular class cannot be applied to another object (Dévadatta), merely 
“through the presence therein of certain actions and qualities belonging 
“ to that which is denoted by that word. And unless the word ‘lion’ be 
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* applicable to Dévadatta, we could not have any such sentence as that 
“í Dévadatta is a lion,’ which expresses a distinct co-extensiveness 
* between the lion and Dévadatta ; and the only explanation of the way in 
“which the word could be applicable to Dévadatta, lies in the fact that 
“ab times, a certain word imposes the nature of its own denotations upon 
“ another object; and thereby making this latter object denotable by 
‘“ itself, becomes applicable to it. That is to say, the actions and qualities 
“ of Dévadatta being found to be similar to those of the lion, the complete 
“ nature of the lion is imposed upon him ; and he comes to be recognised 
“as identical with the lion ; and as such the word ‘ lion,’ when applied to 
“ him, does not signify anything other than the lion, which forms its own 
“ original denotation. But this does not mean that Dévadatta is denoted 
* by the word ‘ lion’ directly ; because, after all, the character of the lion 
* is only imposed upon him ; and it is only when the denotation is directly 
“ of the word itself, and there is no imposition, that it can be called a 
** direct denotation. And hence our theory is not open to any objection.” 

In regard to this theory, we make the following remarks: This 
cannot be, because any such imposition is absolutely impossible; for all 
objects having unique (unmixed) characters of their own, the character 
of one object could not be imposed upon another, for the purposes of 
denotation, by any persons not labouring under a gross delusion. 

For instance,—-(1) when a person, under a delusion, imposes the:charac- 
ter of Water upon the Mirage, and speaks of it as‘ water, then in that case 
both the speaker and the person addressed comprehend the word ‘water’ 
in its direct denotation (though under the spell of the delusiou); and in 
this case the delusory denotation is none other than the direct one (and there 
is no imposition);—(2) In a case where the speaker knows the Mirage 
to be a Mirage aud not Water, and still he speaks of it as * water, with a 
view to delude the person addressed, who does not know that it is not 
water, then in the case of the former, inasmuch as he knows that it is not 
mirage, there can be no imposition of the character of Water upon the © 
mirage; while in the case of the latter, what he comprehends under the 
delusion is, for him, the Water itself ; and as such, eveu in his case there is 
no indirect application of the word ‘ water, and hence there can be no 
Imposition in this case either ;-—(3) In a case where none of the two is under 
a delusion (both knowing the Mirage to be something other than Water), 
the comprehension that they have is one of mere similarity (and no Iden- 
tity), and hence in this case too there can be no Imposition. 

So also in the case of the sentence * Devadatta is a lion,' both the speaker 
and.the person addressed are fully cognisant of the difference between the 
man and the lion; and hence none of them can have the power to impose the 
character or identity of the one upon the other. ‘That is to say, just as in 
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the case of the different kinds of taste—Bitter, Sweet, etc.,—that are known 
to be different from one another, it never happens that any two of them 
being recognised to be identical, the character of the one is imposed upon 
the other; exactly in the same manner, among similar objects also, inas- 
much as they are always recognised to be different from another, there 
could be no imposition; and certainly in the case of words, there is no 
cognition that is of any use in its usage, save that of its meaning. 

And further, inasmuch as no word is ever used, unless there is a 
basis for its usage, how could there be any idea, by itself, independently of 
the object. (That is to say the class ‘ Lion’ is the only basis for the use of 
the word ‘lion ;’ and this class does not pertain to Dévadatta; hence in 
regard to Dévadatta how could one have any idea of the lion? Any such 
idea would be absolutely baseless. And hence no amount of imposition by 
the speaker, even if it were possible, could make the word ‘ lion’ applicable 
to Dévadatta). And that apart from the object, there is no Idea indepen- 
dently pertaining to itself, we have already shown in the chapter on 
* Cinyavada’ (vide Cloka-vartika in loco). 

And again, in the case of all words, the first denotation that they recall 
to the mind is one that has been known before ; and hence just as the word 
‘lion’ would be pronounced, its direct denotation (the lion) would be direct- 
ly comprehended (as this is the only meaning that is known from before- 
hand) : and then, where could there be any room for Imposition ? 

That is to say, in all cases, the differentiation of significations into 
direct and indirect serves a useful purpose, only in the help that it affords 
the person addressed to ascertain the true signification of the word (in any 
sentence) (and it does not suit any purpose of the speaker). And assoonas 
the word *lion' has been uttered, the persons addressed directly compre- 
hend it, as not having its denotation imposed upon any other object; and 
then it is that, finding this direct denotation to be incompatible with its 
avowed coextensiveness with Dévadatta, they conclude to take the word 
‘lion’ in its indirect or figurative sense. And in this it is clear that the 
persons addressed comprehend this figurative meaning only through 
similarity, without having themselves imposed the character of the lion 
upon Dévadatta. 

And when we proceed to consider whether this comprehension pro- 
ceeds from the word, or from its denotation, it becomes clear, through 
negative and positive concomitance, as also through the conclusion arrived 
at in the Adhikarana on ‘Class,’ that it proceeds from the denotation. Be- 
cause even when the word ‘lion’ has not been uttered, if we happen to 
have an idea in our mind of the animal, we at once recognise its similarity 
in Dévadatta (if we find him possessed of exceptional courage, etc.) ; while, 
on the other hand, if we have no idea of the animal, even if the word ‘lion’ 
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be uttered, we could have no idea of the similarity (of Dévadatta to the 
lion.) 

And when, as a matter of fact, there is no Imposition in the minds of 
the persons addressed, it follows that there could be none in that of the 
speaker; and hence when a man utters the sentence—' Dévadatta is a lion ' 
—the idea that the persons addressed have is, not that ‘he has imposed 
the character of the lion upon Dévadatta ;’ but the working of their minds 
may be explained as being somewhat to this effect: “What he means by 
the word lion here is an aggregate of certain properties and actions that 
are concomitant with the class lion ; it is for the sake of brevity that he 
does not mention these properties, etc., by all the words that express them 
individually ; specially as there is no single word expressive of all these ; and 
hence in order to give an idea of all these properties, he uses the word 
‘lion,’ because the properties he wishes to express are concomitant with 
the class lion (which is denoted by the word ‘ lion’ ); specially as all usage 
among men is carried on according to the already existing significations of 
words ; and hence no usage can produce new significations of them.” 

And again, if the indirect or figurative signification of a word be held 
to be due to the aforesaid imposition by the speaker, then, inasmuch as 
there is no author of the Veda, we could not have any such signification in 
the case of the words of the Veda. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the expression Gauna (or Secon- 

dary, Indirect, or Figurative) Signification must be defined as that which is 
based upon the fact of the existence of certain properties (guna) (in com- 
mon between the two objects, Lion and Devadatta); and there can be no 
other definition. j , A 
= Objection: * (1) If such be the case, then there could be no such 
* figurative assertion as that ‘this is a sky-flower’; because there are no pro- 
* perties that are concomitant with the sky-flower; and (2) without an 
* Imposition, how could the Bauddha bring forward any arguments 
* against the Sankhya theory of Pradhana being the origin of the creation ? 
* For unless he admits the existence of such a thing as Pradhana, any 
* denial of it would be absolutely useless; and if he admits of it, such 
* denial would be a self-contradiction ; and the denial could be possible 
* only by taking the character of the cause of the world to be imposed upon 
“the Pradhana.” 

To this we make the folowing reply: As a matter of fact it is to 
your own theory that the above objections are applicable. Because how 
can the character of the sky-flower, being itself a non-entity, be imposed 
upon that which does not exist (whose existence is sought to be denied 
by the assertion ‘this is a sky-flower’) ? Because it is only that which is 
known to have an existence, and to be possessed of certain properties, 
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with regard to which there can be any question as to whether it is im- 
posed or not imposed. 

In the case of such assertions as—‘the self is a sky-flower,’ ‘this 
theory of yours is a sky-flower,—where else have you perceived the class 
sky-flower,’ which, like the class ‘ Lion,’ could be imposed (upon the self, &c.), 
as the class Lion is imposed? Hence you must admit that it is the mere 
form of the sky-flower itself that could constitute the Imposition. Anda 
cognition of this cannot be said to be indirect (or figurative); because 
the word, ‘sky-flower’ has no other signification, which could be held to 
be the principal or direct meaning; specially as the form of the sky-flower, 
being cognised at first by means of the word, cannot be denied the charac- 
ter of the principal or direct meaning. 

It may be asked—‘ How can a non-entity form the object of direct 
denotation?’ But the same question would also apply to the case of the 
sky-flower being the object of an indirect signification. 

[Nor ean the fact of the sky-flower being an object of indirect deno- 
iation be held to be based upon the aforesaid Imposition, because] as a 
matter of fact, that alone can be said to be the indirect meaning, upon 
which something else is imposed, and not that which is imposed upon 
another; and in the case in question we find that it is the sky-flower that 
is imposed (upon the Self, &c.), and as there is no other object (the self 
being denied by the speaker), it would be imposed upon itself ! 

To the above the following objection might be raised: * It is the form 
of such entities as the jar and the like that is imposed upon the sky- 
flower, and as such the fact of its forming the indirect signification cannot 
be said to be merely an assumption," 

But this is not quite true; because in the case of the sky-flower, we 
have no idea of any positive entity (such as the form of the jar, &c.), For 
as a matter of fact, the meaning of the word ‘ sky-flower,' that is compre- 
hended on the first occasion of the perception of the relationship 
(between the two words forming the compound), must also be the one 
comprehended subsequently. Nor have any such objects as Hare’s horns 
(‘sky-flower,’ &ec.) ever before been recognised in the form of positive 
entities; nor are the sky-flower, &c., ever perceived to have any connection 
with the comprehension of any other positive entity ; and though a distinct 
relationship is cognised to exist between the significations of the two words 
(‘sky ’ and ‘ flower’) forming the compound, yet these two significations 
are not indirect or secondary ones, because they are distinctly recognised 
as the direct denotations of the words. 

Objection: ‘‘ How then can there be such an assertion as that ‘the 
* hare's horn does not exist,'—if the hare’s horn has never before been 
“perceived as a positive entity P And if it has ever been perceived as a 
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“ positive entity, how could there be an absolute negation of it ? For just 
* gee—it is only when an object has been found to exist in one place, that 
* its existence is denied in another; and at one and the same place, no 
“ object is ever recognised as both existing and non-existing. It may be 
“urged that—‘it is for this same reason (that is, for the same reason that 
* makes the recognition of both the existence and non-existence of an object 
“ina single place contradictory) that we hold the form of the positive 
“entity to beimposed uponit. But this cannot be; because that which is 
* imposed stands equally in need of having its existence recognised some- 
* where else (before it can be imposed). Nor can the existence of one 
* thing bring about the imposition of another; because there can be no 
* connection between the two. It may be asked—‘ How is it, then, that the 
“existence of the barren desert leads to the imposition of the form of 
“ water (in the mirage) ? But the example does not fit in with the case in 
“ question ; because the existence of the water has been perceived else- 
* where. How then, we ask, can there be such an assertion as that ‘ the 
* hare's horn does not exist’ ? ” 

(1) The first explanation of the sentence given by some people is that 
the non-existence of the hare's horn having been recognised by the mere 
utterance of the word itself, all that the expression ‘does not exist’ does 
is to describe it once again. (2) Or, the words ‘does not exist’ point to 
all kinds of ‘ negation,’ and the words ‘ Hare's horn’ serves to specify this 
negation (as the most absolute one); and the * hare's horn’ is not speci- 
fied by the expression * does not exist'; because the general negation (ex- 
pressed by the expression ‘does not exist’) is not incompatible with the 
particular (absolute) negation (expressed by the word ‘hare’s horn’) 
[though the particular negation is not absolutely compatible with the 
general negation]. (3) Or, it may be that when a person has comprehended 
the meanings of the two words forming the compound, and has also got at 
the comprehension of the relationship between these two, as indicated by 
the compound—which is just like the compound ‘ Rajapurushah’ (the 
King’s man),—if it so happen that he has never known the hare to have 
no horns,—the sentence ‘the hare’s horn does not exist’ may serve the 
purpose of pointing out to such a person the fact of there being no connec- 
tion (between the meanings of the two words forming the compound). 
(4) Or, it may be that, apart from the compound, the sentence may be 
taken as pointing out the Hare as the receptacle, and then referring to the 
horn as perceived in the Cow, &c.,—the expression ‘ does not exist’ denying 
(without any imposition) the fact of there being any connection between the 
horn (as perceived in the cow) and the hare ; and then the expression ‘ hare’s 
horn’ serves the purpose of pointing out the same absence of the connec- 
tion that has been previously comprehended by means of the same word. 
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(5) Or, lastly, it may be that the apparent contradiction in the assertion 
may be explained on the ground of the object referred to by the sentence 
being taken, without any kind of imposition, to be the peculiar flat surface 
on the hare’s head, which has not become hardened and lengthened by 
the gradually accumulating layers of flesh (like a horn) (and as such it is 
only a positive entity that is referred to by the sentence) (like a horn). 
As it has been well said that the action that is pointed ont by such nega- 
tions as ‘he does not go, &c., is the same that is expressed in a positive 
form by the expression ‘he says.’ 

Thus then, words like ‘hare’s horn,’ having in the above-mentioned 
manner got at their direct denotation, come to be applied indirectly (or 
figuratively) to any other object which appears in a form other than the 
generally recognised one. For you, however, the word having no direct 
signification of its own, any chance of its figurative use is very remote ; 
Specially because if the original meaning itself of the word be an indirect 
one, there can be no further indirect application of it to any other mean- 
ing (or object). Because in the seutence ‘the student is Fire,’ the word 
‘Fire,’ applying to the student only indirectly (or figuratively), cannot 
apply indirectly to auy other object (through the student). This will 
be explained later on, under the Sutra VI—iti—32. 

As for such negations as those of the Pradhdna of the Sankhyas and 
the like, these too cannot be said to be based upon any Imposition ; 
because they may be explained in the following manner: The sentence— ` 
‘there is no Pradhaina’ only points out that there is no Pradhüna , apart 
from such causes of the Universe, as the Atoms, Bodies, &c. That is to 
say, the word ‘ Pradhàna ' pertains to the Cause of the Universe ; and it 
is such a Pradhana that is denied by the Bauddha and others, on the 
ground that there can be no such cause apart from such causes as Atoms 
(as held by the Naiyayika), or a series of ‘ Bodies,’ and the like (as held by 
the Jaina) ; that is to say, the word ‘ Pradhāna’ denotes nothing other 
than these atoms, &c.’ Therefore the secondary signification of these words 
also are based upon their own direct meanings; and as such there can 
be no incongruity in our theory as regards such relations. 

For these reasons, in the case of the sentence ‘ Yajamanah prastarah" 
the ywyamana, having been cognised, indicates the character of fulfilling 
one’s own purpose; and the prastara and the ekakapüla too are found, 
indirectly, to serve the purposes of the yajamán«; and as such being 
indirectly indicated by the word ‘ yajamdana, ' through their actions, they 
come to be taken as praised by means of that word (as shown above). 

These explanations also apply to the case of the similarities of origin, 


&c. as shown below. 
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[In the passage—' agnirbrál.manah, the word ‘gni’ is meant to be in 
praise of the Brahmana, &c., through the similarity of Origin (Sūtra 24). ] 


The Bhashya has cited as an instance under this head, the sentence 
* ügn&yo brahmanah,’ where the word ‘ @gnéya’ is said to be in praise of the 
Brahmana. But the word *àgnéya'—signifying as it does ‘one whose 
Deity is Agni '—is applicable to the Brahmana directly, and there need not 
be an indirect signification in this case; because there is no doubt that the 
Brahmana has some sort of relationship with Agni; and this is all that is 
signified by the nominal affix in the word. It is not necessary that it is only 
an offering that can be related to a Deity ; because the offerer of the sacri- 
fice also has some relationship with the Deity ; and as such this can very 
well be spoken of as belonging to him; as the Bhashya itself says later on : 
‘The Deity belongs to the sacrificing person also.’ And hence this word. 
cannot serve as the proper example in the present connection. 

Therefore we must cite as instances such assertions as * The Bráhmana 
is Agni;’ where the word directly signifying the Fire, indirectly points to 
the Brahmana, through the quality of being born frém Prajapati’s mouth 
(which is common to Agni and to the Bralimana). 

By the word ‘jai’ here is meant ‘janma’ or origin; and though in 
reality there is no such thing (as the origin or birth of Fire) yet 
inasmuch as the fact of Agni and Bráhmanpa having been produced out of 
Prajapati’s mouth has been described in an Arthavada passage, it can serve 
as the basis for the figurative expression used in the sentence in question. 
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ADHIKARANA (14). 


[In the sentence * yajumano yüpah' and in *àdityo yüpah, the yupa is 
praised by the words ‘ yajamana’ and ‘ dditya’ through the similarty of shape 
(Stra 25). ] 

Objection: ** Sariipya or similarity is the basis of all figurative expres- 
sions; why then should it be cited as the basis of a particular expression ? " 

Reply: True it is so; but the ‘ Sarüpya ' or similarity meant here is 
that of shape, which is perceptible to the eye. For instance, the upright- 
ness and the brightness due to the painting, belonging to the sacrificial post 
(yūpa) are visible to the eye, and itis through these properties that it is 
eulogised by means of the words ‘ yajamana’ and *'àditya' (the master 
of the sacrifice and the sun being both upright and bright ). Because the 
sentence in question cannot be taken as laying down the fact of the 
yyamana being utilised as the sacrificial post ; because in that case the 
yajamüna being stuck up in the ground (like the post) and having the 
auimal tethered to him, could not perform the duties of the yajamüna ; 
and this would bea most absurd incongruity. As for the Sun, it is 
absolutely impossible for him to be employed as the post. Even ifa 
certain person, atheistically inclined, would make a wooden image of the 
Sun (and then employ this image as the post) then too the word ‘ Sun ' 
would apply to such an image only indirectly ; and in that case rather than 
admit of an indirect signification in an Injunction, it would be far more 
reasonable to accept it in an Arthavada. 
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ADHIKARANA (15). 


" the sentence ‘ apagavo và anyé gogv&blyah, pagavo goaçvāh ' —the word 
* apagu? is an indirect praise of the Cow and the Hor se, through mere Praise , 
(Sutra 26).] 


Objection: “ It has been shown above that all figurative expressions 
are based upon praise; why then should it be brought in as the basis of & 
particular figurative expression P ” 

Reply : True; but in all other cases Praise is the result of the figura- 
tive expression, while in the sentence in question it forms its basis, just 
like the similarity of shape, &c. 

* But how can it be so? ” 

The word ‘ pagu’ having signified the excellence of the cow and the- 
Horse, the negative compound ‘ apagu ’ indicates e itin of -_ ex- 
cellence in all other animals, 

As a matter of fact, however, it is not that the — of the * pagu ’ 
(animal) does not belong to the buffalo, &c.; because any such assertion 
would be contradicting a fact of ordinary sense-perception ; nor can the 
assertion *apagavo và anyè gogvébhyah (all others besides the cow and the 
horse are non-animals) be taken as the mere denial of the true funetions 
of the animal, in the buffalo, &c., because such animal-functions have 
been described in many Vedic passages, as belonging to these also. 

Nor can it be held that these sentences could be taken as optional 
alternatives to the sentence that denied their animal functions. Because. 
there is a distinct difference in the authoritative character of the two de- 
clarations ; as in the case of the declaration of the functions belonging to 
the buffalo, &c., the Injunctions already exist; whereas in the case of the 
other declaration, the Injunction will have to be assumed. And when the 
use of the word ‘non-animal’ can be very easily explained as being in praise 
of the Cow and the Horse, there is no pressing need for assuming any such 
Injunction ; specially as in both cases the abandoning of the direct signi- 
- fication is equally necessary (in the case of the Praise ' pagu ' — excellent, 
while in the other case, it — performing the functions of the animal); and 
further, in the case of such an assumption, the sentence *pagavo gogvah ' 
would be a useless repetition. Nor is it quite possible to deny the exis - 
tence (in the buffalo) of the actions and properties inhering in the class 
‘animal’ (by the word * apagu °) ; nor too can this word be taken as deny- 
ing the existence of such properties as are peculiar to the Cow and to the - 
Horse ; because in that case too, the assertion would not be of much use ; 
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because this fact is pointed out by the word ' anyé' in the sentence (aud 
hence the use of ‘apagu’ would be wholly redundant). And it is absolute- 
ly uecessary that the negative prefix in * apagu' should have a function only 
when that which is to be negatived (viz., the character of the animal) has 
been duly comprehended by means of the word after it (* pagu’) ; because 
there can be no negation, when there is nothing to be negatived. 

Nor can there be any use for any other meaning of the word ‘ apaçu ’ 
than mere excellence; and from its connection with the word, ‘Cow’ and 
* Horse, ' it is clear that it signifies excellence; although it is also capable 
of siguifying non-excellence (of other animals), yet as the context does not 
stand in need of any mention of non-excellence, it must be taken (even if 
referred to other animals) as denying the excellence; but as any such mere 
denial does not serve a useful purpose, the word must be taken to in- 
dicate, through this denial, the superior excellence of others (viz., the Cow 
and the Horse). 

The full signifieation of the sentence therefore comes to be this: 
There is no other excellence in other animals, in comparison with the Cow 
and the Horse; and hence the indirect denial of excellence contained in 
the word ‘apagu,’ is due to the praise of the Cow and the Horse. And 
(though it is the denial of the excellence of other animals that is thus 
found to lead to the praise of the Cow and the Horse, and as such this 
Praise cannot be said to be the means of the said denial, yet) we speak of 
the Praise as preceding the denial, because there can be no other reason for 
the latter, In any other case, however, whenever the praise would be found 
to appear after the denial, it would not be spoken of as its means. 
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ADHIKARANA (16). 


[In the sentence * Srshtirupadadhati," the name ‘ Srshti’ is applied to 
all the Mantras in question on the ground of the word being found in a great 
number of them (Sutra 27). ] 


If on the strength of the verb ‘upadadhati’ we accept the sentence 
to be an Injunction,—then the great difficulty would be that there are no 
bricks, that, either in class or in the properties possessed, are differentiated 
from other bricks, by the same ‘ Srshii' ; because any bricks, that may 
be put into the altar with these Mantras, may be called ‘ Srshti.’? Andif the 
sentence be taken as an Injunction (i.e., if the Mantras containing the word 
* Srshti' were enjoined with reference to the putting wp of the bricks) 
in general, then the whole process of the putting wp would be pervaded 
over by these Mantras, and as such there would be absolutely no use for 
those Mantras, which, though not laid down by means of any direct In- 
junction, are yet employed in the putting up of the bricks, in accordance 
with their uses pointed out by the expressive power of certain words con- 
tained in them and by the context in which they occur. For this reason, 
inasmuch as all these Mantras are found to be applicable to the putting 
up, as pointed out by the contexts in which they occur, the word ‘ Srshtz ' 
must be taken as pointing to only a few of the Mantras to be so employed ; 
and through the peculiar signification of the word ‘ Srshti’ (as that in 
which this word is present) the word in the sentence in question must 
be taken as employed with a view to eulogise all the Mantras used at the 
putting up of the bricks. 

To this, some people make the following objection: “ The putting up 
“of the bricks being included in the collecting of them laid down elsewhere, 
* and the Mantras to be employed in it being duly pointed out by the con- 
“ text, as also by the expressive power of certain words contained in the Man- 
* tras themselves, it could have nothing todo with any Arthavada, appear- 
“ing apart from itself; because the compatibility of the Arthavada lies in 
“the fact of its forming oné sentence (or being taken along) with the In- 
“junction, as we have already shown under Sutra I—ii—42. Nor do we 
“find any other accessory mentioned, to which the sentence in question 
* could refer. And thus then, the sentence comes to serve the only purpose 
“of rejecting (other bricks) (i.e., the meaning of the sentence comes to be 
“that we should make use of no bricks other than those that are put np 
* with the particular Mantras) ; and hence the uselessness of the sentence 
“continues as before ; and it is necessary to point out its use." — 
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To this, some people make the following reply: It is the putting up 
that is enjoined by the sentence; and the Mantra is referred to only with a 
view to show the great importance of the putting up,—the purport of the 
sentence being that the putting wp is so very excellent that it is done 
with such important Mantras. It cannot be urged that this putting up is 
employed in the collecting (of the bricks); because mere collecting would 
be accompanied by the mere piling together of the bricks (whereas 
putting up means the arranging of them in a particular order, in making 
the sacrificial altar). Nor could the putting up be said to be of the bricks 
collected together; because, inasmuch as the putting up is laid down with 
reference to the bricks, its injunction would have to be repeated with regard 
to each individual brick of the collection. And further, even though the 
putting wp may be pointed out by the mention of collecting, yet it would 
be necessary to mention it where it has been mentioned, in order to show 
that the name of ‘ Adhvaryava’ belongs to the action ; which would show that 
the putting up of all the bricks is to be done by a single person, the Adh- 
varyu priest. While if the putting up were left to be inferred from the 
mention of the collecting, there would be no such fixity as to its performer. 
Nor could all the Mantras be employed in the said putting up; as some 
of them do not have any such particular use expressed by any words in 
themselves; and these could be employed in the holding of the bricks 
also. 

Then again, the bricks, directly mentioned in the Brahmanas, being 
utilised in the middle altar (as will be shown later on), and the nature 
of these bricks being incapable of being ascertained without being con- 
nected with the Mantras whereby the putting up is performed, it becomes 
necessary, even for the accomplishment of the middle altar, to connect 
the Mantras with the putting wp. Such being the case, those Mantras 
that appear in the chapter on Awpünuvükya, not being capable of any 
relationship (with any action) without explicit directions, the sentence 
in question cannot be said to be useless. 

Nor is it absolutely necessary that the Sūtra should be taken as assert- 
ing the character of an Arthavüda (to belong to the sentence in question) ; 
as all that the Stra does is to show that, inasmuch as the word * Srshti’ 
happens to occur in a greater number of the Mantras in question, the name 
is applied to all of them. And hence we cannot very well take the sentence 
to be an Injunction of ‘the Srshtis as the materials to be employed. 

The Bhashya, however, only points out that the sentence could not be 
taken as an Injunction without taking certain words in the figurative sense 
(which is not allowable in an Injunction), and that for this reason. it 
must be taken as a descriptive Arthavüda, And what this menns 18 ie 
though the Mantras in question are spoken of as one collective whole, as 
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in the sentence ‘he hymns by a single hymn, '—yet the distinguishing word 
* Srshti' is found only among a few of them, such as the Anuvakya, &oc. ; 
and hence if the word * Srsh4' were applied to all the Mantras, it would be 
abandoning its direct signification, and accepting an indirect one (which 
is not allowable in an Injunction); and while indirectly indicating the 
Mantras (not containing the word) it would also denote those that do 
contain it; and this would be a very complicated process. If, however, 
it is taken as a mere descriptive eulogy of the putting up, any recourse to 
indirect or figurative expression canuot be considered undesirable. 
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ADHIKARANA (17). 


[The case of the word pranabhrtah’ in the sentence ‘ pranubhrita upada- 
dhati’ is the same as that of the word ‘ Srshti’ described above; the only dif- 
ference being that in this case, this distinguishing word is found in fewer 
Mantras (Sutra 28).] 


The Objection and the Reply, in the case of the word ‘pranabhrtah’ are 
the same as those in the case of the word * Srshz?' ; and the only reason 
why this is treated of separately is that in this case the word, though 
found in fewer Mantras, is applied to many of them. And as before, so in 
this case also, the original denotation is not wholly abandoned; and as 
such this process of indirect Indication is admitted, as it is often found that 
when the whole is mentioned, it brings about an idea of the part also. 

[That is to say, the Indirect signification of a word being defined as one 
that is based upon the relationship of certain properties indicated by the 
direct denotation, though, in the cases in question words like ‘ Srshti’ 
are found to be used figuratively (indirectly), yet, inasmuch as such a 
word is unable to indicate any properties not connected with itself,—such, for 
instance, as a multitude,—and the multitude extending over all its con- 
stituents—even if one of these constituents is left.out, the whole multitude 
becomes left out; and hence the word must be taken as pointing out the tak- 
ing in of all the constituents. When, however, the figurative expression is 
differentiated from Indication on the ground of the former altogether neglect- 
ing the original meaning while the latter retains a trace of it, the significa- 
tion of the word ‘ Srshti’ would be of the form of Indication. Thus then], 
the Cloka quoted should be construed thus: In a case where the word ne- 
glects all relationship of its original denotation, and points only to the form of 
a property of that which is denoted by it directly,—in the case of such a word 
the only comprehension that it brings about is that of the form of the object 
defined, and not of the definer also (because this forms only the means of 
the comprehension of the former). While in the case of the words ‘ Srsh ' 
and the like, the Srshti (directly denoted by the word) being abandoned by tho 
multitude or collection of Mantras indicated by that word, on the ground 
of some of them containing that word,—inasmuch as the name does not 
extend over all the Mantras, the mere mention of the defining word not 
giving an idea of the whole Multitude,—it necessarily takes within itself an 
idea of the defining word ‘ Srshti ' also; and hence in this case the cognition 
of both the defining word and the defined is purely verbal. 
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ADHIKARANA (18). 
[Treating of the fact of all doubts being removed by subsequent passages. | 


Sutra (28): In all doubtful cases, a definite conclusion is 
arrived at by the help of subsequent passages. 


The Injunction and the Eulogy are always held to pertain to the same 
object ; and hence if there is any doubt with regard to one of these, the real 
fact is ascertained by the help of the other (e.g., in the case of the Injunction 
‘ the pebbles should be wetted,’ there arises a doubt as to the material with 
which. the wetting is to be done; and this is set aside by the coneluding 

‘sentence (Butter only is glory ». 

Question :“ What could be the ground for any such aai ? Some people 
“hold that the ground lies inthe fact of the Injunction refering to the object 
* Butter in its generic form. But this is not quite a correct answer; because 
* in that case the Injunction would bring about a definite idea with regard 
* to the generic forms, (and there could be no doubt). It may be asked— 
* *how can there be any idea of the generic forms of objects, without any 
“specifications ?' But to this we reply that sach an idea would be exactly 
“like what we have in the caseof Butter; that is to say, in the case of Butter 
“also, there may be & doubt as to whether it is fresh or stale, produced out 
“of the milk of the cow, or from that of the buffalo; and just as in this 
“case, without any specification, we have have an idea of Butter in general, 
“and there is no doubt in our minds, so exactly in the same manner,—in 
“the sentence—' the pebbles should be wetted...... Butter is glory itself '— 
* all doubts with regard to the word ‘ butter’ ceases, by taking it to denote all 
* viscous liquids that can be utilised in the wetting of the pebbles. 

* With a view to these arguments others hold that the doubt arises on 
“account of the mention, in the subsequent Arthavada of & particular 
* material in the shape of Butter. But even this is not quite correct; be- 
* cause such a specification would be all the more a reason for arriving at a 
“ definite conclusion; for instance, there is no doubt in our minds, on hear- 
“ing the sentence, ‘ bring the cow, the white one ^" 

But this Analogy does not quite apply to the case in question ; because 
if the specification were contained in the Injunction itself (as it is in the in- 
stance you have cited) then there could be nodoubtin the mind of any person ; 
but if, in the instance you have cited, the specification were contained in a 
subsequent Arthavada passage (as there is in the case in question), the chance 
of doubt would be as great in this as in the sentence in question, 
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That is to say, if the sentence were in the form—“ the pebblesshould be 
wetted by butter ’’—then there would be no room for any doubt; on the 
other hand, if the sentence you have cited were in the form of the sentence 
in question—as “ bring the cow..,...the white one is excellent,” —then there 
would certainly be a ground for doubt ; and then this would also form a fit 
object of the present discussion. Hence, inasmuch as in the case of the 
sentence in question, the generic object is mentioned in one place, while the 
Specific one is mentioned in another, this cannot but give rise to a 
doubt. = 

On account of this doubt, some people hold that the Injunctive sen- 
tence is something quite apart from the Arthavada sentence ; and in support 
of this they bring forward the following arguments :— 

“Tf both of them formed a single sentence, it would end with the 
“ pointing out of the specific object (Butter); and as such the sentence asa 
“whole bringing about the idea of this particular object, there would be no 
* room for any doubt. If, however, they ave taken as two distinct sentences, 
"then one being found to point out the generic object (any liquid), 
** while the other speaks of a specific object (Butter), it is only natural that 
“ there should be a doubt. Though it has been explained above that the 
“ Arthavada forms a single sentence with the Injunction,—yet this only 
“refers to the subsequent relationship of the two, which is just like the re- 
“ lationship of the Primary sentence with the Subsidiary sentences; for 
“instance, it is only after the sentences have only ended with the significa- 
* tion of their own meanings, that they are joined together into one (com- 
*' plete) sentence, in accordance with their respective primary or subsidiary 
“ character." 

But this theory does not appear quite reasonable, because those indi- 
vidual collections of words, which serve to signify things that are of use in 
the performance of certain actions, can very rigbtly be taken as separate 
sentences. As for the Arthavada passage, however, we find that before it 
has been coupled with an Injunction, itremains absolutely useless; and 
hence it cannot be admitted to be joined to the Injunction, before it has 
signified its own meaning. If the two were totally independent of each 
other, there could he no doubt at all; as one would rest 1n the signification 
of the generic, as the other in that of the specific object; and whichever 
thing is mentioned in any sentence it is comprehended without any doubt, 
by means of that sentence. 

It may be urged that—'' the Injunction resting in the generic object 
* eould be subsequently specified, exactly like a Mantra, which is at first 
“ comprehended in its general bearing, and then subsequently comes to be 
“ recognised in its specific bearings (on particular sacrifices).” But in that 
case the subject would become included in the Adhikarana treating of 
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Mantras, and its mention on the present occasion would be a useless re- | 
petition. 

Thus then, it is "e when they are taken as forming the two "e of 
a single sentence, that the beginning of the sentence being found to refer to 
the generic object, and the end to the specific object, there would be anap- - 
parent contradiction; but it is a recognised fact that the two must refer to 
the same object; and hence the question very naturally arises as to the 
signification of which part of the sentence is to be modified in accordance 
with that of the other. 

The Bhàshya puts the question—' Which is the more reasonable ? ” 
And the sense of this is that the direct signification is the more reasonable, 
and not the indirect Indication. 

And the doubt being thus established, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ Tnasmuch as Arthavüdas are subsidiary to the Injunction, and are 
“ merely descriptive, it is in them that we can have figurative expressions ; 
* the Injunction, on the other hand, being the principal factor, we can have 
“ none in it; specially as at the time that the Injunction appears, there has ap- 
“ peared no Arthavada, on account of the contradiction of which any word in 
“ the Injunction could be taken figuratively. 

“That is to say, that which is enjoined is praised ; and vice versa ; and 
“the Injunction, referring to something that has not been got at before, 
“cannot be separated from the direct denotation of its words. If the 
“sentence had begun with the Arthavada—zi.e., if we had it in the form 
* * Butter verily is glory,...the pebbles should be wetted '—then in considera- 
“tion of the priority of the comprehension of the meaning of the Arthavada 
** we might perhaps make the signification of the Injunction subservient to 
“it; but as a matter of fact the sentence begins with the Injunction—' the 
d pebbles should be wetted' ;—and hence the generic object having been pre- 
* viously signified by the Injunction, if the Arthavada be found to be unable to 
“apply to it, it would be absolutely useless ; and as such the Arthavüda can 
“never be independent of the Injunction. While, as for the object of the 
“ Injunction, it is quite capable of independent existence; and as such it 
“can never be made subservient to the Arthavada; whereas the Arthavada 
“cannot but be subservient to the Injunction. And further, the specific 
“object (Butter) can always indicate its concomitant generic object (li- 
“quid in general), but the generic not being always accompanied by any par- 
“ticular specific object, it could never indicate this latter. And hence we 
“conclude that the word ‘butter’ in the Arthavada signifies all oily liquids 
“in general. 
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“ And again, the Injunction speaking of the general object, could apply 
“to the Butter, only with the help of the Arthavdda; whereas it would re- 
“fer to all oily substances in general, without any help of the Arthavada 
“ (and hence it is the latter view that is the more reasonable of the two). 
“ As for instance, even when the Soma is held up with the Mantra sacred to 
** Rudra, it is not offered to Rudra alone; because the Soma for other Deities 
“is capable of being held without a Mantra; in the same manner, the 
“ Injunction could point to oil, fat and other such substances, without the 
“help of the Arthavada. ‘And again, with regard to that fact with reference 
* to which we find & Praise, the Injunction loses all its persuasive power; 
“ whereas in that which is not praised, its persuasive faculty remains 
“unimpeded, 

“ Forthese reasons, we conclude that the word ‘ Butter’ in the Arthavada 
* must be taken as signifying all oily substances." 


SIDDHANTA. 


To all this we make the following reply: The functioning of the 
Injunction is not complete until it has been made attractive (by means 
of the Arthavada); hence finding the praise applied to the Butter, we 
infer the Injunction also to apply to the same. Though it is true that at 
the outset the Injunction refers to even such substances as oil, fat and the 
like, yet on account of the Praise, it is concluded that it refers to the 
Butter alone, and not to oil and fat, which two therefore are not to be 
used in the wetting of the pebbles. Because with reference to oil and fat 
the persuasive power of the Injunction will have to be assumed, while 
with reference to the Butter, that power is already present (in the 
Arthavada). And while this persuasive power already exists, if we were 
to assume another, syntactical split would be the inevitable result; and 
while accepting the persuasion to rest in the Butter, if we were to assume 
another persuasion with regard to oil and fat, the Injunction would have 
two different forms, and there would be a split of the sentence. And hence 
we conclude that Oil, Fat, &c., cannot even form the objects of the Injunc- 
tion. : 
Even though the word in the Injunction be a generic one, that would 
make no difference; because any wetting by a generic entity being impos- 
sible, there is a need of the mention of a particular entity; and as 
the only such entity that is mentioned is the Butter, spoken of in the 
concluding sentence, we naturally infer the generic word in the Injunction 
to referto it. And even if the Butter form the generic signification of the 
word in question, there would be nothing incongruous in the rejecting 
of oil, &c.,—none of which are expressed by any word—through the direct 
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denotation of the word. All that this does is to remove the doubt; and in 
this it does not contradict the evidence of any means of right notion. 

Then again, in the case in question it is the mere action of wetting that 

is enjoined, and not the Material (with which the wetting is to be done). 
And the Action could indicate any and every material, if there were. 
no Vedic passage pointing to any one particular material. In the case 
in question, however, we find a distinct Arthavada in connection with Butter ; 
and hence when the generic form of the Injunction makes it necessary for 
us to assume a definite particular material, which is not mentioned in the 
Injunction itself,—there can be no ground for assuming any other save 
that which is eulogised in the Arthavada; and hence we conclude the | 
Injunction to mean that the pebbles are to be wetted with butter. And 
‘though there might be certain delusive notions of Oil, Fat, &c., yet inas- 
much as there is no basis for these, no harm is done in rejecting them alto- 
gether. 

And further, if we accepted the Injunction to refer to oil, &e., there 
would be a threefold Indication: viz. (1) the Action would indicate the 
Material, (2) the Material in general would indicate the particular Material, 
and (3) the word * Butter' would iadicate the generic entity. 

Hence we conclude that it is the using of the Butter only that is sup- 
ported by evidence. 

Other commentators have cited certain Mantras also as objects included 
under the present Adhikarana. But in that case, the Mantras having been 
treated of here, what would be left for being considered in the closing 
Adhikarana of the sixth Adhyaya. 


ADHIKARANA (19). 


The indefinite is defined by the help of the peculiar p— ui. the 
Injunction. ] 


Sutra (30): Or, it is by means of ther potency ; since this forms 
a part (of the word), 


In a doubtfal case, where there is no subsequent sentence to help us, 
the real fact is ascertained by means of that potency which forms part of 
the Injunction. 

For instance, in the case of bowing before a god with a view to pro- 
pitiating him, the word 'aijal;' denotes the two hands joined together 
flatly, palm to palm; whereas in such sentences as ‘one should not 
driuk water with the añjali, the same word denotes the two hands joined 
together in such a way as to appear like an elongated cup. And then, 
coming across the Injunction of Saktuhoma, wherein the flour is laid down 
as to be offered by the ‘avjalz,’ there is a doubt as to the way in which 
the two hands should be joined together; and there being no subsequent 
sentence helping to clear the doubt, we conclude the word to signify the 
pup-like shape, because no other shape could serve the purpose of making 
the offering. 

Objection : * Such being the case, according to this rule, inasmuch as 
* we have a subsequent sentence in the form ‘ one should do what he can,’ 
‘it would seem that even the blind are entitled to the performance 
" of sacrifices, though apparently not to the looking into the butter, &c." 

Reply : This could not be, because there is no doubt in the matter; what 
wo have said above is only with a view to the removal of doubts; and 
there is no doubt with regard to any persons being entitled to sacrifices ; 
specially as the subsequent sentence referred to is in the form—‘ one 
should perform the sacrifice with all its accessories in the best way he can ;’ 
and we actually find that there are many performers of these complete 
sacrifices, in the person of people with eyes intact; and hence there is no 
Apparent Inconsistency in the Injunction of the Action (which could serve 
asa ground for assuming the blind to be entitled to its performance). 
It is only in the case of the Injunctions of those actions that are 
laid down as to be performed throughout one’s life, that after a person 
has once begun it, if he happen to become blind, he must continue it; and 
the leaving off of those details which his new conditions will have made 
impossible, would not vitiate the performance of the sacrifice as a whole ; 
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and this we shall readily admit. Hence it follows that solong as the 
Injunction has not reached its true position, whatever is assumed (with 
a view to accomplish it) has a Vedic authority; after however the 
Injunction has been fully established, if anything happens to be assumed, 
it would have no authority, as originating from a human agent. Specially 
as the purposes of the subsequent sentence are served, in this case, by the 
peculiar potency (of the Injunction itself), 

Tt is with a view to this that it has been said—just as the text of the 
Smrtis is a means of the comprehension of their meaning, so also is their 
peculiar potency (or expressiveness). And it is for this reason that the 
details that are signified by such potencies are not mentioned directly if 
the Veda, which makes direct mention of only a thousandth part of it. 


Having entered into the impregnable Fortress of Dharma,—which 
has many inlets to it in the shape of Mantras, Injunctions and 
Arthavadas, wherein the Smrtis take the place of weapons, and which is 
protected on all sides by the various branches of the Veda,—the 
author now proceeds to consider the whole subject of the meaning of 
Vedic texts. 


End of the Fourth Pada of the First Adhyaya. 


Here Ends Adhyaya I. 
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ADHYAYA II. 
Papa I. 
The Introductory Väārtika. 


In the opening passage, the Bhashya points out the connection between 
the two Adhyàyas— First and Second. 

“ But at the very outest, we meet with the sentence—'In the First 
* Adhyaya, the definition of Pramünas has been given, This is not 
“quite correct; because as a matter of fact, the author of the 
* Satra has not given any definition of Pramünas. For that is called 
“a definition which serves to differentiate a certain object from others 
‘similar to it; and we find that the Sutras have not been any such 
* definition of Sense-perception and the other Pramünas. Then again, 
* Inference and the rest have not even been mentioned in the Sütras ; 
“as for Sense-perception, that too has been mentioned in the Sūtra, only 
“ as not being a means of knowing Dharma; and not as something to be defined. 
" Even Verbal Authority has not, iu the First Adhyàya, been defiued as a 
* Pramüna; in fact it is only in the present Adhikarana, that it is going 
“to be defined as such. Though it is true that the author of the Vrtii 
“has supplied us with the definitions of all the Pramanas, yet this fact 
“cannot justify us in speaking of such definition as forming the ' sub- 
“ ject-matter of the First Adhyàya'; for the simple reason that those de- 
* finitions do not form the subject of the Satras. How too, could it be 

* possible for the SZíras to lose all their force in regard toa subject 
* totally different from their own subject-matter ? 

“Secondly, the author of the Vriti too has spoken of the six 
** Pramünas, only as not forming the real objects of enquiry (on the ground 
* of their well-known character); and as such, even on the strength of 
“the Vrtti, à definition of the six Pramánas canuot be spoken of as the 
“subject-matter of the Adhyaya. That is to say, the Vrtti having spoken 
“of them only as not forming the objects of enquiry, any definition of 
“these cannot rightly be spoken of as forming the real subject-matter 
“of the Adhyaya.” 

In view of these reasons, the Bhashya should be taken in reference to 
what has gone in the First Adhyaya. Thus then, the expression * Pramana- 
lakshanam’ (Definition of Pramünas) must be taken as =‘ codanalakshoanam ’ 
(Definition of Codana@) ; as the treatment of Injunctions, &c., as occurring 
in the First Adhyaya, only serves the purpose of establishing the authority 
of Codana. 

That is to say, the whole of the First Pada of the First Adhyàya forms 
part of the Second Sütra, wherein Dharmu has been spoken of as having 

99 
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the Codanà for its lakshana (means of knowing). The word ‘ lakshana ’ 
having its significance thus pointed out, the word.‘ Pramüno' occurring 
(in the Bhashya) along with it, must be taken as ‘ that which is known,’ — 
viz., Dharma ; for though the word * Pramana’ (taken in the sense ‘ pram?yaté 


yat’) would refer to all that is known, yet in the present instance, it can- 
not but be taken as referring particularly to Dis as this is what 


forms the subject-matter of the enquiry. 


Or, the word ‘pramana’ might also be taken in the sense f thd | 
means (of knowing); then too, it is the * lakshana’ of this that has been | 
described in the First Adhyaya. Though it is true that the First Adhyaya | 


does not contain the definitions of all the means of knowing, yet, inas- 
much as it has defined the means of knowing Dharma as ‘ Codanà, ' the 
Bhashya speaks of it as having supplied the definition of Pramana. 
For it is not necessary that in order to be a definition of Pramüna, 
it should speak of Pramünas in all their bearings ; because the number of 
the particular forms of Pramanas being endless, there could be no definition 
of Pxamdnas at all. And as a matter of fact, the particular form of Pramüna 


meant is distinctly mentioned in Sätra I-i-5, which points to a par im 


scripture (to the exclusion of all others). 

Or, the Bhashya may be taken as summing up the subject-matter of 
the First Adhyāya, in view of the fact that the Adhyàaya contains n full 
definition of the particular Pram/ina that was laid down as the object of 
enquiry—viz., Codand. Hence, even though the sūtra has not pointed out 


the forms of Injunctions, Mantras or Avthavadas, yet it has fully | 


established the fact of all these serving useful purposes in connection with 
Dharma, with regard to which, therefore, they may be rightly accepted 
as Pramüna; and it was only for want of a proper opportunity that the 
specific forms of these have not been pointed out in detail. 

Then (in the subsequent Pddas, it has been shown that) the 
character of Pramüna, as belonging to the Smrtis depends upon the fact 
of these having their basis in the Veda; that of Numes depends upon the 
fact of their being included in Codana@ itself; while that of Supplementary 
Explanations and Indirect Implication, depends upon the fact of these 
serving the useful purpose of settling doubtful points. And thus there 3s 
nothing incongruous in speaking of the whole Adhyàya as treating of the 
lakshana. of Pramünas. 

Then, says the Bhashya—This fact should not be lost sight of ; that is 
to say, it is only when one bears in mind the fact of the Veda being the 
Pramüna for Dharma, that he can bear the discussions with regard to the 
difference, &c., among sacrifices , such as those introduced in Sutra II—1i—2; 
otherwise one would always hold that the Veda is absolutely useless. 

[The Bhashya says: We next proceed to consider the Pramanas and the 
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Subsidiaries, &c., &c., and on this an objection is raised] ‘ As a matter of 
“fact we find that the consideration of the Primary and Subsidiary 
* character of actions is contained in Adhyadyas III & IV ; why then 
** should this be spoken of in connection with the present Adhyaya ? " 

To this some people offer the explanation that the present Adhyaya 
treats of the Primary and Subsidiary characters, as subsisting between 
Substances and Actions ; while the subsequent Adbyàyas treat of that 
subsisting between Action and Action ; and as such there is no repetition. 

But this explanation is not quite correct; because in the Fourth 
Adhyaya, under Sétra IV—iii—1, we find all of these—Substances, 
&c.,—distinctly mentioned. Consequently, to the above objection, we 
make the following reply: What is explained in the present Adhydya is 
that one Action is known to be different from another on account of the 
two being mentioned by different words ; and it is in the wake of this 
difference that we have au explanation of the difference among the 
Apürvas {resulting from the Actions) ; and lastly, itis for the purpose of 
ascertaining which is the Action that brings about the Aptirva, that we 
have the consideration of the fact of Actions having the character of the- 
Primary or the Subsidiary. 

That is to say, (1l) the difference among Actions is the natural 
(direct) subject-matter of the Adhydyw; and the mention of the 
non-difference among certain actions is only a denial of the aforesaid 
difference. (2) And with a view to establish the difference and 
non-difference of Actions, we have an explanation of the difference and 
non-differenee of their Aparvas. (3) Thus then, so far, it would seem 
that for each distinct Action there is a distinct Apérva ; and here comes 
in the use of the consideration—as contained in Adhikarana III—of the 
Primary and Subsidiary character of Actions, which serves to set aside 
the former misconception with regard to Apūrvas (inasmuch as it. shows 
that it is only the Primary Action that has a distinct Apérva of its own). 
For instance, even in the case of the sentences ‘ Vrihin prokshati’ and 
‘Vrihin avahant?,' though the words ‘avahanti’ and ‘ prokshott’ are 
different, and as such though the true Actions are distinctly cognised to 
be different, yet inasmuch as these Actions are found to have their sole 
end in the visible effects (of the preparation of rice and its cleaning), we 
conclude that they cannot bring about auy Apéirva (transcendental 
result). As for the Aprva that is held to follow from the restriction of 
the method of preparing the rice, to threshing alone, it does not result 
from an Action, and as such is of no consequence in the present context. 
Hence we find that it is only when certain Actions have a distinctly 
primary character with reference to the substance, &c., that they are cog- 
nised as leading to distinct Apūrvas, and as such being totally distinct 
Actions. And it is for the due differentiation of such primary aud 
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subsidiary character, that the Sūtra (in Adhyàyas III & IV) will supply us | 
with full explanations of such character; and it is an exception to these 
explanations that are delineated in the two mre anas con MN in Sütras 

II—1—9, and II—i—- 138. . . ... ; —— T 

Thus then, the two characters of Vert weai m -— out, a 
third has to be shown in the shape of. ‘ Denotativeness’; and in con- 
nection with this, we have a consideration of the character of. Mantras ; 
and then follow the definition, &c., of these; and thus these defini- 
tions, &c., treated of to the very end of the Pada, are indirectly con- 
nected with the main subject. Then, having spoken of the difference 
among Actions, as based upon the difference of words, amd repetition (of 
Injunctions), the Sätra will point out, under the Adhikarana on * Pawrna- 
masya ' (II—ii—3 et seq.), an exception to the fact of * Repetitions' being 
a ground of difference ; because in the particular case in question the fre- 
quent repetitions aré taken only as explanatory to the whole Context. Then 
as an exception to this exception, we have the Adhikaranas in Sutras II— 
ii—9 to20. Then the Sura proceeds to point out the difference among Actions 
as based upon differences of Number, Name and Properties; and the treat- 
ment of the difference of properties goes on till the commencement of the 
treatment of the differences of Context; and this continues till the be- 
ginning of the Adhikarana treating of the differences of the Branches 
or Rescensions of the Vedas. And herein is also contained a denial of 
any other ground of difference among Actions, save the six, treated of above. 

Thus then, the whole subject-matter of the Adhyàya on Differences is 
taken up in the setting aside of objections to the fact of the differences of 
Actions being based upon the difference of Name, Repetition, difference of 
Properties, and difference of Context. And itis necessary to explain this 
fact in detail; because such ascertainment of difference is absolutely 
necessary in the due knowledge of the relationship of subserviency between 
Actions; and as for other "iaaii the eames is no FM for = 
mention of these...  - . m 

Thus alone can the — of ue lam " "e Because 
(1) the relationship between the Primary and the Subsidiary, &c., is de- 
pendent upon a due ascertainment of differences among Actions; (2) it is 
only when the Action has been duly coguised that there can be any ques- 
tion as to a person being entitled to its performance ; and (8) it is only 
when the Injunctions have been duly comprehended that there can be 
a transference of the properties of one Action to another. 

That is to say, until the Means of knowledge has been duly defined, 
there can be no consideration of the meaning of the Veda; and as such no 
discussion as to the marks of differences among Actions (treated of in 
Adh. II) can be introduced; and inasmuch as it is only in the case 
of Actions that have been found to be different, that there can be any 
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idea either of relationship of the Primary and the Subsidiary (Adh. TIT), 
or of their usefulness or otherwise (Adh. IV), or of the order of their 
performance (Adh. V),—none of these discussions could be raised, until 
we had thoroughly considered the marks of differences among Actious ; 
so too, it is only when the character of the Action has been fully cognised 
that there can be any consideration of the question as to whether a certain 
person is entitled to its performance or not (Adh. VI); and thus we find 
that this last question stands in need of all the five foregoing Adhyayas. 
In the same manner, the Adhyayas VII—XII, treating as they do’ of the 
Transference of Properties, presuppose a full knowledge of all Injunctions ; 
and as such the whole of this latter half of the sūtras is found to be depen- 
dent upon the whole of the former half. | | 

And thus it is clear that after the consideration of the Pramana, next 
comes that of the marks of difference, a treatment of which is therefore 
begun in Adh. II. 


—— — — 


Says the Bhashya: Shadvidhah karmabhedah, gabdantaram, &c., &c 
But inasmuch as those that are enumerated are not differences of Action 
(karmabhéda), (1) this word should be taken as meaning the * grounds of 
such difference.' Though in accordance with the order observed in the 
forthcoming Sütras, '*nümadhéya' should have been mentioned just after 
‘sanjna,’ yet, on account of the fact of its being of the least importance, 
it is mentioned last. (2) Or the word ‘iti’ may be taken as indicat- 
ing the reason, the construction of the sentence being—' shadvidhah 
karmabheda iti; ' i.e., the difference of Actions is of six kinds, as due to the 
following causes. (3) Or, the word ‘ bhéda’ may be taken in the Instru- 
mental sense (‘ bhidyaté’ nena) and thereby signifying the means of diferentia- 
tion of Actions, the word ‘karmabhedah’ could be directly taken along with 
‘gabdantaram,’ &c. That ‘Sanjna’ and ‘ Cabdantara,’ and ‘ Sankhya' and 
‘ Guna,’ are not repetitions, we Shall explain later on. 

Each of these six treating of altogether different objects, there can be 
no question as to their comparative authoritativeness, as there is among 
‘ Direct Assertion,’ ‘Indirect Implication,’ &c, Therefore it is the ex- 
planation of Difference alone that forms the main subject of the present 
Adhyàya; all other discussions are only meant to be either Introductory 
or Supplementary ; as that discussion which helps the accomplishmentof the 
main discussion is said to be ‘Introductory; while those that follow from 
the main discussion are known as ‘ Supplementary.’ 

For instance, this following Adhikarana will be introdnetory to the 
main discussion of the Adhyaya, because it treats of the difference among 
Apürvas, which establishes that among the Actions, 


ADHIKARANA (1). 


The question to be treated of in this Adhikarana thus comes to be ' 


this—which is the word (in an Injunction) which, being related to the result, 
would point out the difference or non-difference among Apurvas ? 


If the sentence or its meaning were one complete whole by itself (in | 


the shape of Sphota), there would be no relevancy to the question (raised 
in the Bhashya)—does each word signify Dharma ? It is for this reason that 
the Bhashya has added—In a sentence words have significations. 


But against this question, there is yet another objection: “ Dharma | 


“has been declared to be capable of being known by means of the Codaná 
* alone; then inasmuch as the Codanà is always in the form of a sentence, 
“how can there be any question as to Dharma being signified by each of the 
“words? That is to say, if Dharma were directly denotable by words, 


* then alone could there be any question as to whether or notit is signified by ` 


“each word. As a matter of fact, however, Dharma (as constituting the 


“meaning of the sentence) is only indirectly indicatable; and as such 


“there is no room for any such question as put in the Bhashya.” 

To this the following reply is given: On account of its relationship 
to the Result, Dharma cannot but be recognised as denoted by the word ; 
and hence it is only natural that there should be an enguiry as to whe- 


ther it is denoted by any one word or by all the words (in the Injunctive | 


sentence). 

Aud then again, what is considered here is, not whether what is 
known as ‘Dharma’ is denoted by each of the words, but whether that 
which is denoted by each of the words comes to be Dharma, when cognised 
in the shape of the denotation of the Sentence, comprehended after its 
connection with the Result has been perceived; or that it is the meaning 
of a single word that, when aided by those of the other words, comes to 
be recognised as Dharma. It is only in accordance with this last alter- 
native that all the words in the sentence can be found to be signifying 
the fact of a single Action being Dharma; specially as the character 
of Dharma is held to belong to that alone which is the direct means to 
the accomplishment of the Result. There is no single thing which is de- 
noted by all the words; and as such all the words cannot be accepted tobe 
denotative of the Dharma. It is only that word which is found to be related 
to the word signifying the Result, that is taken to be expressive of Dharma, 
the direct means of the particular Apérva (bringing about that Result). 
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ADHIKARANA (A). 
[The Apurva follows from that which is directly connected with the vesult.] 


Thus then, the question resolves itself into this form—Are all the 
words connected with the Result. or only one of them? And on this, 
ve have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA (A). 


“ Each one of the words is connected with the Result; because, inas- 
‘much as a uniform relationship is possible only with the principal factor 
‘in a sentence,—and as it is the Result that is the principal factor, —each 
‘one of the words must be taken as uniformly related to it. If we could 
‘perceive any difference among the words, whereby we could ascertain 
t that one of them, and not the rest, is related to the Result, then we 
‘could accept the theory that ouly one word is so related; so long, how- 
‘ever, as we are not cognisant of any such difference, we cannot but 
' admit all the words to be related to it. If only one word were held to 
* be connected with the Result, and all other words to be connected with 
« that word, then, in accordance with the Vajapéyadhikarana (Sütras V—ii 
* —] et. seg.), that which would be denoted by that one word would, with 
' reference to the Result, have the threefold position of the Predicate, the 
* Injunction and the Subsidiary ; while with reference to the other (namely 
‘the material of the sacrifice) it would have the contrary threefold 
‘character of the Subject, the Description and the Primary; and this 
* contrariety of character would lead to a split of the sentence. On the 
* other hand, when all the words are taken as Predicates with reference to 
“ the Result, then there is an uniformity of character, which makes a 
* simultaneous relationship of the words possible. And as a rule, every- 
“thing comes to be connected with the principal factor, whenever this is 
“ possible,—and hence the denotations of all the words, being related to tho 
* Result, must be admitted to be Dharma. And as to whether each of the 
*" Dharmas thus signified fulfils the full Result, as in the case of com- 
“ munistic sacrifices (where the complete Result accrues to each sacrificer), 
“or all of them conjointly accomplish it,—and as to whether they are to 
* be employed as optional alternatives or all conjointly—, on these matters 
" we can accept any theory that we choose. But as a matter of fact, the 
“ most reasonable theory is that each of them fulfils the Result in its 
“entirety; because the Result being an immense one, it cannot be men- 
“ tioned by a single word, and because each of them is distinctly cognised 
“as being capable by itself of accomplishing the Result. Or, in accord- 
* ance with the conclusion arrived at under Sutras 111—i—12 et. seq., the 
* whole thing being mentioned by the single sentence, the Result may be 
“held to be accomplished by all the Dharmas taken collectively. Or 
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“again, the Result being fulfilled by a single Dharma it cannot have any- 
“thing to do with any others; and as such, the Dharmas must be taken 
“as optional alternatives.” 


SIDDHANTA (A). 


To all this we make the following reply: The Aprva is held to 
follow only’ from that which is directly connected with the Result; and as 
this is accomplished by the relationship of the denotation ofa single word, 
there can be no ground for postulating the relationship of any others. 

That is to say, if the sole purpose of the sentence rested solely in the 
relationship of the Result, then; it might have been possible for the deno- 


tations of all the words to be connected with it. Asa matter of fact, 


À 


however, the mere relationship of the Result not being enough for estab. 
lishing the full character of Dharma, it becomes necessary to assume an 
intermediate Apūrva. And the only ground for such an assumption is the 
Apparent Inconsistency of the mention of the Result, &c. Hence when 
this inconsistency of the sentence has been removed by the assump- 
tion of the Apürva, there is no ground for the assumption of any other 
unseen agency. And even he who would assume many Apürvas must as- 
sume one ApZrva; and no sooner has this one Apūrva been assumed than 
the aforesaid Inconsistency disappears, and leaves no ground for the as- 
sumption of any other Apurva. For these reasons, there can be only one 
thing that can be related to the Result; and it is from this one thing that 
the Apiürva proceeds ; while all else only helps the action leading to the 
Result. Nor is there any contradiction (in the fact of the Action being 
signified by the single word of the Verb, while the Instrumental ending 
is found in the word signifying the material); because the contradiction 
can be explained away on the ground of the word in the Instrumental 
being taken as the name of the particular Action (7.e., the sentence 
* Qyenena, yajéta’ may be taken as ‘one should perform the sacrifice called 
Cyéna’); or when no other explanation is possible, the contradiction can 
be explained by having recourse to possessive indication ; e.g., the sentence 
* dacüpavitréna graham sammarshtt’ is taken as ‘one should purify the cup 
by a washing with the dagapavitra.’ Or, the meaning of the verb may be 
taken as referring to its Instrument, through the factor of oe Result indi- 
cated indirectly. 


ADHIKARANA (B). 


[The Apūrva is — out either by the Noun or by the Verb. | 


Now there arises the question—the denotation of which one of the 
words should be connected with the Result? And the 


l 
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PURVAPAKSHA (B) 


is that, “as the assumption of unseen agencies is obviated by connecting 
the Result with any one of the words, there can be no fixed rule as to any 
one of these being so connected.” 


SIDDHANTA (B). 


And to this we make the following reply: That which is connected 
with the Result is the Principal factor; while that which is related to the 
Principal factor is the Subsidiary; and hence the character of both the 
Primary and the Subsidiary caunot belong to one aud the same thing. 
That is to say, in a single sentence, one and the same word cannot, at one 
time, be the Principal, on account of its direct relationship to the Result, 
and at another time, the Subsidiary, on account of its being an aid to that 
which is directly related to the Result; because the character of the 
Principal and the Subsidiary is not variable. 

For these reasons, the Apürva must be always admitted to be pointed 
out either by the Verb or by the Noun. 


ADHIKARANA (C).. 


COMME —All Verbs are indicative of the Bhavana, and the 
Apürvü proceeds from this]. 
The Bhashya here raises the question—' What is a * Bhava’ and what 
e *Bhàva-cabdas ?'" This question emanates from one who holds that 
in a sentence, the predominant factor in the denotation of such verbs as 
‘sacrifices’ and the like, is that which is signified by the affixes in them ; 
and that inasmuch as the conjugational affixes denote the Agent, the Verb 
cannot but be accepted as denoting either the sacrifice as qualified by the 
agent, or conversely, the agent as qualified by the sacrifice. Though a 
single question would also imply the other, yet, as without having quoted 
the words ‘yajana,’ &c., the Bhashya has quoted the words ‘ yajati,’ &c., as 
denoting the Bhava,—it is clear that it is something superphysical that is 
meant by the word ‘ Bhavagabda ;’ and as such none of the two questions 
is redundant. 

To the questions thus put forward in the Bhashya, the upholder of 
the Siddhanta theory replies by interpreting the word ‘Bhava’ as Bha + wie 
4+ ac= Bhavana, and then by explaining the denotation of the verb to be 
purely concomitant with such Bhavana, and denying the fact of the verb 
denoting the Agent; and it is with all this in view that he quotes the 
verbs 'Yajuti, &c. 

The opponent however thinks that the denotation in question does not 
belong to anything besides the root ‘Bh with the causal aflix, and 
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that the verbal affix can have nothing to do with the Bhavana; specially as 
this latter is expressed by an altogether different root ; he further thinks 
that though there may be other roots that might denote the Bhavana, 
yet there are no affixes denotative of it; and that as a matter of fact, even 
the roots, denoting as they do the sacrifice, &c., are not capable of denoting 
the Bhavana ; with all this in view, the opponent has urged the argument : 
“The words ‘ yaga,’ ‘homa, &e." 

| To these arguments we make the "dde — All — always 
clearly signify the Bhavana as interspersed with the sacrifice, &c. ; and as 
such they are held to be ‘bha@varthah.’ In the case of any word all that is 
not cognisable by means of any other word is held to be the meaning of 
that word ; and as a matter of fact, wherever a verb is found, it is found 
to signify the meaning of the root, mixed up with the Bhavana; and it is 
for this reason, that the verb is called ‘bha@vartha.’ Words signifying Sub- 
stances and Properties are always known to be apart from the Bhavana ; 


and as such the question does not refer to them. And on this point, we 
have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (C). 


* All the words signifying substances and properties, and denoting 
* well-known entities, ave well capable of being taken as expressing 
* Instrumentality, &c.; and hence it is through this that they come to be 
“related to the Result. Asa rule, the result, being a thing yet to be 
* accomplished, stands in need of the Means or Instrument which is an 
“already accomplished entity, and not in that of another Result. Thus 
“then, the substances signified by Nouns being well-established entities, 
“are capable of supplying this need of the Result, which need cannot be 
* supplied by the Verb, which itself is something yet to be accomplished. 
* For these reasons, the Result must be admitted to follow from the Sub- 
“ stance, &c., (signified by Nouns) (and not frora Verbs).”’ 


SIDDHANTA (C). 


The reply to the above is given in 


Sutra (1): All verbsare indicative of Bhavanas, and the 


accomplishment of the Apurva proceeds from these; because 
this particular fact is laid down. 


That is to say, the verbs that denote the Bhavana bring about the 
cognition of the accomplishment of the Aparva ; because the particular 
fact—that ‘one should accomplish heaven by means of the sacrifice'—is 
laid down by these. 


To explain further, it is & relationship with the main result that 
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serves as the means of the cognition of the Apürva; and then all relationship 
is preceded by a certain want (on the part of the members related); this 
want is found to emanate from words signifying Bhava (action), and from 
those signifying Substance or Property ; aud for this reason the Bhavana of 
the Apürva is recognised from the verbal conjugational affixes ; and in this 
that which is signified by the verbal root is cognised, through proximity, 
to be the Instrument in the fulfilment of the main Result. Consequently 
we come to the conclusion that it is by means of the signification of the 
verbal root, recognised as the Instrument in the fulfilment of the final 
Result, that leads, through the apparent inconsistency (of the fulfilment of 
the Result at a time other than that of the performance of the Action), to 
au idea of the appearance of an Apirva. 

A question is here raised: “How is it that, in the case of the word 
“ * yajéta,’ the root ‘ yaji’ (‘sacrifice’) is set aside, and the Bhavana is said 
“to be signified by the Affix alone,—the meaning of the Injunctive affix 
“ being laid down as = ‘ Bhàvayet' (one should accomplish)? (1) For, as 
“a matter of fact, the affixes, Injunctive and the like, would, by themselves , 
‘“ signify mere Injunction; which part of the Affix then can denote that 
“ which is expressed by the root Bhai with the causative Affix (i.e., Bhāvi) ? 
* Specially as the root ‘ yajz’ itself cannot signify the meaning of another 
“root (* Bhi’) having, as it has, all its potentiality taken up in the 
* denotation of its own specific meaning. (2) Then again, as a matter of 
“fact, we find that whenever one object is expressed by a synonymous 
* word other than the one previously used, the words are never used to- 
“ gether in speaking of this same object. For instance, when one says 
* ‘bring the pika (cuckoo), if the person addressed fail to comprehend the 
* word ‘pika, he says ‘ bring the kokila, and not ‘bring the pika kokila. 
* So, in the same manner, in the case in question, if the Injunctive Affix 
*" be synonymous with the word ‘karoti’ or ‘ bhavayati,’ then in speaking 
* of the particular fact, we should use only these latter, and not the In- 
“ junctive affix also. (That is to say, the Injunctive affix being synony- 
“ mous with ‘ bhdvayati, we could not in this connection use the term 
“ bhdvayét’): specially as, at the particular time it is not quite differenti- 
* ated which factor of the word signifies the Action. In the case in ques- 
“ tion, however, we find you speaking of ‘ kuryat,’ and ‘ bhdvayét,’ where you 
“ use the Injunctive affix together with the aforesaid roots. Thus then, 
“that which is signified by the affix in ‘yajéta’ is exactly the same that 
“is signified by the affix in ‘bhdvayét;’ and as such if you explain the 
“ meaning of the Injunctive in ‘ yajéta,’ by the word ‘ bhavayét,’ the addi- 
“ tion of the rqot ‘ bhavi’ is most improperly redundant. And consequently 
“ your interpretation is wholly un-Vedic." 

To this we make the following reply: In all cases, it is a general 
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rule that when the Verbal conjugational affix donotes the action of an 
agent, who is a fully accomplished entity, then the sense of ‘ karoti ’ 
(accomplishes) is recognised as co-extensive (with the meaning of the 
Verb). There are certain roots, added to which, a conjugational affix 
signifies only that action of the agent which ends in his acquiring his own 
existence,—e.g., fis, ‘exists,’ and the like. In the case of other roots, 
when the agent is an already accomplished entity, the action signfied is 
that which brings about the existence of something else,—e.g., ‘ sacrifices.’ 
‘gives,’ ‘cooks,’ and the like. And the word ‘vyapara’ (‘action’) 
signifies only a particular substance,—endowed with peculiar potencies, 
moved in its pristine character, having a mixed nature, having an existence 
in the past and in the future,— as moved from its former position and not 
reached the next. And in the case of some Verbs it is the agent himself 
that is cognised as being in this position; while in that of others, where 
the Agent is a well-established entity, it is something else. Hence in a 
case where the Agent himself happens to be in the said unsettled position, 
he stands in need of something else, for the fulfilment of his own exis- 
tence; and as such not functioning towards the accomplishment of any 
other substance, he cannot be spoken of as ‘karoti? When, however, the 
Agent is a well-established entity, and functions towards the fulfilment 
of something else, then he is spoken of as ‘karoti? (‘does’). Thus it is 
that when one asks ‘ki#. karoti’ (‘what does he do? °’), the reply given is 
* pathati' (‘reads’), which latter combines within itself the generic 
. (‘karoti’) as well as the specific action (‘pathati’) [ since the word 
t pathati’ = ‘ patham karoti’|}; whereas in reply to the same question, — 
there can be no such reply as—' bhavati* (exists). 

Thus then, it is clear that all conjugational affixes that signify the 
actions of Agents that are well established entities, have the the sense of 
‘karoti’? (accomplishes). And as such there must be something to be 
accomplished ; because unless there is something to be accomplished the word 
*karoti! is never used; and itis the nominative of the verb ‘to be’ 
(bhavati) that becomes the objective of ‘karoti? That is to say, the verb 
. *karoti' being transitive, unless there is something to be accomplished, the 
sense of the verb is not complete. It is a well-recognised fact that all 
nouns, in whichever case, are nominatives of certain intervening minor 
actions; and then it is that, with reference to the Principal Action, 
‘they come to be recognised as the Objective, Dative, &c. And thus in the 
case of each individual Principal Action, there is a multiplicity of actions 
dependent upon the capabilities of the objects concerned. And according 
to this rule, we come to the conclusion that the nominative » the action 
‘to be’ is the objective of the action ‘ karoti.’ 

For instance, that which can never be, as well as that which always 
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exists, can never be accomplished,—e.g., ‘sky-flowers’ and ‘ Akdga’ respec- 
tively. That is to say, it is that whose being has commenced, or whose being 
is possible, that can be brought about by something else, and as such be 
spoken of as * being accomplished.’ For certainly, no one is ever found to be 
accomplishing either the sky-floweror Akaga. Though in certain cases—such 
as ‘paidan kuru’—we find the verb to ‘accomplish’ (kuru) used with 
reference to an already established entity—the foot,— yet what is meant 
here to be accomplished is not the feet themselves, but certain other pro- 
cesses in connection with them. 

Thongh the root ‘kr’ has many meanings, yet in all of themis a 
common element—that of the bringing about of something not before exis- 
tent (and as such there is nothing incongruous in the general assertion 
that the word ‘karoti’ cannot be used unless there is something to be ac- 
complished). Or, it may be that it is only when the root signifies ‘ bring- 
ing about’ (or accomplishing) that there can be a co-ordination of its 
meaning with the sense of the particular conjugational affix; and hence it 
is the object actually brought about that becomes the objective of the 
Verb. 

Thus then, we have got at the true character of the action ‘to be.’ 
And it now follows that that which is the Nominative of the ‘ accomplish- 
ing’ (karoti) is the Instigator of the action ‘to be;’ while the nominative 
of the action ‘to be’ becomes the Instigated of the former person. That is 
to say, on account of the peculiar character of the potentiality of the two 
roots ‘ Karoti’ and ‘ Bhavati,’ the relation between them is such that the 
former signifies the action of the Instigator, while the latter does that of 
the Instigated; exactly as there is between the roots ‘pac’ (to cook) 
and 'viklidi' (to become softened). (1) And in certain cases it happens 
that it is only the action of the Instigator himself that is directly expressed, 
the action (of becoming ready) of the Instigated (kata) being implied, either 
by the peculiar potentiality of the declared objective (katam), or by the 
aforesaid action of the Instigator,—e.g., in ‘katam karoti’? (prepares the 
mat), ‘odanam pacati’ (cooks the rice) ; (2) while in some cases, it is only 
the action of the Instigated that is directly expressed, that of the Insti- 
gator being indirectly implied ;—e.g., ‘ ghato bhavati' (the jar becomes 
ready), 'viklidyanti tandulah’ (the rice is becoming softened); (3) in 
some cases the distinct actions of both are mentioned together,—e.g., 
* katam karoti dévadattah’ (Dévadatta prepares the mat); (4) and in some 
cases, the action of the Instigator is made subservient to that of the Insti- 
gated, whick latter alone is directly mentioned,—‘ kriyaté kato dévadatténa’ 
(the mat is prepared by Dévadatta), * kriyate kafah svayaméva’ (the mat 
is being prepared by itself); (5) there are certain instances in which that 
which is mentioned is the Action of the Instigator only, to which is made 
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subservient the action of the Instigated, which latter is mentioned by a 
part of the same word; and in this case we fiud that the words ‘karoti’ 
and ‘pacati’ in their pure forms are incapable of giving the sense just 
mentioned; while the roots ‘bhū’ and ‘ viklidi’ signify only the actions 
of the Instigated ; and hence these too do not give the necessary meaning; 
and consequently the only way of rightly expressing the particular mean- 
ing is the use of the Causal forms ‘ bhdvayati’ and ‘viklédayuti,’ where 
the function of the Causal may be taken to be either direct denotation 
or indirect implication. (£e, the word ‘ viklédayati,’ though apparently 
mentioning the action of the Instigator, Dévadatta only, clearly con- 
tains the elements of the actions of both; for the meaning of the as- 
sertion ‘tandulam viklédayati’ is divisible into the two sentences ‘ Déva- 
dattah pacati’ (the action of the Instigator) and ‘ tandula viklidyanté’ the 
action of the Instigated]. As has been declared elsewhere: ‘“ Causal 
verbs are used in connection with the actions of the Instigator, though they 
always indicate the actions of the Instigated.” 

And further, because the roots ‘ bhi’ and ‘ viklidi,’ &c., are incapable 
of giving this sense, without the causal affix,—that is no reason why 
other roots ‘ karoti’ ‘pacati? &c., should be equally incapable; or con- 
versely, because these latter are capable of giving this particular sense,— 
that is no reason why all the roots should be so capable. Because the 
natural potentialities of objects cannot be questioned; and it is for this 
reason that roots and affixes signify many meanings. 

Thus then, we find that, through the sense of ‘ karoti; all conjuga- 
tional affixes have the sense of ‘ bhàvayati. 

It is for this reason that persons knowing the true nature of Bhavana, 
explain it as the action of the person instigating, or bringing into exis- 
tence that object which is the nominative of the Action ‘ to be.’ 

It has been urged above that—‘ Injunctive affixes do not signify 
anything other than Injunctions.” But this is not correct; because what 
the Injunctive affixes do is to signify the Verbal Bhavana ; as for the Actual 
(Material) Bhavana, this is expressed by all conjugational affixes. 

That is to say, when we comprehend the Bhavan4, in the shape of the 
action of a person, to be signified by the word ‘ karoti,’ as following from 
all conjugational affixes,—we also comprehend such specialities of the 
Bhavané as Injunction, Prohibition, Past, Future, Present, &c.,—all of 
which are signified by particular words other than conjugational affixes in 
general ; and hence it is that in the case of all conjugational affixes the 
sense of ‘ karot?' is comprehended as the general factor. Forinstance, we 
: have such uses as—‘ What ts he doing ?’ ‘He is cooking.’ * What did he do?’ 
‘He cooked.’ ‘What will he do?’ ‘He will cook? * What should he do?’ 
‘He should cook.’ ‘What should he not do?’ ‘He should not cook.’ And 
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in all these we find that in the Actual Bhavana, there is an element of 
the peculiar functioning of the Injunctive affixes, &c., whereby they serve to 
instigate the person to activity or otherwise; and this function is some- 
thing apart from the former Bhavana, which consists of the denotative 
property of words; and it is this that is called (Verbal) ‘ Bhāvanā’ or 
' Vidhi? We have dealt with this in detail under the Adhikarana treating 
of the Arthavada. | l 

It has been urged that—“ in explaining * yajéta’ by ‘ yayéna bhavayét,’ 
there is an infringement of the laws governing the use of synonymous 
words (see above).” 

To this we make the following reply: (1) Inasmuch as the mere 
root is not capable of being used,—(2) with a view to the expression of the 
Number, &c., of the agent, —and (3) for the sake of protecting the original 
form,— we make use of the affix (Injunctive) (in ‘ bhdvayét.’) That is to 
say, if the mere roots ‘kr’ or ‘bhavi’ were capable of being used, then we 
could not make use of the affix; as it would be like using together the 
words ‘pika’ and ' bokila;' but, as a matter of fact, a root by itself is 
never used; for such a use would be wholly incorrect. Thus then, it 
being absolutely necessary to make use of some one affix (when speaking 
of the meaning of a Verb), it is only natural that we should hit upon that 
very affix of which we are explaining the meaning; as in that case, the 
second mention of the affix could be taken as descriptive of the former, and 
helping the root in the usage; and any other affix is not used, because 
such another affix would siguify something over and above what is sigui- 
fied by the original word. 

Objection: “ But the affixes ik and stip have been laid down as to be 
“used in connection with a root where one has to speak of the root as 
“such ; and hence we could make use of such forms as ‘ bhavih’ ov ‘ bhava- 
* yatth,’ * krtch’ or * karotih,! ” 

This cannot be; because when these two affixes are joined to roots, all 
that the resulting word signifies is the verbal form only ; and assuch, having 
nothing to do with its signification, any such form could not be used in 
explaining the meaning of the conjugational affix (in ‘ yajeta.’ ) 

Though there are certain cases where people do make use of roots with 
these affixes (ik and stip), even in speaking of what is signified by the root, 
—f.i., ‘yagth’ and ‘ yajatih,’ &e.,— yet in all these cases, the words used 
directly denote the verbal form only; and it is only indirectly that they 
indicate the meaning. In the case in question, however, we have no 
reason to have recourse to indirect Indication; and as such we cannot use 
a word that is not itself directly significant. 

And again if we explained the Injunctive affix in ‘ yajeta ' by the word 
* bhavayatih " or ‘karotth,’ we would be holding that the roots ‘Ar’ and 
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‘bhi’ ave directly signified by the conjugational affix in question; which 
is far from desirable. For these reasons, in order to speak of the root 
with a view to its meaning, we cannot but use the roots ‘kr’ and ‘bhū’ 
together with a conjugational affix. 

And again, if Bhavana were the only meaning of the Affix, and if 
the roots ‘kr’ and *'bhavati' were capable of expressing all that is 
denoted by the Affix,—then there might be some question as to using the 
roots ‘bhū, &c., alone. As a matter of fact, however, none of these two 
contingencies is possible, and hence even though the roots serve to point 
out the Bhavana, yet the affix has to be used, inorder to poiut out the 
number, &oc., of the nominative (of ‘ yajéta’). 

Thus then, the fact is that when we explain ‘yajēta’ as * yagena 
bhavayét,’ the denotation, by the Injunctive affix in the word ‘bhāvayēt’ 
of the Bhavana itself must be taken as being descriptive of the same 
Bhavana that is already expressed (in ‘yajéta’) [the chief use of this 
affix lying in the denoting of the number, &c., of the agent]; otherwise we 
would fall into a double mistake: (1) that Bhavana is the sole meaning of 
the Affix, and (2) that the roots ‘kr’ aud ‘bhū’ themselves are 
denotative of the number, &c., of the agent also. 

Further, the Bhavana that is expressed by the conjugational affixes is 
always in a form that shows it in the process of accomplishment, And if we 
made use of any other affix (than the Injunctive, in ‘ bhavayét’), then the 
roots ‘kr’ and ‘bhū’ (as accompanied by some other affixes) would 
signify the Bhavana in the shape of an accomplished entity like a 
substance; and as such it would not be the same kind of Bhavana that is 
expressed by the conjugational affix, Hence it is absolutely necessary to 
make use of the particular affix. 

Again, the Bhavana being comprehended in the presence of both the 
root and the affix, it is never exactly ascertained by which of these two it 
is exclusively signified. If it could be ascertained absolutely that the 
Bhavana is signified by the affix, then there could be an objection as to the 
mention of affixes with the roots ‘xr’ aud ‘bhū’ being a useless repetition. 
But, as a matter of fact, it is not so; inasmuch as it is when both the 
affix and the root are present that the Bhavana is cognised. It is because 
of the impossibility of either the affix or the root being used apart from the 
other, that we can never rightly ascertain as to which of the two signifies 
the Bhavana ; all that we can say is that it is signified (1) either by the 
Affix as accompanied by the root,—or (2) by the root as aided by the affix; 
or (3) by both together. Nor is there any particular reason for assuming 
any particular expressive potentiality in any one of the two; because the 
only ground for such assumption would be the Apparent Inconsistency (of 
the signification of the Bhavana), and this would apply equally to both (the 
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Affix and the root). As a matter of fact, there is no particular purpose 
served by ascertaining absolutely by which of the two the Bhavana is 
expressed. 

The following objection might be urged: “Inasmuch as we do not 
find the Bhavana expressed by the roots endiug in the krt affixes, we 
can safely assert that it is signified by the conjagational affiaes, (and 
not by the roots )." 

This is not right; because we find that no Bhavana is expressed by. 
the conjugational affixes in * bhavatt,’ ‘asti, &c. Nor is it an absolute fact 
that it is not expressed by roots ending in krt affixes, because even when 
these latter are used, we do comprehend a certain portion of the Bhavana. 

For instance, in the case of krtya affixes, we meet with such words as 
* bhoktavyam;,' * yashtavyam,’ and the like; and the Bhavana that is signified 
by these is only slightly inferior to that which is signified by conjuga- 
tional affixes. And here too, in the case of the Passive kríya affixes as 
in *brahmano na hantavyah’ inasmuch as itis a substance—Brahmana—that 
is the predominant factor in the sentence,—the Bhavana denoted is much 
inferior to that which is signified by the Bhava-Kriya affix (in ‘ Yashta- 
vyam’); and the reason is that in the case of the latter no prodominance 
belongs to the action of an Instigator, the meaning of the root itself being 
the most predominant factor; whereas in the other case ‘ brahmano na 
hantavyah ,’—the verb signifies the action of the Instigated as along with 
that of the Instigator. 

The same explanation holds respecting the conjugational affixes used. 
in the seuse of the Active and the Passive; because in the case of these 
also, the position of the action of the Instigator remains a subordinate 
one. And hence the case of the sri affixes cannot be said to be the same 
as that of the conjugational affixes. 

So also in the case of Indeclinable Krt affixes, though these have the 
sense of the Bhava (Active), yet the cognition of the Bhavana, cognised 
by itself, is slightly inferior to the foregoing. For instance—‘ abhikraman 
juhoti’ etc., etc.,—in all of which the Bhavana that is cognised is one that 
is dependent upon another Bhavana. So also in the case of such words 
as ‘ pakvah,' ‘pakvavan’ and the like, the cognition that is directly per- 
ceptible is that of a substance subservient to a Bhavana in its fully accom- 
plished form ; so too in the case of the words * pacaka’ and the like. 

Thus then, we find that in all cases, (of Krt affixes), there is always a 
need of a certain relationship between the Noun and the Verb (and this 
could not be without a Bhavana) ; for if there were no Bhavana, there 
would be no need of any such relation, exactly as there is nono in the case 
of the compounds of root-words and words with nominal affixes. And the 
name Karaka’ (relation between noun and verb) is not applicable unless 
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there is an action in the case; nor is there any action, which does not 
bring about Mme ie that did not exist before. Hence itis proved 
that the sense of ‘ karoti ' aud bhāvayati’ is present (in the case of krt 
affixes also). - 

And even without the fact of the Bhavana being shown in the process 
of accomplishment, we can show that the necessary co-ordination is 
present, For instance, —' What should be done?’ * Cooking should be done 
(paktavyam)’ (where we have a co-ordination between the cooking, pāka) 
—and the affix tavya—‘should’). *Kathanküram juhoti?’ * Abhikraman 
juhoti, and soon. In the case of the conjugational affixes also, there is no 
other ground for the Bhavana, but the co-ordination (of the affix) with 
the root ‘kr.’ 

Thus then we find that even roots do not entirely leave off the 
Bhavana, as has been well said (in Bhatti-kavya—* Just as the root kr 
employs all the roots in their various meanings, so, &c., &c.' (?) 

It is not the form, but the predominant character, of the Bhavana, 
that can be said to be directly signified, or indirectly implied, by the con- 
jugational affixes, exclusively. 

Objection: “In that case as soon as the word ‘yagéna’ has been 
mentioned, the full meaning of the root ‘yajz’ becomes withdrawn from 
the word ‘ yajéta,’ and the Bhavana having thus been signified by the 
root-meaning, there can be no reason for the use of another word 
bhavayét.” 

This argument does not touch our position; because, as a matter of 
fact, the root ('yaji") has a twofold meaning ; and in pointing out the two 
phases of the meaning separately, all that we do by mentioning the word 
' yagéna.’ is to point out, separately, the peculiar Instrumentality of the sacri- - 
fice, which is a specific form of the signification of the root, the generic 
form consisting of the Bhāvanā, in order to point out which we make use 
of another word ‘ bhavayet.’ | | 

Or, it may be that there are certain — ds a) Instrumentali _ - 
(2) the number of the Agent—that are signified separately by the root and 
the affix (respectively); whereas the Bhavana being quite compatible with: 
both of them, we can hold it to be denoted by both (root and affix) toe- 
gether. And it is for this reason that we find both the Sutra and the 
Bhashya speaking of all ‘Karmagabdah’ (complete verbs) as being 
* bhavarthah’ (signifying the Bhavana), where there is a distinct mention 
of coextensiveness (between whole verb-roots and affixes .combined—and the 
signifying of the Bhavana). 

In the Mimansa-Castra, however, the Bhavana is always held to be 
signified by the affix. 


The sense of this theory may be thus briefly explained: (1) The 
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sense of the Affix is always expressed by the Root and the Affix taken to- 
gether; and asthe Bhavana is the most important factor in this joint 
signification, it is held to be signified by the affix. That is to say, though 
there is no other ground for differentiating exactly, by which of the two 
the Bhavana is denoted, yet,inasmuch as it isa well-established fact 
that greater importance is always attached to the denotation of the affix, 
—and in the case in question, the Bhavana is the most important fac- 
tor,—we naturally conclude that this Bhavana must be denoted by the 
affix. 

(2) The Root and the Affix are always found to appear in a definite 
order of sequence; and as a matter of fact, we find that it is only 
when the Affix is heard to be pronounced, that we have an idea of 
the Bhavana; and this too leads us to the conclusion that the Bhavana 
is denoted by the affix. Because the invariable concomitance of any two 
objects is not only such that one cannot exist in the absence of the other, 
but also of a kind which we find in the present case, where we find that 
it is only when a particular word—the Affix f.i.—is pronounced that there 
is a denotation of the Bhavana ; and as such, in accordance with the rule 
that when one object is always seen to appear when another appears, 
there is always an invariable concomitance between the two,-—we must 
admit that the Bhavana is denoted by the Affix. 

It has been argued above that—*' in the case of such verbs as ‘asti; 
and the like, we find the Affix giving up the denotation of the Bhavana 
(and as such there can be no concomitance between the two).” But this 
objection is equally applicable to all the theories; for instance, even if tlie 
Bhavana be held to be denoted by the Root, or the Root and the Affix con- 
jointly, then too, the case of the verbs ‘asti, &c., would be incompatible 
with the theories. Hence the fact is that, whenever the Bhavana is 
cognised, it is always expressed by the Affix, while in a case where it is 
not cognised, there is no occasion for any consideration as to by what it 
is expressed. And we have already shown under the T'dbhütadhikarana 
(of the Tarkapada) that any stray contrary instance cannot vitiate a 
general rule. 

Or, we may show that the case of the verbs asti, &c., does not afford 
instances contrary to our general rule with regard to the denotation of 
the Bhavana. Because even in the case of the words ‘asti, &c., there is 
always a part of the Nominative agent that is yet to be accomplished ; 
and hence there is always present a Bhavani (accomplishing) of this 
unaceomplished portion; but the Bha@vand, in this case, is not distinctly 
cognised, because it does not appear (as it does in other cases) in a rela- 
tion of subserviency to anything apart from the Agent himself. That 
is to say, in the case of the words ‘ asti,’ &c., though there is no functioning 
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of the nominative agent perceptible, on account of the Agent himself 
being still unaccomplished, and of there being nothing besides the Agent 
io be accomplished, yet it is on account of the inherent potentiality of 
the Affix itself that we recognise the element of Bhavana. And (1) as for 
the object of the Bhüvanà, we have the Agent himself, there being no 
other object capable of being spoken of, on account of the unaccomplish- 
ed character of the Agent; (2) for the Instrument of the Bhavana, we 
have the act of being (bhavana); and (3) as for the Procedure, we have 
the method of the briuging about, one after another, of the various parts of 
himself. And thus we find that all the three factors of the Bhavana are 
supplied in one way or the other, by the act of being itself, specially as 
the case admits of no other action. Thus then, of the Agent himself, there 
are certain parts that are still being called into existence, i.e., being accom- 
plished, while there are others that have already been accomplished, 
which serve as the Nominative agents. And the act of being, whieh exists 
in common in those that have been accomplished, as well as in those that 
are being accomplished, is spoken of as the Bhavana. 

The same arguments apply to the case of such dies as Jayate, 

‘ nishpadyaté,’ * siddhyati' and the like. 

As for the word ‘asti’ (is) it expresses a — of things just 
following that which is expressed by ‘ bhavati’ (becomes) synonymous 
with ‘takes birth,’ and as such accomplishes the present being of the self; 
and hence it is that it takes one of the conjugational affixes. And in 
this case also, the differentiation of the functioning of the Actor and 
the acted upon is to be made as before, with reference to the common 
character of being that extends over the various parts of the Agent, while 
differing from another in the point of time of their individual accomplish- 
' ment. However, though there is such a Bhāvanā, yet there can be no 
Injunction or Prohibition with regard to such Bhaávanüs; for the simple 
reason that they refer to the Agent, who is always a fully accomplished 
intelligent subject. 

The following argument is possible: * We do often come across 
Injunctions of such being, &c. For instance, ‘ Rtvija bhavitavyam,’ * Rathan- 
taram bhavati,’ * Adhvaryuh syt; * Ukthyani syüh,! $c." 


The reply to this is that it is true that we meet with such Injunctions " 


but in these cases the word ‘ bhavati’ is not used in its ordinary sense; 
for instance, the meaning of ‘ Kívijà bhavitavyam’ is that one should ac- 
complish the Rivik-hood, necessary for the performance of the sacrifice, by 
means of such other actions as purchase, appointment and the like. So also 
in the case of the sentence ‘ Rathantaram bhavati, though the direct 
meaning of the text is with reference to the being (or acquiring existence) 
of the Rathantara, yet, inasmuch as the Rathantara is an inanimate thing, 
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no such being is possible; and hence what the Injunction means is that 
one should accomplish the Rathantara—a distinct case of Bhavana. 

Whenever we have such sentences as ‘one should become this or that’ 
(bhavet),—the root ‘bhū’ having the sense of stays (tishthati),—there is 
always a possibility of something to be accomplished, the sense of the Injunc- 
tion being that one should accomplish something by staying. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the true character of Bhavana 
belongs to the action of the agent that becomes, only when the verb used 
signifies the Past, Present or the Future,—and not when it is in the Injunc- 
tive, &c. 

In the expression of the Past, &c., also, when the complete action is 
signified by the verbal root itself, and there is no differentiation based 
upon the difference in the time of the appearance of the different portions of 
the Agent, then, in that case, the incongruity being patent, the significa- 
tion of the verb must be taken as restricted to the denotation of the root 
only, and not extending to the Bhavana,—the Number, &oc., of the Nom- 
inative being taken to be signified by the verbal affix. And we have 
already shown that any stray instance to the contrary cannot vitiate our 
general rule with regard to the Bhavana. 

It has also been urged that we find the verbal root signifying the 
Bhavana, even in the case of the Krt affixes (as in ‘pakvah,’ &c.). 

True it is that the denotation of the root always accompanies the 
Bhavana; but for the very reason of the Bhavana being indirectly implied 
by these denotations of the roots, it can also be said that the Bhavana is not 
directly expressed by the root. That is to say, in the case of all words 
ending in Krt affixes, the character of the Bhāvanā is cognised as the 
secondary element, being indirectly implied by the nouns signified by 
the verbal root,—which latter therefore cannot be said to directly denote 
the Bhavana. Just as in the case of verbal affixes, inasmuch as action 
is the predominant element in the denotation of these, the Noun is always 
cognised as the secondary factor connected with the denotation of the 
verbal root; and hence the Nominative and the Accusative are not held to 
be directly expressed (by the verbal affix); in the same manner, in the 
ease of the Krt affixes, the denotation of the Nominative, &c., not being 
otherwise possible, these would indirectly imply the Bhavana, which, for 
this very reason, cannot be said to be directly denoted by the word. And 
it is only with reference to this imphed Bhavana, that we have such 
sentences as ' Kin karāti ?’ ‘ Pakam’—where the last word is spoken of as 
co-ordinate with the word ‘ karoti,’ exactly as the word ‘ Dévadattah’ is 
used along with the word ‘pacati’ And the relationship of the Noun too is 
possible only with reference to the indirectly implied Bhavana. Or, this 
relationship may be taken as with the denotation of the root (and not with 
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the Bhavana), because of the fact of the nouns serving the purpose of 
accomplishing the denotation of the verbal roots, which are always sub- 
servient to the Bhavana; and the denotation of the root too stands in 
need of these Nouns (as serving the purpose of accomplishing the deno- 
tation of the root); and the Bhavana too refers only to such Nouns; 
hence there is no incongruity in the relationship in question. 

In the case of the Krtya affixes (tavya, &c.), also, inasmuch as they 
denote the ‘ praisha,’ urging,—even though there be no direct denotation 
of the Bhàvanà,—the full signification of the word is not attained, until 
we have obtained a Bhavana fully equipped with all its three factors. 
Because all these words serve to urge the person to a performance of his 
functions; and the form of this function is the Bhāvanā endowed with 
the three factors. That is to say, apart from his own function, a man 
cannot perform anything else; and the Praishas serve to make him 
perform these. Hence if these words did not, in some way or other, refer 
to the function (of the man), they could not urge him to its performance; 
and thus too, in this case also, it is found that there is an indirect impli- 
cation of the Bhavana (which is the name given to the functioning of the 
agent). As for the Praishas or Directions, contained in the Brahmanas, all 
these have the character of Vidhi, Injunction, since what they lay down 
is not got at by any other means; and hence, in these cases, the Kriya 
affixes cannot but be accepted as having the Injunctive signification, 
even though this signification is not laid down by Panini. 

The only difference, however, between Injunction and Direction (Vidhi 
and Praisha) is that when the object is otherwise remembered, the urging 
(to it) is called ‘ Praisha’ Direction ; while when the same urging is to 
that which is not otherwise got at, it becomes ‘ Vidhi’ Injunction. 

Thus it is clear that the Bhavana is signified by the Affixes. 

Objection: ‘If Bhavana be held to be a functioning of the Instigator, 
“then the character of the Bhavana will have to be admitted in such 
“actions as the laying of the vessel upon the fire, &c., (in the case of cooking), 
“and those of the mental determination, &c., (in the case of sacrifice),—these 
“being the actions of the Instigating Agent. And as it is these actions 
“that are signified by verbal roots, you cannot but admit the Bhavana 
“to be denoted by the root." 

Reply: This does not affect our position ; because though it is a fact 
that the Bhavana is never cognised, entirely apart from the signification 
of the verbal root, yet the Bhavana proper that is cognised in a general 
form (covering over many particular actions), is something entirely 
different. That is to say, in all the particular actions spoken of above,— viz. 
laying the vessel upon the fire, &c., —we always perceive a common generic 
action, in the shape of ‘karoti, ‘does.’ The action of being softened, 
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laying on the fire, &c., that are spoken of by the words ‘pacati, ‘ cooks, 
&c., are such as inhere in the object and in the Nominative Agent. Aud 
among all these actions, the mere action of cessation from inactivity, the 
mere moving towards the performance of an action, is what is meant by 
the word ‘Bhāvanā’; while all the particular actions, that go to lend 
colour to the mere activity, and which inhere in the object as well as 
in the Agent, become related to it, either in the shape of the Instrument 
or in that of the Process. 

Objection: “ But in that case, Bhávanà comes to be nothing more 
“than a generic denotation of the verbal root." 

Reply: True; the Bhavana does appear ina generic form; but it is 
only inthe shape of something to be accomplished, and not in the particular 
forms of the sacrifice, &c. Because the generic idea that accompanies the 
sacrifice is in the form of the Instrument, which is entirely different from 
the Bhavana, which is something to be accomplished. With reference to 
each person, the Bhavana has its own peculiar generic and specific forms. 
And the sacrifice, &c., appear as Instruments in the Bhavana; and all that 
the signification of the verbal root does is to supply the elements wanting 
in this instrument of the Bhavana; it is this generic denotation of the 
Root that is expressed by the word ‘karmagabda’ ‘Verb’; and inasmuch 
as the sacrifice, &c., serve to qualify the Bhavana, they are known as the 
peculiarities of the Bhavana, and not as the Bhavana itself. 

In scientific works, however, the words ‘ kriyagabda’ and * karmagabda’ 
are used, sometimes with reference to the denotation of the verbal root, 
and sometimes with reference to the Bhavana, while at times, through proxi- 
mity, with reference to both; in any case they are never used to express 
the particular forms of any of these. Because the Bhavana or the sig. 
nification of the verbal affix, that is cognised in the case of a conjugational 
affix, is never expressed, in the same form, by any other word. That is 
to say, the word ‘Bhavana’ signifies something that is a substantial 
objective reality, in an accomplished form, as qualified by a particular 
Gender and Number; and thisis not what is signified by the conjugational 
affix (the Injunctive f.i), whose denotation is entirely free from any 
element of Gender or Number. Similarly too, with the denotation of 
the verbal Root. For instance, the words ‘karoti, ‘does,’ and ‘ bhávayati' 
‘accomplishes,’ signify something entirely different from that which is 
expressed by the conjugational affix; since that which is signified by 
‘karoti’ and ‘ bhavayati’ is the Bhavana that has doing and accomplishing 
for its Instrument; and as this is not the form of the Bhavana that is 
signified in the case of the word ‘ yajéta,’ the two ('karoti' and the 
Injunctive affix in ‘yajeta’) cannot be said to be synonymous. And the 
sentence 'jügéna bhavayét should be explained, without taking iuto 
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consideration the Bhavana that appears to be signified by the affix in the 
word ‘ bhavayét.’ Consequently the sentence in question cannot be quoted 
in support of the theory that ‘ bhavayatz’ or ‘ karoti’ is synonymous with the 
Injunctive affix in ‘yajéta;’ because the use of the sentence can be ex- 
plained as based upon a certain degree of close proximity between the two 
and not upon an absolute identity of meaning. Thus we conclude that 
the Bhavana cannot be expressed by any other word. 

As soon as the Bhavan& has been cognised, first of all there arises a 
desire to know what the object of the Bhavana is; because the object is the 
most important factor in it, and also because the object does not stand in need 
of the desire for any other factor. . And in every Bhavana that is endowed 
with an Injunction, this Injunctiveness, even if previously cognised, is 
not accepted, until the Bhavana, as equipped with all its three factors, 
is perceived to be capable of being put into action. And before the Injunc- 
tive character asserts itself, we must always recognise the fact that the 
Bhavané should be fully equipped with all the elements that make it 
capable of being put into action. Auay person that would do an act 
intelligently, is never found to be engaging in any action, unless he is 
fully cognisant of a certain desirable result that would follow from it, 
This desirable result too is never sought for anywhere else besides the 
object to be accomplished (by the Bhavana) ; because there is nothing 
more important than such a result, that could be the object to be ac- 
complished, 

Thus then, if in any Bhavana, the object to be accomplished were some- 
thing different from that which is desirable to the agent, then no Agent 
would be found to be engaging in any activity towards the fulfilment of such 
an object; and as such the very promptive potency of the Injunctive affix 
would become thwarted. Hence it is that, though the denotation of the Root 
(yay), as related to the Injunctive through the fact of being expressed by 
a part of the same word as the Injunctive, comes forward to supply the: 
factor of the object of the Bhavana,—yet, on account of its inherent incapa- 
bility (due to its not being something desirable by the Agent), it is set. 
aside. (1) Because mere proximity is not the sole ground of any relation-. 
ship,—the most important grounds being those of Capability, Mutual Want, 
&c., as we shall speak of later on. (2) Because all that the word ‘ yajéta’ 
directly denotes is the mere relationship between the denotation of the: 
root ‘yaj’ and the Bhavana (signified by the Injunctive affix); and it ex- 
presses nothing with regard to the former entering into any of the three- 
elements of the latter. That is to say, the potency of the word having 
ceased with the denotation of the Relationship, the matter, as to the en- 
tering of anything into the three elements of the Bhavana, should be 
decided on the sole ground of capability. And inasmuch as the denotation 
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of the Root is not found to be capable of being related as the Object, 
—on account of this factor being supplied by the Injunctive character, which, 
being expressed by the same Affix, is by far the most proximate (to the 
Bhavana),— we must conclude that it must be related in the shape of 
another factor (that of the Instrument). (3) The Affix can never serve 
the purpose of prompting towards the Object itself, inasmuch as the Agent 
always knows what is desirable for him, (and it is only in the matter of the 
particular means, &c., that he needs a prompting). That is to say, it is only 
in cases where the activity of the Agent is dependent upon Scriptural In- 
junctions, that we seek for Proximity or Non-proximity (as pointing out 
the various elements of the Bhavana). The Object to be accomplished, 
however, in the shape of Heaven, Cattle, Offspring, Landed property, &oc., 
are such as are already known as desirable, without any Scriptural In- 
structions to the effect. Hence as soon. as there arises a desire to know 
what is the object of the Bhavand, we at once recognise, even before we 
come across any scriptural text, that it is a certain Object desired by the 
Agent; and all that remains to be known is the particular Object so 
desired ; but this particular object too is not in the shape of something to be. 
accomplished, but only as the object of the particular Bhavana in question. 
Hence it is that the element in question is supplied by Heaven, &c., which, 
though at a distance from the word, is yet found to be the most capable of 
the said relationship. As for the relationship of the denotation of the 
Root, any acceptance of this as the Object, would be accepting something 
not required in the case at all; and as such the very potency of the In- 
junction being thwarted, there would be an inevitable contradiction of the 
Crutt. (4) Further, that alone,—which has been recognised as the nomi- 
native agent of the action of being, either in the same or another sentence, 
—can have the character of the Object (of the Bhavana); and, as a matter 
of fact, in the case in question, the denotations of the Root, &c., are not 
cognised as having any connection with the action of being; while Heaven, 
&oc., found in connection with the word ‘desiring,’ are actually perceived 
to be connected with the action of being. Because the desire in the mind 
of the man is in the form ‘May Heaven be mine,—where Heaven is dis- 
tinctly cognised as the nominative of being; and it is for this reason that 
it is accepted to supply a desideratum, something to be brought about, 
of the Bhavana. 

The object of the Bhavana having been thus ascertained, there arises 
a desire to know its Instrument—by what Means it is to be accomplished. 
And it is always the ‘ydga,’ ‘Sacrifice’ (denoted by the root ‘ yaji’ in 
‘yajp2ta’) that is recognised as the Instrument; (1) because the action of 
the Agent depending upon the scriptural Instruction, we cannot but scck 
after what is pointed out by Proximity, &c., as appearing in the text in 
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question (and the root is always the most proximate to the Affix) ; (2) 
because Capability or Incapability too can not be recognised by auy other 
means of right notion, save the text itself; (3) because it is only the 
. ^gacrifice, the recognition whereof as the Instrument is not incompatible 
with the tenor of the Injunction; (4) because there is no ground for reject- 
ing the denotation of the root (yaji), that presents itself, as the Iustru- 
ment, through its close Proximity to the Injunctive Affix; and (5) be- 
cause, as a matter of fact, no Bhavand of a particular result is possible with- 
out tle agency of that which is denoted by a verbal root. Though the 
* Sacrifice’ itself is not an accomplished fact, yet, it ean accomplish the 
Result, after it has itself been accomplished by means of its own particular 
Instrunient. And it isa fact of nature that everything in the world is, 
at one time, in an imaccomplished shape, and at another time, in a fully 
accomplished state. The accomplishment too (of the sacrifice) is of no parti- 
eular use, prior to the action of the Scriptural Injunction ; because the 
only use that the accomplishment of the Instrument has is at the time 
of the fulfilment of its particular result. And inasmuch as the Instru- 
mentality (of sacrifice) is actually found to be extending over all the three 
periods of time, there is nothing very incongruous in speaking of the 
sacrifice (even while unaccomplished) as the Instrument (of the Bhavanà). 

For these reasons, the Enstrumentality must be admitted to belong 
to the sacrifice, &c. But inasmuch as the Result appears at a time 
very remote from that of the performance of the sacrifice, the Instru- 
mentality of this latter could not be possible, except through the interven- 
ing agency of the Apürva; it is for this reason that the words denoting 
actions are said to bring about the recognition of the Aparva. And thus 
the meaning of the Sutra might be this: "hose * Karma-cabdas ’—words 
denotative of actions—which are ‘bhavartha,—which serve the purpose of ac- 
complishing the Bhavand—such as the roots ‘yagi’ and the like—lead us to 
the cognition of the agency of the Apürva. = ^ -> - . ~~ 

Objection: “ (1) In accordance with the rule above laid down in con- 
** nection with the relationship of the Object and the Instrument, it would 
“seem that the Bhavana could be signified by only such conjugational 
“affixes as appear in connection with transilive Verbs; that is to say, the 
“ factor of the object being supplied only by such entities as are the most 
“ desired (which is the definition of the Objective), no intransitive verb 
* could ever have anything to do with such an object. (2) Or, all the 
“ Verbs would become transitive (if we admit the relationship of all verbs 
“ with such objects.) (3) Or, lastly, it must be admitted that there is 
“ no Bhavana signified in the case of intransitive verbs.” 

This, however, does not effect our position; because the objective of 
the denotation of the root, as found in the case of Transitive Verbs, is 
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something entirely different from that which is referred to by the denota- 
tion of the Affix. For instance, in the case of such transitive Verbs as 
* odanam pacati’ ‘cooks the rice,’ ‘ gramam gacchati,’ ‘ goes home,’—the objec- 
tive of the root-meauing is entirely different from that of the Bhavana. 
Though it often happens that the objective of the root-meaning itself becomes 
also the objective of the Bkavand,—the meaning of the sentence being 
* pakéna odanam bhavayati,’ ‘accomplishes the rice by means of cooking ;'—yet 
it is often that the Bhavand, as accompanied by the root-meaning together 
with its own particular objective, has an independent objective of its own,— 
the meaning of the sentences in this case being —‘ odanapakéna grümagama- 
wena và svartham bhavayati,’ ‘one seeks to fulfil his desired end by means 
of the cooking of the rice, or by going to his home.’ Thus then, the 
Objective of the Bhavana is found to be recognised, after the root. meanings, 
only as something £o be acquired (aud te be accomplished) ; and as such 
though ithappens to be covered over by the meaning of another root (* Kama,’ 
desiring), yet it is always recognised as the objective of the Bhavana; and 
this peculiar relationship of the Bhavana and its objective is, in many cases, 
mentioned by the word ‘Kama’ (to desire). For instance, even in the case 
of intransitive verbs—such as the verbs ‘ Asa,’ to sit, and ‘ Gi’ to lie down, — 
we have such sentences as ‘ sukhakdma Gsita,’ ‘ one desiring comfort should 
sit down,’ and ‘ Svasthyakamo Cayita,’ ‘one desiring health should lie down.’ 
And though these two roots are intransitive ones, yet there is always a 
factor of * karoti’ ‘does,’ or ‘accomplishes,’ signified by the particular Affix ; 
and it is of this * karoti’ (transitive) that Comfort, &c., are cognised to be 
the objective. And this ‘karoti’? being always transitive, even in the 
case of the conjugational affixes appearing in connection with Intransitive 
Verbs, there is always a certain co-extensiveness between the signification 
of the particular root and that of the word ‘karoti;’ as we actually find, 
the questions—' K?5-karoti, ‘what is he doing?’—answered by * dsté, 
“he is sitting, ‘ cété,’ ‘he is lying down;' and thus even in the case of 
these roots we find the Bhavana having a definite objective (though the roots 
are intransitive). As a matter of fact, even in the case of the transitive 
verb ‘yagi, to sacrifice, though the real object is the Deity to whom the sacri- 
fice is offered, yet the objective of the Bhavana is something entirely 
different, in the shape of Offspring, Heaven, Cattle, and the like. Thus 
then, in the case of Transitive, a8 well as in that of Intransitive Verbs, we 
have such sentences as ‘dsanéna bhaivayét sukham,’ ‘one should seek to 
accomplish his pleasure by sitting down.’ 

Question: “What then would be the difference between Transitive 
and Intransitive Verbs.” 

Reply: In a case where the root-meaning is always directly concerned 
with a certain objective, the root is Transitive; whereas in a case where 
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the connection with an objective is only indirect, through the medium of 
the Bhavana, the root is Intransitive. For instance, in the case of the root 
to sit, to lie down, the objective is not always definitely cognised; and as 
such they are spoken of as Intransitive; whereas the roots to cook, &c. ; 
are always accompanied. by an objective, which is directly connected with 
it, through the actions of Softening, &o.; and as such these are spoken of 
as Transitive. But this does not make any difference between the two kinds 
of roots, when referring to a Bhavana. 

The Bhávanà then having its two factors—of the Objective and tlie 
Instrument— duly supplied, there arises a desire to learn the process of this 
Instrumentality ; as without a certain process of action no real Instrumenta- 
lity is possible And then, Sense-Perception, &c., not being found 
to be capable of helping the Bhavana in any way, a cognition of the 
Process depends entirely upon the Scripture; and as such for a due cogni- 
tion of this, we must take our stand upon Proximity, &c. (of the Verbs 
occurring in the Scriptural Injunction); and when this is not possible, the 
Process is pointed out by some other means ;—either (1)directly by scrip- 
tural Injunctions, or (2) indirectly by the particular Implications of the 
generic Injunction, (3) or by the Apparent Inconsistency of an entirely 
transcendental help (required in the case). 

Thus, being duly equipped with all its three factors, the Bhavana be- 
comes capable of being accomplished; and as such it becomes the object 
of an Injunction. And because the Bhāvanā is enjoined, it is on account 
of the Apparent Inconsistency of this, that we have the Injunctions of 
sacrifice, &c., (as forming the ncm of m said ite And thus the 
Sütra becomes duly established. iion: 


ey 


Says the Bhashya:— There are certain Karmagabdas, &.,” And 
though the proper words to be cited as examples wére ‘ yaga,’ ‘ yajana,’ &oc., 
yet the Bhashya has cited the words ‘ Cyéna,’ &e., which are accomplished 
as such only through their co-extensiveness with the aforesaid words; and 
the words ‘ Cyéna,’ &c., are easily recognisable as Karmagabdas, because of 
their denoting certain actions occurring after the Injunction of such instru- 
ments as those of the ‘ ya@ga,’ sacrifice, &c.; and thus these are dependent 
upon something else,—it being absolutely impossible for an independent 
word to be spoken of as ‘ bh@vagabda’ (and as such there is nothing 
incongruous or tautological in the sentence ‘ bhavarthah karmagabdah ’). 
Specially as the ‘ yaga,’ ‘sacrifice,’ &c., by themselves, are capable of being 
inferred to be * bhavartha.’ 

There are certain ‘bhavartha’ words that are mot * Karmacabdas.’ 
And in this connection the proper examples to cite were ‘ bhavayet 
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kuryat, &c.; but the Bhashya cites the words ‘bhuti, &c., which signify 
the action of that which is prompted; and as such they are not capable of 
being cited as instances of ‘ bhávartha, as explained above. And though 
one of the words cited by the Bhashya could, by taking it in the causal 
sense, be spoken of as ‘ bhāvārtha, yet the other two are not capable of such 
constructions; though these latter also can have their denotation split up 
into two parts—one part being the action of the Prompter and another that 
of the Prompted ; and with reference to the latter, they can be spoken 
of as ‘bhavartha;’ and it is for this reason that the Bhashya has cited 
them. Or, it may be that, in accordance with the interpretation in the 
following Sutra, the purpose of the Bhavana may be taken as served by 
only a partial signification (only that of the action of being); and hence 
even though the words in question do not signify the whole of the Bhavana, 
yet they can be spoken of as ‘ bhavartha.’ 

Question: * Why should not these (*bhavartha words’) be spoken 
* of as Karmagabdas, when all verb-roots are called Karmagabdas ? ” 

Answer: An undefined generic action (that of being) being incapable 
of being performed, such words cannot be spoken of as Karmagabdas. 
And hence it is that it is only such verbal roots, as denote particular 
actions, that are recognised as Karmagabdas ; and hence the question does 
not affect our position. | | 

If the words * Cyéna,’ ‘Citra,’ &c., (names of sacrifices) were directly 
related to the particular results (mentioned in the sentence ' Cyénénabhi- 
garan yajéta, &c.), then the Sacrifice itself would not have any instru- 
mental agency in the accomplishment of the results; and then the words 
* Cyena,' &c., could not be taken as Names; because itis only because of the 
co-ordination of the Instrumental Sacrifice with the words ‘Cyénéna, &c., 
that these latter are taken as names; and then these words would have to 
be taken as luying down materials for the sacrifices (which has been 
shown above to be absolutely untenable). It is for this reason that the 
Bhashya has said— When we have the present Adhikarana, etc., ete.’ (That 
is to say, when, according to the present Adhikarana, the Sacrifice is taken 
as the Instrument of the Bhavand, then the ‘ Cyena' cannot but be taken 
as a mere Name of the sacrifice). | 

It may be asked why the fact of the sacrifice being the Instrument 
of the Bhavana was not ascertained on the previous occasion. But the 
reason was that the particular fact has no connection with the subject- 
matter of the former Adhyäya, which treats only of the means of knowing 
Dharma. Then there is the question — why should not the fact of ‘Cyéna’ 
&c., being names of sacrifices have been left to be treated of on the present 
occasion ? But the reason of this is that this fact has no connection with the 
Marks of Difference (among Actions), which forms the subject-matter of 
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the present Adhyüya. Therefore the treatment of the two facts must be 
accepted in their present order of sequence. 

Says the Bhàshya — * Na caishàmarthind, &c.’; and this refers to the 
word mentioning the Result; i.e., the mention of the Result has no direct - 
concern with the word ‘ Cétrayà.' 

Says the Bhdshya :— * Vivibhaktikatvat;’ and this may mean — (1) 
because of the disappearance of the Conjugatéoual affix that signifies the pecu- 
liar relationship ; er (2) because of the presence of the particular Declensional 
 affie which signifies an accomplished entity. For these two reasons, the words 
* Citra,’ &c., that denote certain substances, can have no connection with the 
particular results mentioned; as has been declared — ‘The relationship 
of the means and the object always rests in the Bhavan@; and hence the 
said relationship could never be accomplished without an affix denoting 
the Bhavana.’ 


Sutra (2): Objection :—“ But Bhava forms the meaning of 
all words.” 


* We cannot admit of the fact of the Apürva being expressed by the 
* Affix, or by the Root by itself directly; and as for expressing it in- 
* directly, this can be equally done by the Noun also. 

“ That is to say, if it were held that the Apürva can be expressible only 
“by that which denotes the Bhavana, or by the root alone by itself, 
* independently of the Affix, then, the theory that it is expressed by Nouns 
“would have been untenable. As a matter of fact, however, just as the 
“ root, expressed by the Affix is capable of denoting the instrumentality (of 
“the Apirva), indirectly through the agency of the Bhāvanā, so also is the 
“Noun ; and as such there is no difference in the two: theories." 


Sutra (3): Reply: Such words, on the utterance whereof 
the forms of the objects denoted are directly cognised, are Nouns; 
and as such these do not stand in need of anything else, on account 
of their being self-sufficient in regard to their denotation. 


It has been already shown above that when the Apūrva is expressed by 
any one factor of the sentence, all else becomes subsidiary to it; and we 
are now going to show the difference in the very characters of the different 
words themselves. 

For instance, we cannot admit of a distinct Dharma being mani- 
fested with each word of a sentence; because that would necessitate the 
admission of many transcendental agencies; and we have yet to show 
that the Noun can have no direct relationship with the result of the 
sacrifice. That is to say, when the particular transcendental agency is held 
to be accomplished by any one word 3f the sentence, all else is very rightly 
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taken às accomplishing certain visible results and thereby becoming sub- 
sidiary to the former; and this theory appears to be the simplest under 
the circumstances. If, however, for the sake of making the latter subsi- 
diary to the former, we have got to assume other transcendental results to 
follow from these, then it would be very much simpler to hold all the 
words to be equally related to the Result; nor will this entail the trouble 
of assuming diverse relationships in the sentence. 

Now then, if the Noun be held to be directly related to the Result, 
we would have to call, to the aid of the former, the signification of the 
Root. This signification of the root, however, being self-sufficient, could 
not bring any visible help to the denotation of the Noun which is an 
accomplished entity ; nor does this latter stand in any need of such visible 
help; because the denotation of the noun is recognised as a fully 
accomplished entity, at the very time of its being uttered; and because 
that of which it is said to stand in need (viz, the Sacrifice as signified 
by the Root) is yet to be accomplished. 

The word “ prayoya” in the Sūtra, means that with regard to which 
the word is used, i.e., the object denoted by it; and it is through this that - 
there is a recognition of the accomplished form of the denotation of the 
word. - | | | E. 

The form of the Action is said to be perishable, only with a view to 
point to the fact of that form not having yet appeared; specially as even 
when the action has been accomplished, inasmuch as it is extremely. 
transitory in its character, it always stands in need of repeated accom- 
plishments, 

Téebhyah parakanksha.—This may be explained (1) as that these Nouns 
do not stand in need of anything else that would serve as their primary — 
in this case it being necessary to supply the words ‘na vidyate; ' or (2) 
the need for anything else is far away from these. 

“How”? The reply is ‘ bhitatvat’—that is to say, because of these 
being aecomplished entities; this has been added only with a view to 


show the real character of things; which serves as a reason for the view 
held by the Sara. 


Sutra (4): Such words, on whose utterance the objects 
denoted are not found to exist, are Verbs; hence it is by means of 


these that the Apurva is cognised; because of the object being 
dependent. 


It is always the denotation of the root, as contained in the Verb, 
that is cognised as something to be accomplished ; and when this is held to 
be connected directly with the Result, the Noun must be taken as serving 
only a visible purpose. 
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That is to say, from its very character, the denotation of the Root is 
cognised as something to be accomplished, which latter is distinctly specified 
by such roots as form parts of particular verbs. Hence when such s 
denotation of the Root is laid down as the means to a Distinct Result, in- 
asmuch as the former itself is something yet to be accomplished, it stands 
in need of an Instrument; aud what the Noun does is to lay down either 
the accessories of the sacrifice (denoted by the Root), or to appear only as 
the Name of a particular sacrifice; or do both; and thereby it becomes 
subsidiary to the denotation of the Root. 

Objection: “If you hold it to appear as the Name, Set, inasmuch 
“as the word that appears as the Noun would also be something to be 

“accomplished, this too would be equal in all respects to the denotation 
* of the Root." 

Reply: Not 80: (1) Because if the Name be held to be directly o con- 
nected with the Result, it would only be taken as an Accessory; and as 
such an accomplished entity (and this would strike at its very character 
of the Name). And (2) because though the denotation of the root has 
the character of something to be accomplished, yet when it happens to be 
expressed by a Noun, it is always cognised as an accomplished cili ex- 
actly like any ordinary substance. 

That is to say, though the denotation of the Root is in the form of 
something to be accomplished, yet whenever it happens to be mentioned by 
& Noun, it is always accompanied by distinct notions of Gender and Num- 
ber, and as such a fully accomplished entity. And it is a reoognised fact 
that the syntactical needs of words depend upon the particular verbal 
expression, and not upon the real state of things described; hence it 
must be admitted that such a need belongs to the Root, and not to the 
Noun. 

* Because of the object being dependent, "—this serves to point out the 
difference between the Noun and the Verb, as based upon the degrees of 
proximity to the words. In connection with the Bhávanü,—which has the 
character of a particular activity of the person concerned—this person 
requires a certain relationship of the denotation of the Root; and as there 
is no reason for setting aside this fact, there is no need of the mention of 
the Noun; and this is a sufficient ground of difference. 


ADHIKARANA (2). 
[The Existence of Apiürva.]. 


The above discussion, as to the means of the comprehension of the 
Apürva, has presupposed the existence of the Apūrva itself; but inas- 
much as its existence is not generally accepted, the next sūtra is introduced 
with a view to establish the existence of the Apürva. | 


Sutra (5): There is an Apurva ; because of the Injunction. 


Inasmuch as sacrifices have been laid down for the purpose of certain 
definite results, to follow after the lapse of a long time,—such deferred 
fruition of the Action would not be possible, unless there was an inter- 
vening agency of the Apuva. That is to say, the Apparent Inconsis- 
tency a the relationship of sacrifices and such results as the attainment of 
Heaven, &c., laid down in the Veda,—points to the fact that the existence 
of the yon also is laid down in the Veda itself ; and as such iti is quite 
authoritative. 

Some people—notably the author of the Vrtti on ic Bütras—thínking 
themselves to be exceptionally clever, seek to disprove the Apürva in the 
following manner. And this serves as the 


| PÜRVAPAKSHA (1) of the Adhikarama. 


* Being not amenable to either of the first five means of right no- 
“tion, the Apurva must be admitted to be amenable to the sixth—Negation, 
* That is to say, the first five means of right notion—Sense- -perception 
“and the rest—serve the purpose of giving ideas of certain things; con- 
“sequently an object which is not amenable to any of these, cannot but be 
“accepted to be non-existent, being amenable to the sixth means of right 
a gm aen. And, as a matter of fact, none of the former five 

‘are found to be applicable to the Apūrva ; and hence, being totally foreign 
& (4. -purva) to the means of right notion, it is a non-entity, and as such the 
“name ' Apürva ' is quite proper for it. 

63 
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*(Y1) The Apürva is not cognised by means of Sense-perception, be- 
“ eause not being of the nature of the objects of Sense,—Colour, &c.,—it 
“ cannot be cognised by means of the eye, &e. 

“ (2) Nor is it coguisable by means of Inference; because it has never 
“been found to be actually concomitant with any characteristic mark 
* (that could serve as the middle term of the Inferential Syllogism); as 
“a matter of fact, no relationship—either general or particular—has ever 
* been cognised, with regard to the Apérva; and we have also shown 
“above that Inference is never able to prove the mere existence of objects. 

““(3) We do not know of any word orsentence denotative of the 
“ Apürva; and hence it cannot be held to be an object of verbal cog- 
“nition. And as for its cognition being based upon the Veda, this 
“could be possible, only if it were expressed by either a Word or a 
“Sentence, And asa matter of fact, there is no word that is directly 
‘expressive of the Apürva. As for the word Apurva itself, it only 
* expresses the true state (non-existent) of any such thing; and as 
* such denies its existence totally. And as a rule, words cannot apply to 
“a thing not cognised by any other means of cognition; as it has 
“already been shown that the Word itself is not an independent means of 
“notion. And as for the Sentence, it cannot serve as the means of cogni- 
“sing the Apürva; for the simple reason that the sentence is totally 
“incapable of expressing any such thing as an Apirva ; beeause what is 
“expressed by a sentence is either the identity or difference, or some 
“sort of relationship between any two or more objects; while as s 
** matter of fact, there are no such objects, of which the Apürva could 
* be either the identity or difference or any other relationship. "Though 
“for the cognition of difference among objects, the S#tralays down 
“such means as Different Words, &c., and Direct Assertion, &.,—yet 
“these also are applicable only to the differentiation or usage of such 
“objects as have a natural existence of their own; and they cannot 
* serve to point out the existenee of anything; and as such they eannot 
“serve as the means of cognising the Apürva, And as for Indirect Im- 
“ plication (Atidéga), this cannot apply to anything that has not been 
* cognised by means of Direct Assertion. And further, the whole of the 
“Veda treating of mere Injunctions and Prohibitions, it is never found 
* to point out the existence of objects ; and hence there can be no scrip- 
“tural authority for the Apiürva, 

*(4) That which has never been seem, and hence anything similar 
“ to which has never been seen, can never form the object of Analogy. In 
" fact, being never perceived, the Apūrva could be held to be analogous 
" only to non-entities, like the hare's horns, which also are never per- 
“ ceived. - a i 
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*" (5) Even Apparent Inconsistency does not show that there actually 
“tis any such thing as Apürva; because the relationship of the Sacrifice 
“and its Result is capable of other explanations. 

“That is to say, (a) as for the Apparent Inconsistency of something 
“actually seen, this can be shown to be as irrelevant here as in the case 
* of the proving of the existence of Dharma. That is, as a proof of the 
* existence of Dharma, people bring forward the fact of there being dis- 
*' erepanoies in the conditions of different people; but this discrepancy is 
“otherwise explicable,—being held to be due to the nature of the 
“individuals concerned ; in the same manner, the relationship of the Sacri- 
“ fice with its results being otherwise explicable, it cannot point to any 
“such thing as the Aparva. (b) As for the Apparent Inconsistency of. 
“something that has been directly asserted, this applies only to such cases 
* where the Inconsistency is perceptible. In the present case, however, 
“we have to deal with something that is assumed; and certainly any 
* such thing cannot be said to be inconsistent with something else. For 
“instance, when itis said that the material to be offered should be cut out by 
“the Srwoa, itis distinctly perceptible that such materials as Meat, Cake 
“and the like are incapable of being cut by it; and as the general direc- 
* tion is applicable to these latter also, the direction is interpreted as that it 
“is only the cutting out of liquids, or semi-liquids, that is to be done by the 
“ Sruva. And this assumed interpretation is not inconsistent with anything ; 
“ because it does not entail the rejection of something directly laid down aud 
“the assumption of something not so laid down. As for the Apürva, it 
“can never be conceived of as the means to a result ; and as such it can- 
* not be urged that from among various means to the Result, all others 
“being inapplicable to the case in question, it is the Ap#rva alone that 
* ean be accepted as the means, by the Law of Parigésha (Alternatives). 

“And further, if the mere fact of *he inapplicability of other means 
“were to serve as the sole ground for the application of the said Law of 
“ Alternatives, why cannot we assume the Horns of the Hare to be the 
“ means in question ? That is to say, the mere fact of the absence of any 
“other cause, cannot justify the assumption of Apūrva being the neces- 
“sary means; because the reason would be equally applicable to the 
* agency of the * bare's horns’ as well. 

“ And, further, if the Apürva be held to be something brought about 
“ by the Sacrifice, then that would mean a rejection of the Heaven, which 
“is the directly asserted objective of the Sacrifice, and the assumption 
* of a thing not so asserted. And secondly, if the Apūrva be held to be 
“the means to the particular Result, that would mean the rejection of the 
“Sacrifice, which is the directly asserted means to the Result, and the 
“assumption of something not so declared. And there is no third 
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“character: that could be attributed to the Apiürvo. Consequently, ofi 
“ the strength of the vi it must be held bm: the Result ie 
á directly from the Sacrifice. . E 
“Tf it be asked—how can the’ — T itself ne 
“ destroyed, bring about the result ?—all that we have to say, in reply, 
* is that, when such an effectiveness is mentioned in the Scriptures, why 
“ should it bother your head? For certainly, what is your authority for . 
"holding that the long-standing (Apürva, left by the Sacrifice) brings 
“about the Result? If it be alaw that it is only long-standing causes 
“that can bring about any effects, then why should it not be held that the - 
“Results are brought about by the Akaga, and such eternal things? If it be - 
* urged that, * we assume the Result to be brought about by the Apurva, 
“simply because that alone is capable of a continuous existence other. 
“than what is possible for that (Sacrifice) which is laid down as the: 
“< means ’—then, it would be far more reasonable to assume the Result. 
«to follow from the Aküca, &c.; but in this latter case, inasmuch as: 
“the existence of these is universally recognised, you would have to as- : 
“sume only their agency in the bringing about of the Result; where- . 
“as in the case of the Apürva, you have got to assume everything, : 
"i beginning from its very existence, without any authority whatever, 
“Jf you mean to say that, ‘the Result must be brought about by. 
* sóme such agency as has some degree of permanence, and is connected 
“with the Sacrifice (which cannot be said of Akāça, &c.),—even then, 
“ (1) it would be very much simpler to assume the Result to be brought. 
“about by the Soul of the Sacrificer, which is connected with the Sac- 
"rifiee, and is permanent. That is to say, the Sacrifice itself being tran-: 
“sitory, if the Result brought about by something connected with it 
“can be spoken of as brought about by the Sacrifice,—then certainly’ 
“it is very much simpler to assume that it is brought about by the soul 
“of the person who has performed the Sacrifice. (2) Or, the destruction: 
“of the Sacrifice could bring about the Result (all Destruction being per- - 
* manent); and the assumption of this agency would not require any. 
‘t great effort on our part, inasmuch as it is correlative to the Sacrifice which 
* is directly laid down in the Veda. Thatis to say, the Sacrifice itself: 
* being transitory, what we have to admit is that the Action itself is: 
* destroyed; but on account of the truthfulness of the Scripture, its 
* Result is sure to follow at some other time. And it is a rule that that which : 
“leads to the cognition of something else is the means to this latter; and: 
“in the case in question, we find that it is the destruction of the action 
“that gives us an idea of the occurrence of the Result at some other 


* time; and hence this Destruction must be admitted to be ug means s 
* the enit 
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"Tt may be urged that a non-entity is never held to be an effective 
“agent. But in reply to this, we ask—where have you come across that 
“ effective agency of the Apürva, that you accept it in the present case? 
“ And when it becomes absolutely necessary to renounce the ordinarily 
“acknowledged character of the Means,—and we come to consider whether. 
“ we should assume the agency of the Apürva or that of Negation,—it 
‘cannot but strike us that the assumption of the agency of Negation 
“ which is accomplished in itself, is far more reasonable than, and cannot. 
“ be rightly given up in favour of, that of the agency of the Apurva, 
“ which itself has got to be assumed. 

* And further, if the words of the Veda itself could express the fact 
* of the Result following at some other time, then alone could we, on the 
"strength of that, assume the intervening agency of something else. 
“That is to say, the Vedic Injunction is found to serve the purpose of 
“ pointing out the relation between a certain Action and a Result; and no. 
** mention is found therein of any other time ; and hence from the nature 
“of Actions in general, we would naturally assume the result of the Ac- 
* tjon enjoined to follow immediately after it; why then should we, in 
* the first place, assume the result to occur a some other time, and = 
* secondly, assume the intervening agency of the Apurva ? 

“Here it may be urged that—‘at the time that the Action is per- 
* formed, the Result is not found to appear immediately after it; and we 
“are forced to the conclusion that the Result must follow at some other 
* timé, and that the Apürvo is the agent that intervenes between the Benton 
“mance of the Action and the appearance of the Result.’ 

* But this is not correct; it is only after he has ascertained the pure 
“ meaning of of the — Injunetion that a person engages in the per- 
** formance of the Action enjoined ; and after the Action has been performed, 
* he does not trouble himself with the meaning of the said Injunction. 
“ That is to say, none that is ignorant of Vedic Injunctions is entitled to 
“the performance of any Sacrifice; and hence prior to the performance 
* of the Sacrifice, it is absolutely necessary for the performer to have 
“a full comprehension of all that is implied in the Injunctions, And 
“as a matter of fact, at the time of this comprehension, there is not 
“the least idea of the fact of the Result of the Action not appearing at 
“the time of its performance. And that which, at the time of the com- 
* prehension of the Scriptural Injunction, has not been cognised as con- 
* tained in the Injunction—how can it be possible that it is always cog- 
“ niged subsequently P 

‘Then again, inasmuch in the case of all men, we find the Result 
^ not appearing immediately after the Action—we can attribute this fact 
“to some deficiency in the performer himself ; and as such there is no 
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“Inconsistency in the non-appearance of the Result, that could justify 
“the assumption of the Apürva. Thatis to say, we actually find a certain 
“deficiency (in the performer or in the performance of the Action), which 
“ supplies the necessary explanation of the fact of the Result not appearing 
* immediately after the Action is performed; and hence there can be no 
* ground for assuming an Apūrva, for the sake of the appearance of the 
* Result at some other time. Because the authority of Apparent Inconsis- 
“ tency being equally applicable to both assumptions, it is more reason- 
* able by far to assume some such deficiency, even when any such be not 
* perceptible, than to assume an altogether unprecedented agency of the 
** Apūrva. 

“Nor can the Apirva be assumed with a view to the appearance of 
* Results during future lives. Because Heaven and Hell consisting of only 
“ Pleasure and Pain, respectively, these two are actually experienced by the 
* person during this very life, immediately after the performance of actions. 
“That is to say, there are no Heaven and Hell either in the shape ex- 
“tremes of Pleasure and Pain, or in the shape of certain well-defined 
* localities, — so that these could not be experienced during the present life ; 
“ specially as if these were transcendental, we could not have any longing for 
“or aversion to them; and as for the ordinary pleasures and pains, these 
* appear immediately after the performance of the Action ; and so there is 
“no difference in the case of such results, that could justify an assumption 
“of the Apürva. 

* Further, in the case of Prohibitions, the declaration of the Scripture 
“is not found to bring about an Apūrva; and hence any Apürva proceeding 
“from an infringement of the Prohibitions could not have the authority 
* of the Scriptures. That is to say, in the case of the sentence—‘ the 
* Bráhmana should not be killed,’ what is declared by the Scripture is 
“that one should desist from such killing; and such desisting cannot bring 
“about any result at any other time; and as such this does not stand in 
“need of the assumption of an Apürva. Of the killing of the Brahmana, 
' however, the result is the fall into Hell; and if this Result could be 
'Ó made the ground for assuming an Apürva to be produced by such killing, 
“inasmuch as the killing is not enjoined in the Veda, the Apūrva in ques- 
* tion would be brought about by an ordinary (non-Vedic) action; and as 
* such it could not be said to rest upon the authority of the Veda. And 
* even if such an Apürva were assumed, being itself without any action, 
“it could not be capable of carrying the body of the person to any other 
“ place, at some other time; and thus too it would be absolutely useless. 

* Nor is it possible for the Apürva to have any substratum ; because 
“the substratum of the action itself is the sacrificial Cake, and such other 
* things appertaining to the sacrifice ; «nd all these are destroyed with 
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the Action; and nothing apart from such substrata of the Action could 
“ gerve as the substratum of the connected Apürva. 

“The same arguments apply also to the rejection of the Subsidiary 
* Apurvas, And further, if the Subsidiary Apürvas be held to lead to the 
“Principal Apürva at a distance, then the subsidiaries not being directly 
** related to the Principal Action, they could not serve any useful purpose. - 
“ That is to say, even if we assume a subsidiary Apürva, this could not be 
“of any use, unless related to the Principal Action. Nor is 1t possible for 
“it to fall in with either the Principal Action itself or its Apaürva, because 
* of the immaterial character of these." | 

* As for the particular result that is said to accrue to the substance— 
«Corn, for instance—through its being washed ;—even this ends with 
* that result ; and as such not moving any further, it could not in any 
“way help the Principal Apūrva in bringing about the main Result of the 
* Principal Action. 

“Tf the Subsidiary Apürvas were held to inhere in the soul of the 
“ sacrificer, then, in that case they would become included in a purpose 
* desired by the agent; and as such it would lose its character of being 
“ subsidiary to the Action. 

“And further, inasmuch as all subsidiary actions are mentioned | 
“simultaneously by a single sentence, all the subsidiary Apürvas would ac- 
“cord their help simultaneously ; but no such simultaneous action is pos- 
* sible unless they are related to one another ; as a matter of fact, however, 
“ there is no ground for any such relationship. The same argnments apply 
* to the simultaneous action of the Principal Apūrvas towards the comple- 
“tion of the Result. Therefore we conclude that on account of the mere 
“ fact of its being performed, the Principal Action produces the Result in 
“the Man, and the subsidiary Actions bring about their results in the 
“ Principal Action. 


“ Nor again is it possible for the Apūrva to be either produced or mani- 
“ fested. 

“ Because it could not be produced all at once, by a number of actions 
“ that appear one after the other; and being devoid of constituent parts 
“it could not be believed to be produced in any sequential order. And 
“ hence it can never be said to be produced. 

“ Nor can it be manifested ; because a manifestation is possible only 
* through some sort of an effect produced upon the sense-organs, or the 
“ objects of sense, or both of these; whereas we do not find any such effect 
“ to be produced by Sacrifice, &c. "That is to say, all manifestations are 
“ brought about by means of the effect produced upon one of the afore- 
“said three (the sense, the object, or both); and hence in the case in 
“ question, it becomes necessary to assume another such effect (Sanskára). 
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“Then again, for the sake of this last, we have to assume another Sañs- 
“kāra; and hence this theory cannot be said to have any autbority. If the 
* Apurva were perceived after the performance of the Action, then we 
“could speak of its being manifested (because it is only that which exists 
* that can be manifested ),—and that, too, if there were some authoritative 
* means of coguising its existence. As a matter of fact, however, none of 
“these two contingencies exist. Consequently, we conclude that there is 
“no such thing as Apürva, and that the present Sara does not treat of 
“any such thing ; hence the said NS ctt: of - Sutra cannot be 
"s accepted as correct." | ] 


To all this, we make the following reply : 


SIDDHANTA. 


The peculiar kind of Apürva that you have reared up in your own 
imagination, to have a tangible body, is nothing to us, and as such a refu- 
tation of that need not trouble us at all. For the simple réason that the 
Apürva that we hold is not what you have refuted, but we mean by it a 
certain capability in the Principal Action or in the Agent, which did not 
exist prior to the performance of the action, and which is duly based upon 
the authority of the Scriptures. Before the Principal or the Subsidi- 
‘ary actions are performed, men are incapable of reaching Heaven, and 
the Principal Sacrifices are incapable of bringing about their results. 
And it must be admitted that both these incapabilities—one in the agent 
and anotber in the Principal Action—are set aside by the duly performed 
Principal and Subsidiary sacrifices, which then produce a certain capability 
inthem. Because unless the said capability be produced the Actions remain 
as good as unperformed. And it is this capability, in the Agent or in the 
Principal Sacrifice, that is called, in our philosophy, the ‘ Apūrva? ——— 

You have urged that the Apirva is not cognisable by any of the re- 
cognised means of right notion, Sense-perception and the rest. This is 
‘true; inasmuch as the only means of cognising the Apurvà is the Apparent 
.Inconsisteney of something mentioned in the Veda; and hence your 
argument does not quite affect our position. Specially because we also 
hold only such Apparent Inconsistency to be the means of knowing the 
Apürva; and inasmuch as this Apparent Inconsistency forms a part of 
Verbal Testimony, our sole authority for the Apūrva is the Scripture itself, 

Thatis to say, there are certain Vedic passages which declare that 
attainment of Heaven proceeds from the sacrifice, and that the subsidiary 
sacrifices, the Prayàja and the rest, impart a help to the Principal Sacrifice ; 

-and on account of such passages it must-be admitted that these actions, 
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whether destroyed or not, have a certain potency for bringing about the: 
results mentioned in the said passages; specially as no effects can be. 
produced by an entity that is devoid of all potency. 
: Now then, we must admit the said potency to belong to the 
Sacrifices, after they have been performed. Because all actions being 
transitory, it is not possible for even a single action to exert a simultaneous: 
influence upon the Result; how then can this be possible in the case of 
many actions? That is to say, when the action is taken in hand, inasmuch 
as it is made up of many momentary parts, it is incapable of applying al 
at once to any Result, and this becomes all the more impossible when the 
Actions—such as the Darga-Pirnamasa, etc.—are made up of many supple- 
mentary Actions. For instance, at the time that the Darga is performed, 
there is no Parnamdasa; and by the time that the Parnamasa is performed,. 
the Darça has long ceased to exist; and so also in the case of a single 
sacrifice, at the time that the Agnéya is performed, the Agnishomiya and 
the Upāħçu sacrifices do not exist; and when any one of these exist, the 
other two do not; and thus no simultaneity is possible. Consequently if 
the Darga-Pirnamasa, or any part of it, were to be destroyed, without 
leaving behind any capability in the Agent, then they would be in the 
same position as that which they had before their performance; and as 
such any subsequent action not having any concomitance, either directly 
or through some potency left behind, with the foregoing actions, such. 
performance of the latter Principal Action would in no way differ from 
this same Action, when performed alone by itself, without the foregoing 
subsidiaries (as at the time of the bringing about of the final result it 
would have, in both cases, to depend solely upon itself); and hence there 
would not appear the Result, which is laid down as following from the 
Principal Action as accompanied by the Subsidiary Actions; because 
neither the Darca by itself, nor any other Action, has been laid down as the 
means of that Result. | 
Even those who declare that the Result must always follow imme- 
diately after the Action, will have to admit that the Result should 
appear at the end of all the Actions concerned ; and consequently, accord- 
ing to them, Action performed last being the immediate precursor 
of the Result would be the only means to the Result, all the others having 
been long destroyed. If however all the Actions leave behind them certain 
capabilities, called * Apürvas, then there being no use of the actual presence 
of the Actions themselves, even when their physical forms have ceased to 
exist, the functioning of the Result would have a simultaneity based upon 
such capabilities; specially as it is only such simultaneity that is found to 
be the basis of all usage. For instance, all objects are found to act their 
parts, in all ordinary usage, only by means of their capabilities ; oe hence 
64 


506 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. II—PÀDA I-—ADHI (2). 


the usage can be accomplished by means of the capabilities, even if the 
physical form of the action exist at some other time and place. Even in 
the case of ordinary actions of the world, when the Results of such actions 
are found to appear at some other time, the said capability must exist; but 
this capability is not called * Apirva.’ That is to say, even in the ordinary 
world there are many such Actions as, Farming, Eating butter, and Study 
&c., the Results of which are found to appear at some future time; and 
inasmuch as these actions themselves cannot continue to exist till the 
appearance of the result, we must admit the Result to be brought about 
by certain potencies left behind them, which continue to exist all along. 
But inasmuch as these actions do not appertain to the Veda, these capabi- 
lities are not called * Apiirvas.’ 

Thus then, before the action is performed, at the very time that the 
Vedie Injunction of the Action has been heard, we at once recognise the 
Result therein mentioned to be capable of being brought about by the 
due performance of many Subsidiary and Principal Actions ; and having a. 
firm faith in the veracity of the Veda, we at once come to the conclusion that 
all the various Subsidiary and Principal Actions must continue to have 
some sort of an existence, up to the time of the actual appearance of the 
Result; and inasmuch as we find the physical forms of these actions to 
be destroyed as soon as they are performed, we conclude that they can. 
have no existence, except in the shape of some sort of a capability left 
behind. - .. T E NL 

. It has been urged that the assumption of the Apürva entails the rejec- 
tion of that which is directly mentioned in the Veda, and the assumption of 
something not so mentioned. But such is not the case ; because as a matter 
of fact, (1) either the Result may be said to be brought about by the Sacri- 
fice itself, through the said Capability, or (2) the Result itself may be said: 
to have been produced, immediately after the action, in the shape of a cer- 
tain subtile potency. 

(1) If the Result were brought about by something totally uncon- 
nected with the Sacrifice, then the said objection would apply to us. As 
a matter of fact, however, that which is brought about by the potency left 
behind in the Agent by the Sacrifice, is brought about by the Sacrifice 
itself; specially as all Causes in the world, in the bringing about of their 
particular results, stand in need of certain intermediate actions. (2) Or 
conversely, all effects, in the shape of the Curd, &c., when appearing from 
their causes, as Milk, &c., do not all at once appear in the thickened form. 
(of the curd); in fact, in the interval (between the milk and the fully- 
developed curd) the. milk undergoes, at every step, various subtile modifi- 
cations. In the same manner, a result,like Heaven, undergoes several. 
intervening modifications, in the shape of the Apirva, which is in the- 
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shape of a sprout (that would blossom forth into the fully-developed 
Heaven) And hence, in the appearance of this sprout-like Apūrva, the 
Heaven itself becomes produced; and in this case, all the time that inter- 
venes between the determination to perform the sacrifice and the experi- 
encing of the last iota of the Result, is counted as the Present. It has also 
been declared elsewhere: * When one says one should cook the food by 
means of fuel, the action of burning is understood; and as soon as the 
sprout has sprung up, it is taken for granted that the tree has grown.’ 

It has been urged above that before the Action has been actually 
performed, there can be no idea of any such thing as the Apürva. But 
this is not true ; because all Means, either Vedic or of the ordinary world, 
are known to be transitory ; and then unless there is some idea of the 
permanence of some sort of a potency left behind by the Means, how could 
such a Means be enjoined in the Veda? That is to say, unless we actually 
recognise the fact that the potency left behind by the Means, which itself is 
past and gone, subsists till the final accomplishment of the Result,—there 
is no possibility of atransitory Action being enjoined; and hence it is 
proved that the idea of the possibility of such a potency exists before the 
Action is performed. 

Nor can the Result be said to be brought about by the souls of the 
persons that have performed the sacrifice ; because, in accordance with your 
theory, there is no difference made in the soul, either by the performance 
or the non-performance of the sacrifice. If the sacrifice were to dis- 
appear without leaving any trace behind, then, being as good as not per- 
formed, what would be the difference between the soul of the person that 
has performed the sacrifice and that of one who has not performed it ? 
Because the character of the soul exists equally in both ; and the character 
of the sacrifice too belongs equally to that which is performed and has 
disappeared, and to that which is not performed. And as for the character 
of the performer (of the sacrifice), it does not persist in the soul of the 
person who is at some other time devoid of the action, and occupies an 
altogether different position. Nor can it be urged that the potency of the 
Performer subsists ; because the sacrifice being performed even before the 
appearance of this potency (which appears only after the action has been 
performed), it canuot be said to be any such cause of the Action as funce 
tions by its very presence. And further, if the Man (his soul) were the 
means of the Result,—tlien the means of all Results, pleasant and as well as 
unpleasant, being one and the same, all the Results would always be of one 
and the same kind. And again, the character of having performed sacrifices 
would inhere equally in one who has performed many sacrifices and one 
who has performed only one; and then there would be no difference in the 
results accruing to these two persons. And this argument would strike 
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against all those that perform many sacrifices ; specially because the verb 
not signifying the performing agent, how could it be cognised that such 
and such a person has the character of having performed many sacrifices. 
For one who accepts the production of Apürva, there is a distinct Apürva 
for each action performed, and as such there would be no incongruity in 
the multiplicity and multifariousness of Results. 

And further, among the subsidiaries also, if the soul of the performer 
alone were the sole means to the end, then inasmuch as the traces left by 
the subsidiaries, as performed aloug with one Principal Sacrifice, would 
subsist in the soul of the performer at all times, there would be no per- 
formance of the same subsidiaries, along with another sacrifice (in which 
two they are laid down as to be performed separately). That is to say, 
according to your theory, all the subsidiary sacrifices, the Prayàja and the 
rest, being transient, there could be no proximity of the Result with the 
physical forms of these, and consequently, the help that the subsidiaries 
would accord to the Principal, must be done by the Performer; and this 
help of the Principal too, in the absence of an Apūrva, must accord its help 
tothe soul of the Performer himself; thus then, one who has performed the 
subsidiary Praydja, &c., in eae with the Principal Sacrifice, would 
remain ever-endued sain aas aid accorded by these subsidiaries; and 
hence—without performing these along with another sacrifice, which is 
laid down as to be performed exactly in the same way as the former Prin- 
cipal Sacrifice,—he would attain its Result all the same; and so there 
could be no performance over again of these subsidiaries ; and in that case: 
there could be no room for such injunctions as that—‘ during the Praydjas 
one: should offer the krshnala (a material laid down as the substitute of 
the ordinary materials offered at the sacrifice in connection with one Prin- 
cipal Sacrifice). It might be urged that-—‘ the times of the performance 
of the two sets of sacrifices being different, the one performance of the 
subsidiaries could not obviate the necessity of performing them over 
again." Butthe replv to this will be given under the Sutra ‘ Arthasyàvi- 
krtatvat’ where it will be shown that the aid accorded by the performance 
of the subsidiaries being held to be in the shape of the soul of the Per- 
former, this aid would remain exactly the same, whether the object aided 
be near at hand or at a distance; and that thus it would make no differ- 
ence, even if the Principal Sacrifice to be pene were not quite proxi- 
mate to the subsidiaries. ! 

. The. above objeetions apply T to the iaa that the Result pro-. 
cnin from the Destruction of the Action. Because one who holds the. 
Result to follow from such Destruction could have no difference among the. 
Destructions of good and evil actions, or between those of one or many. 
actions, or among various kinds of negation itself—viz.: Prior Negatiou,. 
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Posterior Negation, &c. ; because all of these equally are non-entities ; and 
as such there could be no diversity or multifariousness of results. For 
instance, one who has been cured of one disease, as well as one who has 
been cured of many,—in the case of both of these men, the fact of being 
cured is just the same. 

If the Destruction of each particular action be held to be distinct, then 
it becomes an entity; and as we know of no such entity, it is only the 
entity in the shape of the Apirva that would be called by the name of 
* Destruction.’ 

And further, the Results are not mentioned as followiug from the 
Destruction of Actions ; and specially as this Destruction is nothing more 
than the contradictory of the sacrifice, a result that would follow from it 
could not be said to follow from the sacrifice. That is to say, all that the 
Veda says is that—' one desiring Heaven should perform sacrifices, and not 
that he should procure a negation of sacrifices. And hence, the sentence 
being actually found to rest upon the causal relationship between two 
entities, if one were to assume it to deal with such relationship between 
nou-entities, he would be striking at the very authority of the Veda itself. 
Because that which proceeds from the Destruction of the Action cannot be 
said to be (causally) connected with the Action itself ; because of the two 
(Action and its Destruction) being contradictory to one another; for. 
instance, the burning caused by the heat of fire cannot be said to be con- 
nected with cold. Or,it may be that, just as when the Result is laid down 
as following from the sacrifice, you assumed it to follow from its destruction, 
so in the same manner though the result laid down is Heaven, yet it may be 
assumed to be the Negation of Heaven! It may be urged that the said 
objection applies equally to the A4pürva theory also. But then, it is not 
80 ; because it is only a capability brought about by the Action, and as such, 
it is not quite different from it. As we have already shown that that 
which is brought about by the Apürva is brought about by the sacrifice 
itself, and that in the production of the Apürva, the result itself is 
produced. — pe TETE: | 

Even in ordinary experience we never find any negation to have a 
causal action; even if any such may be shown, there too, we can always 
attribute the effect to some other entity. In the case in question, however, 
we perceive no other active entity save the Apürva. 

It has been urged above that in ordinary experience the Apürva too 
has never been perceived to have a causal action. But this is not correct ; 
because iu all cases we find the causal efficiency belonging to some sort of a 
Potency or Capability in general; and the Apürva is nothing more than a 
particular sort of Potency. 

Another argument that has been brought forward is that—'' the 
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Injunction does not speak of any Result following at any other time; and 
the only theory that is in keeping with the scriptural Injunction is that the 
Result follows immediately after the action has been performed; and 
hence it is only such immediate sequence of the result that can be said to 
be enjoined ;" but in refutation of this we have already brought forward 
the fact that the Actions being many and all transitory, no inen 
‘sequence to the Action is ever possible. 

As for Heaven and Hell also, these represeut the very extremest degrees 
of Pleasure and Pain respectively ; and as such are capable of being 
experienced only at some other place and time, and could never be 
experienced immediately after the performance of actions,—as we shall 
‘show in the beginning of the Sixth Adhyaya. | | 

Even such ordinary worldly results—as children, &c.—having the 
nature of appearing gradually, do not appear immediately after the per- 
formance of the action; and people do not ever think of obtaining the 
Result immediately after the action. As for such results as the acquisition of 
landed property in a village, such acquisition by itself does not constitute 
all the Result, which lies chiefly in the use to which the property is 
brought; and this takes some time, and could not be fulfilled without 
-certain intervening causes. Inasmuch as such objects as landed pro- 
perty, &c., have their full fruition in the use to which they are brought, 
which requires a certain amount of time, such fruition would be impossible 
immediately after the Action; hence in the course of this time, whenever 
the activity of the cause would cease, the Result would be finished and 
done with all at once; consequently it is absolutely necessary that there 
should be some sort of a causal agency — till the ME i of 
the last iota of the Result. 

And this fact being duly ascertained before the — of the 
Action, it cannot be rightly urged that the Apparent Inconsistency of the 
fruition of the Result would be equally explicable on the ground of certain 
‘deficiencies in the character of the Performer, detected after the per- 
formance of the sacrifice has been iis to be not immediately followed by 
he Result. 


It has been urged that there is no — Apfirva in the case of Pro- 


hibitions. But just as in the case a Scriptural Injunction, an Apüvva fol- 
lows from the Act enjoined, so, in the same manner, in the case of Prohi- 
bitions, an Apürva must follow from that which is prohibited. That is to 
Say, just as it is only certain ordinary objects of the world—such as 
-certain materials, &c.—that becoming Vedic, after the particular Injune- 
tion of the Veda has been laid down which connects them with a definite 


result, are found to bring about certain transcendental Apirvas, only. 


amenable to the Veda;—in the same manner, though such prohibited 


— 
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actions as the killing of a Brahmana, are not ordinarily recognised as 
leading to a fall into Hell, yet when the particular prohibition (of such. 
killing) has been met with, it naturally leads to the assumption of its 
bringing about an Apirva capable of leading the person into Hell; and 
this Apürva too is as Vedic in its character as the former Apérvas. 

Even though the Aparva is devoid of any such apparent actions as 
motion and the like, yet by a mere connection with the performer, it 
becomes capable of such actions as leading him to other places, &c.; and 
as such the absence of any apparent activity cannot be urged against it 
with any effect. And it is the soul of the performer himself that serves 
as the substrate of the Apürva; hence the said action also vests in this 
soul itself; as we have already shown, under the chapter on ‘ Soul,’ that 
of all Actions the active agent is the Soul. That is to say, it has been. 
shown that of all such actions as the cutting out of the Cake, and offering 
it, &u., it is the Soul that is the active agent, through its specific action- 
of determination, &c. And thus we conclude that as the said actions go- 
on disappearing, one after the other, they leave behind them, in the Soul 
certain potencies capable of bringing about the experience Heaven, &c. 

. It may be asked—‘ How can the potency of that which has been 
destroyed subsist ?' But to this we make the following reply: If the 
potencies of actions were held to lie within themselves, then on the destruc-- 
tion of these, they could not subsist; but when they inhere in the soul of 
the performer, there is no reason why they should not subsist. 

Question: “But how can the potency of one thing inhere in 
another? " 

Answer: (1) There is no absolute difference between the Action and 
the Soul of the Performer. (2) And as a matter of fact, when looking 
for a potency, inasmuch as its assumption rests upon its effects, we must 
always accept it to lie in a substrate where it might be of the greatest 
use,—be this substrate the Action itself or something else. That is to say, 
when we find that a destruction of the Action makes entirely useless any 
potency that inheres in that Action,—and that it is absolutely necessary 
to postulate such a potency,—then, just as its peculiar form, so its 
substrate too, must be assumed to be such as would make it of the 
greatest use. » 2 

And thus it is that the subsidiary Apürvas, resting iu the Soul, 
become related to the Principal Apürvas, through the fact of both of them 
inhering in the same Soul; and hence, when proceeding to help (in the 
accomplishment of the Result), they do it from a distance, on account of 
there being left no place in the substrate (by the Principal Apérvas) for any 
direct functioning (of the subsidiary Apürvas). 


It has been urged above that, if the Apūrva inherein the Soul, then it 
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becomes only an end in itself desirable by men. But this does not affect our 
position ; because one thing becomes subservient to another, only when its 
sole use lies in the serving of some purpose of this latter, and not merely 
when it rests in this; for instance, though the Red Dye is carried by the 
camel (and as such rests upon its back), yetit serves the purposes of the 
king (for whom it is carried). Nor can it be urged that there can be no 
relationship of the container and the contained in the case of an immaterial 
thing (like the Apūrva). Because such relationship is as feasible as the 
presence of Pleasure, &c., in the Soul (which is immaterial). 

As for the effects produced in the corns by the action of washing, &c., 
this subsists till the action of the cutting of the cake into two parts ex- 
tend over the whole series of such actions as the setting aside up of the 
several conditions of the corn—as the Rice, &c.; and inasmuch as the: 
Principal Action also inheres, to a certain degree, in the corn, the afore- 
said effect rests aside, only after it has helped in the accomplishment 
. of the Principal Apürva. And it is for these reasons that, like the actions 
tbat help from a distance, the actions of washing, &c., are not accepted as 
helpiug in the fulfilment of the Principal Action, as a whole. 

And just as the connection between the Subsidiary and the Principal 
Apirvas rests upon the fact of their inhering in the same Soul, so also the- 
same may be said with regard to the connection among the subsidiary 
Apirvas themselves on the one hand, and among the Principal Apurvas: 
on the other. And thus it is that the simultaneous activity of all these: 
becomes possible. 

Question: “How is it that the Principal Apürvas, appearing as 
"they do one after another, are helped all at once, by the subsidiary 
* Apürvas, which also appear = a the other, some before and some 
“after the Principal Apiirvas 9" — 

To this some people make the following reply: The Principal: 
Action lying among the Subsidiaries, brings about its Apurva, by means 
of the Apürvas left by the subsidiaries gone before it, as also by those 
coming after it,—these latter also having been already moved into 
activity, by the force of the fixed procedure of the Action as a whole. But 
being, like the Atithya and the Varhz offerings, common to many, the said: 
subsidiary Apūrvas do not become fully utilised in helping in the fulfil- 
ment of a single Principal Apürva. 

Question: “ But how can any help be given by those Apürvas that. 
are themselves yet to come?” ` 

Reply: This help is presupposed on account of the relationship being 
known to be absolutely certain ; just as when the action of eating is close- 
at hand, the cups, &c., are washed beforehand. 

Question: “If it be such that while the subsidiary Apurvas are yet 
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" to come, the Principal Apūrvas are acomplished, then in that case, there 
“ would be no need of actually performing the subsidiary sacrifices (as 
* their purposes will have been fulfilled prior to their performance)." 

Reply: But wherefore should they not be performed, when the 
matter is such that though the Principal Apirva is accomplished by the 
prospective help of the Apürvas of the subsidiary Actions to be performed, 
yet it does not bear its final fruit, until these actions have been actually 
performed ? 

Others, however, offer the followiug reply to the above question: 
Each subsidiary Action brings about its own Apürva independently of all 
other subsidiaries; similarly the Principal Action also—f.7., the Agnéya— 
brings about its own peculiar Apürva, by the mere help of certain old- 
standing Apurvas, inhering in the soul of the performer, independently of 
the Apürvas of all its own subsidiaries—which it has not yet been 
equipped with,—and independently also of any other Principal Action, 
which has not yet appeared. Thus, then, in the case of the Darga-Pürna- 
māsa sacrifice, taken as a whole, when the Apürvas of the Darca together 
with all its subsidiary Apūrvas have been accomplished, then what the 
Apürvas of all the subsidiaries (of the Darga-Pürnamüsa) do is to bring 
all at once to the Principal Sacrifice, a help, in the shape of an Apürva, 
whieh appertains equally to all the correlated Subsidiaries and Principals, 
and which is assumed on the strength of the Injunctive passage implying 
such simultaneity, specially as after the final feeding of the Brahmanas 
in connection with the Darga has been finished, the very same actions are 
not laid down as to be performed over again. And then through that the 
various Principal Apürvas also joining together bring about another 
Apürva, in the shape of the capability of bringing about a single joint. 
Result,—and thereby become fully accomplished. And this joint Apürva 
continues unmolested till the last iota of the final Result has been 
attained. 

Question: “When asa matter of fact the Result is found to appear 
“at the proper time, without any impediments, then, is it absolutely 
." necessary to assume an Apürva ? ” 

Reply: Certainly ; because it has been shown above that without an 
Apürva the fruition of the complete Result is not possible. 

Question: “ How is it that each subsidiary Apürva does not, by 
“itself, help in the Principal Aprva, and each of the Principal Apürvas 
“ does not, independently by itself, fructify into the final Result ? ” 

Reply: True; but this does not affect our position; because in the 
case in question all that Apparent Inconsistency justifies is the assump- 
tion of a single Apürva ; and then for the fulfilment of this Apürva, we 
can postulate a number of other Apüreas. ‘That is to say, inasmuch as 
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with regard to the main Result all the Principal Actions are mentioned 
simultaneously, and so are also the Subsidiary Actions with regard to the 
Principal ones,—all the necessary requirements of the said relationships 
being fulfilled by the assumption of a single Apürva, we conclude that 
there is no authority for assuming any other 4pürva. And then it is that 
finding that it is impossible for this Apūrva to be brought about, all at 
once, by means of a number of actions that are performed one after the 
other, we come to assume the existence of an Apūrva for each of these 
Actions. And it is a rule, in all cases, that a large number of unseen 
agencies may always be assumed, when all of them are justified by some 
authority ; while even the hundredth part of an unseen agency should not 
be assumed, if there is no authority for it. 

Here, some people urge the following objection: “ If the subsidiary 
* Apürvas brought forth on the day of the Paurnamüs? subsist till the day 
“of the Amdvadsya, then all the purposes of the person being fulfilled on 
* both occasions, he would not perform the subsidiary sacrifices over 
“again (for the Darga); and in that case he would directly infringe 
“the Vedic declaration that there are thirteen libations at the Darça 
* sacrifice.” 

To this, some people make the following reply : There would always 
be a repetition of the subsidiaries ; because the Darga and the Paurnamasa 
sacrifices, each with all its accessories, being performed at different times, 
the admixture of these two should necessarily be helped by all the subsi- 
diaries performed twice over. Or, we can offer the following explana- 
tion: The Instrumental case-ending in the word * darcgapawrnamüsabhyam * 
distinctly sgnifies the fact that it is only when the Pawrnamüs? is 
equipped with all its subsidiaries that it can, with the help of the fully- 
equipped Darga, accomplish its purpose ; and consequently, in accordance 
with the aforesaid reasoning, we conclude that the three Principal Apürvas 
of the Paurnamüsi, aided by its subsidiary Apürvas, brings forth one 
Apürva and ends there; while the one Apürva thus brought about, pre- 
ceded by such another Apürva of the Darga, brings forth another final 


Apirva. Thus then, the subsidiaries performed in connection with the ` 


Paurnamast having disappeared (after having helped in the bringing 
about of the Apūrva proper of the Paurnamdas?), there ċan be no reason for 
neglecting the performance of those subsidiaries in connection with the 
Darga. And thus there is nothing objectionable in the said repetition. 
The same course of reasoning might be adopted in meeting the objec- 
tions with regard to the impossibility of the Apūrva being either pro- 
duced or manifested. It has also been declared that : “ Justas in a frequent 
repetition of the Veda, the impression made upon the mind is always 
gradual, being as it is, in the form of the various parts of the sentences, 
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{one by one); so also would be the case with the appearance of the 
Apirva,” Nor isit an absolute rule that there can be no parts of an 
immaterial object. Because the aforesaid Apparent Inconsistency would 
also justify the conclusion that the immaterial Apūrva is cognised in the 
form of extremely minute parts, Even though, the production of an 
absolute non-entity being impossible, the Apirva be held to have an 
eternal existence and only to be manifested (by the sacrifice),—yet 
inasmuch as it is held to be brought about by sacrifices, distinctly for each 
person, we must accept its manifestation to be in the form of turning the 
person towards the accomplishment of the Result,—such manifestation 
being entirely different from any functioning of words, &c. And asa 
matter of fact the manifestation of things is not always in one and the 
same form ; consequently the manifestation of the Apürva would be in the 
shape of its being broughé out of the soul wherein it has all along been 
lying latent. Or, it may be that by its very nature, the Soul of man 
is ever capable of obtaining all things; and such acquisition being barred 
by certain impediments, it is these latter that are removed by means of 
Saerifiees (and in this removal of the obstacle lies the manifestation of the 
Aptrva). 

Thus then, we conclude that the Apürva does exist; and the Sūtra too 
cannot be taken in any other sense, that would be of any use in the 
present context; and hence we take the meaning of the Sūtra to be that 
the Injunction of the Action is the Injunction (authority) of the Apirva. 


[Says the Bhashya—TIf it be urged that ‘on the authority of the men- 
tion of the Result we could hold that the Action (sacrifice) itself has not been 
entirely destroyed’| The view here tentatively brought foward emanates 
from one who finds the assumption of the Apürva to be utterly groundless, 
aud hence prefers the comparatively reasonable theory of the non-destruc- 
tion of the Action. 

I. [In reply to this theory, the Bhashya says—we do not perceive any 
shape of the Action; and against this it is urged that] “ This assertion 
“is not quite correct; because Action has been distinctly mentioned as 
“perceptible by the Senses, under Sutra ;‘ Ripugabdavibhagacca | ? — ]." 

II. “ Again [the Bhashya has said—That which carries its substrate to 
another place is known as an Action ; and against this it is urged that] 
“ the subject-matter of the discourse is Sacrifice, which is not of the 
“nature of Motion ; and yet the Bhashya cites a definition that applies 
“only tosuch actions as are of the nature of Motion ; and this cannot but 
* be rejected as irrelevant." 

To the above, we make the following replies : 

I. What is meant by the assertion that no shape of Action is 
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perceived is that we are not cognisant of any such form of Actions as would 
enable them to function at a future time; and as for the impermanent 
forms of Actions that are perceived, these can be of no use in the bringing 
about of the final Result. That is to say, though a shape of the Action is 
perceived, yet, inasmuch as this does not continue for any length of 
time, it can be of no use in the bringing about of the Result; and as such 
it is as good as “ not perceived” and is spoken of as such. 

II. Though the subject treated of is the Sacrifice, yet the Bhashya 
has cited an instance of an Action of the nature of Motion, because, even 
in the Sacrifice, we have such actions in the shape of the throwing of the 
materials (into the fire). That is to say, the mere determination to offer, 
on the part of the Agent does not accomplish the Result, because the 
Result is laid down as followiug from the Action takeu as a complete 
whole, as made up of all its accessories and appurtenances of procedure ; 
and, as a matter of fact, we find that in the body of the Sacrifices, there 
are such actions as the cutting up of the Cake, the throwing into the fire 
of the Material, the holding and collecting of the various utensils, &c. ; 
and inasmuch as all these actions consist of Conjunctions and Disjunc- 
tions, if they have to last for any length of time, they must have substrates 
of their own. And it is such a substrate that we do not find; nor is any 
manifested outward shape perceived. As for the actions of Determina- 
tion also, inasmuch as one Determination is always shrouded over by 
another Determination, even this cannot have any lasting existence. 

As for this continuance too, this could be only either as inhering (A) 
in the Soul, or (B) in the materials offered. 

[A]. As for the Soul, no motion can inhere in it; because being 
omnipresent, there is no place from which it would be away, or to which 
it would go; and hence it can have no motion. As for the question—how 
can the Soul be omnipresent ?—the only reply is that it is so, because we 
perceive its functioning everywhere. That is to say, the notion of ‘I’ 
(which is all the notion that we have of the Soul) always points to the 
mere existence of the Soul, which is of the nature of pure Consciousness ; 
and does not in any way qualify it with any specifications of Time or 
Place. Consequently, that the existence whereof is not specified by 
time and place, being held to be eternal and omnipresent,—the Soul can- 
not but be accepted as omnipresent. Thus then we find that the expres- 
sion ‘the perception of its functioning everywhere’ only points to this 
unspecified idea of ‘I.’ Or it may be taken as referring to the experi- 
encing of Pleasure, Pain, &c.; because wherever the Soul goes, it is never 
without an experience of these. And we have already shown under the 
section on ‘ Atma’ (in the Tarkapadu—Clokavartika) that these experiences 
do not belong to the Body. Hence if the Soul were not omnipresent, then 
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there would be an experiencing of pleasure, &c., only in such cases 
where the Body would be in contact with a Place occupied by the Soul. 

The upholder of the theory that the Soul is wholly encased within 
the Body, urges the following: “ The perception of its functioning every- 
“where is a sure sign of the Soul having come from one place to another ; and 
“as such firstly, the reason that you bring forward in support of its 
* ominpresence proves to be contrary to your conclusion. Thatis to say, 
* if the functioning of the Soul were actually perceived at all places, at 
* one and the same time, then alone could such perception point to its 
“omnipresence ; as a matter of fact, however, the said functioning is 
** perceived in different places one after the other ; and as such the nature 
** of the Soul comes to be similar to that of the Body. That is to say, if 
“ we could ever perceive a functioning of the Soul, apart from the Body,— 
* gr if we could find the pleasure, &c., of one Soul appearing in another 
“ body,—then alone could we accept the Soul to be omnipresent. As itis 
* however, the functioning of the Soul is found only in that Body which 
* it occupies; and as such wherever this Body goes, there, one after the 
“other, we come across the said experiences; and hence these function- 
“ings of the Soul together with the Body becomes (in its extension) 
"exactly like those of the Body itself. Otherwise the Body would also 
“be held to be omnipresent, Thus then movement from one place to 
“ another, being found in the soul also, it comes to be as active and 
"mobile as the Body itself. Secondly, the argument brought forward 
“may be discarded as leading to an uncertainty : inasmuch as it can 
*" prove two contradictory conclusions. For instance, it has been declared 
“that the Soul is mixed up with the Body, because it is always in contact 
“ with it; and because, it is only in such and such places that the function 
“of the Soul is perceived." 

It is in reply to these objections that the Bhashya has said: There 
is nothing incongruous in denying such mobility of the Soul. 

In the aforesaid objection-passage, some people read ‘na tu tadéva, 
&c.;’’ and in that case, we can take this passage as denying the argu- 
ment that could be brought forward by the opponent,—namely, that the 
perception of its functioning everywhere would point to the Soul’s moving 
from one place to the other ; and then the next sentence gives the grounds 
for this denial. 

Objection: “ How can the fact of there being nothing incogruous in 
* denying the movement of the Soul be any reply to the above arguments ? 
“ Because the mere absence of incongruity cannot establish any theory; 
“ specially as such absence of incongruity is equally applicable to the con- 
“trary theory ; as it is equally open to the opponent to say that there s 
« nothing incongruous in admitting of the motion of the Soul.” 
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To this, we make the following reply: The absence of incongruity 
being found to be applicable to both theories, the assertion of the 
"Bhashya, that “there is nothing incongurous, &c.," clearly shows that it 
means that there is an incongruity in the contrary theory. That is to say, — 
the sense of the reply is that if we deny the motion of the Soul, there 
is nothing incongruous, while if we accept its motion, there are many 
incongruities. : 

We proceed to show these incongruities. (1) The Soul being itself 
immaterial, it can never be mixed up with material elements; and 
being untouched by these elements, it cannot be taken from one place 
-to another. That is to say, even in the case of extremely subtile 
particles of matter,—such as the light emanating from the Sun or the 
Moon,—we find that they are not mixed up with grosser materials, 
like lumps of Earth, &c., or are carried about along with these ; how then 
-can such mixture or movement be postulated with regard to the Soul, 
which is in its very nature purely immaterial, or a mere series of 
Ideas (as held by the Bauddha) ? Though the Jaina declares that “ the 
Souls in the state of bondage being never found apart from the Body, 
they cau be held to be material,"—yet such an assertion would involve 
a vicious circle ;—namely that the fact of the Soul being material would 
depend upon the fact of its being mixed up with the Body, while this 
latter fact would depend upon the material nature of the Soul. Con- 
sequently, drawing our conclusion from the case of the liberated Souls, we 
.enn declare that in its very nature the Soul is immaterial; and as such it 
.can have no materiality, based upon the fact of its contact with a 
material body. Thus then, the Soul being something different from the 
Body, and not in material contact with it,—it cannot, on account of this 
absence of contact, be carried along with it; and hence when the Body 
would be moving from one place to another, the Soul (if an entity limited 
in space) would be left behind, exactly like the portion of space vacated by 
the moving Body ; specially as the Soul cannot be wafted along either by 
Air or by Earth, &c., and as such it is absolutely incapable of being 
carried about, either by itself or by anything else. As for such objects 
as Flame and the like, inasmuch as these are tangible, they are capable of 
being carried about by air-eurrents, or along with lighted torches, &o., 
-and as such these can move from place to place. On the other hand, if the 
Body were to move about by itself, it would be inanimate; when, however, 
‘the Soul is omnipresent, wherever the Body goes, it is always endowed 
‘with the Soul; and hence it is only right that the Body should always be 
followed by intelligence. Exactly as, when one point of space has been 
vacated by the Body, another point of space is at once afforded to it; and 
this is possible, only on account of the omnipresent character of space. 
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(2) And further, in case the Soul be denied to be omnipresent, while 
occupying the Body, the Soul could be either extremely small as an atom, 
or of the size of the Body; but none of these is possible. And we have: 
already shown (in the Tarkapada—Clokavartika) that the Soul is not a mere: 
series of Ideas. And the Soul being eternal, and located within the Body,— 
if it were extremely small, then it could not extend over the whole Body; 
and in that case, it would be absolutely impossible for us to have any 
experiences of pleasure or pain, throughout the Body. That is to say, if 
the Soul is extremely small, then it would be possible to have experiences 
of pleasure and pain of only that part of the Body, where the Soul would be 
located ; and hence it would not be possible, at one and the same time, to: 
have an experience-of pain in the head and in the foot. If it be urged 
that, * being extremely mobile, the Soul would swiftly move from one part 
of the Body to the other, and would thereby make such varied experiences. 
possible,"—then, all that we can say is that there are no grounds for 
believing iu such mobility of the Soul; specially as we are not cognisant 
of auy difference in the point of time of the pain in the head and that in the 
foot; and further, if the Soul would be constantly moving, there would be 
no point of time at which we could afford to have any sensation, and 
hence there would be no sensation in any part of the Body. Consequently 
we cannot but reject the offered explanation. And again, the various limbs 
of the Body ave strengthened, and do not wither away, simply because of 
their being pervaded over by the Soul; because at death we find that they 
wither away quickly. Hence, if the Soul were something very small, 
that poiut of the Body, wherefrom it would be absent, would be liable: 
to instant decay. 

On the other hand, if the Soul were to be assumed to be of the exact 
size of the Body, as held by the Jaina, then too it would be necessary 
to make many gratuitous assumptions. 

For instance, we would have to make the following assumptions :— 
(1) that the Soul has many parts; (2) that these parts are innumerable; 
(3) that without any other agency, thereisa conglomeration of these parts ; 
(4) that even though partite, the Soul is eternal; (5) that the Soul is 
capable of the very extremes of expansion and contraction; (6) that the 
Soul has a motion from one body to another, on death; (7) that thereis a 
point of time intervening between its departure from one body and the 
occupation of another; and (8) that there is some cause for such motion 
of the Soul. 

All the above assumptions—the existence of the Soul’s parts, &c.— 
are such as are not at all amenable to Sense-perception, &c.; and as such 
they could at best be only the creations of one's imagination, &c.; and as such: 
they should be rejected, in the same mauner as we have rejected (under 


520 TANTRA-VARTIKA, ADH. [I—PADA I—ADHI (2). 


the chapter on Words) the assumption of parts of words. Then again, 
when the Soul is only as large as the Body, we can never assume its 
parts to be innumerable or endless; and in the absence of any fluidity in 


these parts, it is not possible for them to conglomerate together in one — 


compact whole; and unless they conglomerate thus, they can have no power 
of bringing into existence a single living being. And further (even 
if such conglomerations were possible), all Conjunction always ending in 
Disjunction, the living Soul would be, exactly like a jar, amenable to occa- 
sional destruction. And when one part of the part has been cut off, there 
is no ground for assuming that the particles of the Soul, that were con- 
tained in that limb, escape from it when severed from the Body, and spread 
themselves over the rest of the Body. And as for the temporary mobility 
perceived in the severed limb, this is due to the momentum imparted 
by the severing stroke to the air enclosed within it, and not to the presence 
in it of any Soul.particles. Because in that case, there could be no 
ground for believing in any expansion or contraction of these particles. 


As for the light emanating from the lamp, its expansion or contraction ` 


is held to be possible, because we actually perceive such contraction and: 
expansion. Though in reality, there is no contraction of thelight of the 
lamp; because even when the lamp is covered up by an opaque vessel, 
. all the light outside the cover is destroyed; because the flame is cap- 
able of emitting a circle of light round itself, only when it is uncovered, 
and not when it is covered up. The same arguments hold respecting 


the expansion of such lights; the fact being that the apparent expansion- 


of light is due to the appearance of new particles of light, added to one 
another, and not to the expansion of the former particles themselves. It 
is only in the case of such things as are tangible (and solid) that one 
cannot take the place occupied by another; and hence, when a number 
of such things appear, they form a gradually expanding series, which gives 
an idea of expansion. The particles of Soul however are immaterial; and 
as such there being nothing impossible in all of them occupying the same 
point in space, they would ever remain iu the condition of an atom (how- 
soever much their number might increase). How too, is it possible for 
the particles of the same Soul to expand or contract within the limits of 
the Body of an elephant or an insect (which the Soul inhabits during 
different lives on the Earth)? And further, this theory would necessitate 
many such groundless assumptions—as that at death the Soul-particles 
move into an intermediate body,—that such an intervening body exists, 
that though existing this body is not perceived, on account of certain 
obstacles (in the way of such perception)—and that this intervening body 
throws the Soul into the next body born into the world (after some time). 
For these reasons we must accept the Soul to be omnipresent. 
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As for the declaration in the Upanishads that the Soul is of the size 
of a grain of corn, &c., &c.,—it is only meant to show the extreme subtility 
"of the Soul, which has been elsewhere declared to be omnipresent. As 
for the assertion in the Mahabharata (Vana-parva Adh. 296—16763) that 
“ Yama extracted the thumb-sized man from the body,"—thisis only a flight 
‘of poetry, meant to show up the clear practices of the Death-god, for ming, 
as it does, a part of the eulogy bestowed upon the woman wholly devoted 
to her husband; and this passage is to be taken as an Arthavdda, exactly 
like that which speaks of Prajapati having cut out his own fat. And we 
actually find the same Vyasa speaking, in many places in the Bhagavadgria, 
of the omnipresent character of the Soul. 

Objection: “If the Soul be omnipresent, a single Soul would belong 
to all bodies, ” 

Reply: Tt is not so; because we actually find the bodies to be many, 
and each body to be endowed with distinct experiences of its own. If it 
were not so, all purposes of the world being fulfilled by a single body, 
there would be no use of a number of bodies. Nor can it urged that for 
the same Soul, the existence of many bodies could be held to be as useful, 
as different bodies during different lives; because in this latter case, 
another body is brought into existence for the sole purpose of enabling 
the Soul to experience the particular pleasure, pain, &c., consequent 
upon his deeds in the previous life; while if a single Soul occupied all the 
bodies in the world, at one and the same time, each individual being 
would be experiencing the pleasure, &c., of all the beings in the world; 
and, as the one Soul would always carry on the functions of seeing, &c., 
by means of the organs present in any one body, there would be no likeli- 
hood of any persons being blind or deaf, &c.; nor could there be any 
difference in the actions laid down in the Veda, for men of different castes ; 
because the same Soul inhabiting all bodies, the same person would be- 
long to all castes. 

None of these absurdities appear, if Souls are held to be many; and 
even though all these Souls are omnipresent, there would be nothiug 
incongruous in their simultaneous existence; inasmuch as beiug imma- 
terial, none of them would stand in the way of another. And it is on 
account of this indivisibility of souls, and also on account of all Souls being 
of the nature of pure Consciousness, that the Upanishads speak of all 
Souls as one. 

Question: “How is it that, the Souls being many (and omnipresent), 

“and all of them being related to all bodies, the pleasure or pain of one 
“ being is not experienced by another ? " 

To this question, some people make the following reply: Even when 

the Soul is held to be nothing more than the Body, just as the pleasure, &c., 
66 
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of[the Soul encased in the body of the child in the womb are not expe- 
rienced by the mother,—so, the same would be the case with the case in 


question. That is to say, even one who holds the Soul to be of the same 


size as the Body, would be open to the above objection; inasmuch as 
the Soul of the mother inhabits the same body that is also inhabited by 
the Soul of the child in her womb, the pleasure, &c., of the child would be 
experienced by the mother. And the explanation that would be m € 
forward in this case would also apply to the case in question. 

The above reply might hold good, if some reasons were brought for- 
ward; asit is, however,the mere fact of the amenability of the contrary 
theory to the same objection, cannot be counted as a reason in support 
of one's own theory ; because a third party could effectively bring forward 
the said objection against both of these theorists. And further, the Soul 
being à modification of the organ of touch, and the position of the Soul in 
the space within the Body not being accepted as that of something apart 


from it, there is no contact of the Soul of the mother with the child's. 


body; and as such the said objection would not apply in this case. 

For these reasons, the above question should be answered in the 
following manner: The absurdity urged in the question would apply to 
our theory, only if mere spatial contact were held to be the sole ground 
of the experiencing of pleasure, &c.; as a matter of fact, however, we have 
an experience of only such pleasures, &c., as are capable of being experienced ; 
and as such there is no room for the said absurdity. That is to say, if, 
in the Soul's experiencing of pleasure, &c., the sole cause were held to be the 
mere co-existence in space, then we would be open to the said objection ; 
as a matter of fact, however, as in the case of the eye, &c., so iu the case 
in question also, the cause of experience is held to lie in the capability of 
the Soul. Consequently just as eventhough the colour of an object is existent 


in space with its touch, yet it is not perceived by the sense of Touch,—so 


in the case in question also, one Soul does not experience the pleasure and 
pain brought about by the Dharma or Adharma of another Soul. Thus 
then, the relationship between the experiencer and the experienced being 
that of ownership,—as explained under the chapter on Atma—our theory 
is not open to the said objection. 

Thus then, the Soul being omnipresent, it must be admitted that it 
can have no mobility (and as such the Actions cannot inhere in it). 


[B] Nor could the Action inhere in the materials (such as the pieces 
of the Cake) —because, says the Bhashya, such materials are always destroy- 
ed. Nor can this destruction be denied ; because we actually find that 
the cake that has been offered into the fire has become transformed into 
ashes, Nor can it be urged that at that time there are certain obstacles 
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in the perception of the materials, in their own forms; for the simple 
reason that there are no such obstacles. Even if such obstacles were 
assumed on account of the apparent inconsistency of the non-percep- 
tion,—then too, we would have to assume many more groundless and 
absurd imperceptible things than the single Apürva. For instance, we 
would have to assume—(1) the continuation of the material in its un- 
destroyed form; (2) that it is not perceived (even though existing); (3) 
the existence of obstacles to such perception; (4) that there are obstacles 
to the perception of the obstacles, and so on and on ad infinitum; (5) the 
continuation of the action which is momentary ; and (6) the reason for 
the non-perception of this action. And certainly an assumption of the 
Apirva would be a very much simpler process than this. 


These would be the arguments against the assumption of the continua- 
tion of the Action, independent of any substrate. 

If however it be held that the action is contained in the Soul itself, 
bringing about certain definite conjunctions aud disjunctions,—this also 
would involve the contradiction of a directly perceptible fact, and the as- 
sumption of one not perceptible. 

And hence we conclude that it is by far the most reasonable process 
to assume the agency of the Apürva. 


The purpose served by the main Adhikarana may be thus summed up: 

(1) If the Result were directly connected with the material, &c., the 
mention of the particular materials too would, like the Action itself, have 
transcendental results; which would make it absolutely impossible for any 
other material being substituted for the principal material (in case some- 
thing happened to it in course of the action) In case, however, the 
Result is directly related to the Action, the use of the material is a visible 
one, lying in the mere accomplishment of the Action; and as such its 
place could very well be taken by a substitute, which is known to be 
capable of serving the same visible purpose. Thus then, if the principal 
material of the sacrifice becomes spoilt, the following would be what our 
opponent will have to do, in order to save himself from the sin proceeding 
from the non-completion of a sacrifice that has been begun: He will have 
to finish the action by any material that he could obtain; and it would 
not be necessary for him to try to obtain a material similar to the original 
material; because (in the case of a transcendental result) the result would 
not follow even from a similar material (as it would also be otherthan the 
one which is laid down as leading to the particular result); aud as for 
the Action, all other materials (similar or dissimilar to the original) being 
equally unprescribed, it would be equally completed by means of all 
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these materials. Nor can these materials be spoken of as substitutes of the _ 
orginal material; because they are not similar to it, and because they | 
serve an entirely different purpose; because the original material was 
being employed towards the fulfilment of a particular transcendental 


result, while the material now taken up is used either with a view to ward 


off the sin accruing from the non-completion of the sacrifice, or to. 


complete an action which is being performed for the sake of a minor 
result. 


(2) Another use of this Adhikarana lies in connection with the ascer-. 


taining of the Names of Sacrifices; and we have already explained this 
under ‘ Namadhéya’ (Adh. I, Pada IV). 


pm, s a es uh s ai s, un s, e, ett Ty gl Ni NO ts 


ADHIKARANA (3). 


[ Division of Actions into Primary and Subsidiary. | 


Sutra (6): Actions are of two kinds—the Primary and the 
Subsidiary. F 


It would seem from the above that there is always an Apürva in. 
connection with each distinct Verb; consequently the Author now proceeds 
to differentiate the Subsidiary from the Primary Actions (which latter 
alone are followed by an Apūrva). 

But on this point we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


* All verbs having the common character of a verb, inasmuch as the 
* potency of the objective, proceeding from the object to be accomplished, 
“ is always brought about by fully accomplished objects, the actions de- 
“noted by all verbs are equally Primary. That is to say, so long as a 
“definite purpose can be assumed, it is only right that every action, being 
“ expressed by a verb, should be accepted as serving a distinctly useful 
“purpose, and as such, being Primary, and the means of bringing about 
“an Apürva. Consequently, like the verb ‘ yajat? ' (offers a sacrifice), the 
“ meaning of the verbs (avahant?), and the like also have so many distinctly 
** useful purposes served by the Oorn, &c. Thatis to say, just as the sacrific- 
“ing is accomplished by the materials offered; so is the threshing accom- 


“plished by the corn that is threshed, And as such the threshing must 
“bring about an Apiirva.” 


To the above, we make the following reply :— 


SIDDHANTA. 


In the matter of the relationship subsisting between the Noun and 
the Verb, that action alone of which we do not perceive any distinct purpose, 
can be accepted as leading to a transcendental result; which cannot bein 
the case of any other action; and such a supposition would be absolutely 
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groundless. That is to say, in all cases where a certain Action is related 
to acertain material, inasmuch as no Action can be accomplished without. 
a certain material, the Material, being in the first instance found to bring 
about the Action, is at once taken as serving the distinctly visible purpose 
of accomplishing the Action. Subsequently, however, in certain cases, 
the Action turns upon itself, and imparts an aid to the material itself (as 
in the case of Threshing which serves to purify the corn); while in 
other cases, the Action rests within itself, its sole purpose lying in its 
own fulfilment (as in the case of sacrificing). And in this latter case, 
there naturally arises in us a desire to know what the use of the Action 
would be; and as no visible purpose is found to be served, we can always 
assume a transcendental one (in the shape of the Apürva). In that case, how- 
ever, where the Action is found to have its sole purpose in the fulfilment 
of a visible purpose—such as the preparation of Rice for instance,—we 
can have no business to assume any transcendental purpose; and the 
Injunction of the Action having been justified by a visible purpose, the 
Action is not recognised as bringing about any transcendental result. 


ADHIKARANA (4). 
[The Definition of Primary Action. ] 


Sutra (7): Those that do not seek to make a material, are 
Primary Actions; because the material is a secondary factor. 


Those actions which donot seek to make up, or prepare, a material 
either in its material from, or in that of a certain property of it,—such 
actions, for instance, as the Prayajas—these being the principal factors, 
with regard to their appurtenances,—they serve the purpose of bringing 
about transcendental results. 


ADHIKARANA (5). 
[The Definition of Subsidiary Actions. ] 


Sutra (8): Those that are meant to make a material are re- 
cognised as Subsidiary ; because with regard to these, the material 
is the dominant factor. 


Those Actions, however, that either produce a material, e.g., the Fire 
by the Laying, or accomplish or prepare it, e.g., the preparing of the Priest 
by appointment, or purify it, e.g., the purifying of the corn by the threshing, 
or the preparing of the rice by grinding—are all Subsidiary ones; because 
they are always subservient to the preparation of the material. 

Objection: * When, as a matter of fact, we find that, whether the 
** Action be one that leads to transcendental results, or one that brings 
** about only visible ones, it is performed equally well, what is the use of 
« differentiating them into the Primary and the Subsidiary ? " 

Reply: Without the aforesaid differentiation, we would have fie 
following anomalies: In accordance with the theory of the Pūrvapaksha 
(of Adhi. 4), even where the material to be offered is the rice of the 
Priyangu, the threshing, which would be necessary for the preparation of 
the Priyaùgu, would come to be applied to the Vrihi corn; because 
according to that theory the threshing also is a Primary Action; and as such 
the material mentioned along with it (viz: the Vrīhi) could not set aside 
the Subsidiary material ; just as in the case of the Butter in connection with 
the Prayājas; and consequently the threshing could not be removed from 
the Vrihi. Whereas in accordance with the Siddhanta, the Subsidiary 
materials would be set aside; because the material that is of use in the 
Primary Action, is affected by the preparatory actions also ; and hence the 
Priyangu corn to be used at the sacrifice, would certainly have to undergo 
all the processess of threshing, washing, &c. 

Objection: ** Even in accordance with the Pürvapaksha theory, if the 
* primary threshing were applied to the Vrzhz, it would serve no useful 


* purpose in connection with the main sacrifice in hand ; and hence in a 
* case where the material to be offered is the Priyargu rice, the threshing 
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“could not be applied to the Vrihé corn, which is not taken up by the 
* Principal Action." 

Reply: It is not so; because according to the Pürvapaksha, the 
relationship of the Vrihi, as mentioned in the Scriptural Injunction, with 
the Sacrifice and the Threshing, is equal; nor do we find, in the Vrihi, 
any such mark of uselessness, as is found in the case of the Vajina. 
That is to say, we have two equally authoritative Injunctions—(1) “ One 
should offer the Vrzh? corn in sacrifice, " and (2) “ One threshes the Vrihi 
corn ;” and we do not perceive any reason for making any such distinction, 
as that this action (offering) is useful, while that other (threshing) is 
useless; nor is the threshing such an action as can be accomplished in the 
wake of another action, as we find in the case of the Vajina, which is the 
water of the milk left behind after the curdled masses have been 
removed ; nor is it one whose requirements are all fulfilled by an agency 
whose chief function lies elsewhere,—as we find in the case of the 
Padakarma (rites in connection with the seventh footstep of the Cow 
given in exchange for the Soma), where the requirements are all fulfilled by 
the one-year-old Cow given as the price of the Soma, and no new cow has 
to be got; nor has the threshing the character of a part of a material, as we 
find in the case of the Uttarrürdha (second half of the Cake) ; nor lastly, 
has the threshing the character of the action of indicating any other 
purpose,—as we find in the case of the covering up of the chaffs by the 
cup in which the Cake is to be cooked; consequently the action of 
threshing cannot but be regarded as useful. Nor, according to this 
theory, is it absolutely necessary that the Vrihi corn should be threshed 
for the purposes of a sacrifice; because the serving of some useful 
purpose is equally present in an ordinary action of the word also. Nor, 
in the present instance, is there any authority for taking up the original 
action; because the Context does not serve to make any such distinction. 
Nor could a differentiation be made on the ground of the fact of that 
person alone being entitled to the threshing who is entitled to the per- 
formance of the Dargaü-Pürnamüsa: because of the reasons propounded 
under Sutra IX—i—19. When the threshing is taken as a purificatory 
action, then, in that case, no purification being needed for the corns 
employed for ordinary worldly purposes, the original action (of the sacrifice) 
would, with great difficulty, be got at, by means of the Specification, in 
the shape of the capability of bringing about the Apūrva. And in case 
the threshing be also accepted as a Primary Action, and as such serving 
the purposes of the sacrifice from a distance (transcendentally), then 
there would be no uselessness attaching to it, even if it were performed 
by the ordinary Vrihi corn: and as such, on the strength of direct 
Scriptural Injunction, it would be equally right to take up any Vrihi 
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corn. Specially because in that case the Threshing would be a pure 
Dharma; and as such it would have to be done but once,—exactly like 
the threshing of the Sarvaushadhi (a mixture of certain medicinal herbs, 
&c.),— and not to be continued until the preparation of the Rice; and 
as for the Vrihis to be employed in the Rice to be offered at the sacrifice, 
these could be done into rice even by the other processes—such as that of 
tearing the husks, &c. (the prescribed threshing being an independent 
Dharma by itself, and having nothing to do with the subordinate purpose 
of the preparation of the Rice). And on account of the peculiarties of 
the context, the threshing would also come to form part of such sacrifices 
as the Sannayya and the Upangu, &c., as also in the various modifications 
of these (because it would have only a transcendental effect, and as such 


there would be nothing incongruous in its employment in all these 


actions). 


And it is with a view to these anomalies that the above distinction: 
has to be made. 


ADHIKARANA (6). 


[The character of the Primary does not belong to such actions as the cleaning 


of the Sruva, &c.] 


Sutra (9): “In the case of all Dharmas, every Action would 
** be the Primary, because of the non-fulfilment (of anything visible) 


* —exaetly as in the case of the Pryaja.” 


The Bhashya has cited the cleanings of the Sruk, the Paridhi, thé 
Agni and the Purodàga,—because each of these is differently related to the 
Principal Action. The sense of the Adhikarana is that even when the 
aid imparted by a substance to the Primary Actions is from a distance, — 
inasmuch as it is connected with a certain Action, the Substance cannot 
attain the position of the Primary. 

But, on the strength of the aforesaid definition of PII Actions 
(in Sūtra 7), we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA, 


“The action that is accomplished by the substance itself is not found 
‘to impart any aid to the Action; and consequently such actions as 
“ Cleaning, &c., cannot but be regarded as Primary Actions." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (10): But on account of the similarity of declaration, 
they would be similar to others (Subsidiary Actions). 


The differentia of the Subsidiary action is not that it should seek to 
make a substance;—because it is distinctly shown in Adh. III that 
subserviency or subsidiary character does not consist in the imparting 
of acertainaid to the Primary, but in the fact of a certain action being 
for the sake of another; and we shall show later on that this latter kind 
of subserviency is based upon the authority of Direct Assertion, &c., 
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and it does not depend upon the imparting of any perceptible aid (to 
the Primary). 

Question : '* Why then should the Sūtra have brought forward the 
** fact of the action seeking to make a material ? " 

Reply: The actions of threshing, &c., have been cited only with a 
view to show that there is no Apürva in the case of those Actions, which 
have been proved to have the character of the Césha (1.e., being for the 
sake of other Actions) and which are found to serve distinctly visible 
purposes. That is to say, in a case where the Subsidiary character 
depends upon the fact of the action seeking to make a substance, we 
should not recognise any distinct Apürva. 

The Pürvapakshi, however, runs away with the idea that this is the sole 
definition of the Subsidiary Action ; and hence not finding it applicable to 
such actions as the said Cleaning, &c., he has concluded that these are 
Primary Actions. 

But the sense of the Siddhànta is that it is one when the fact of one 
Action being for the sake of another has been ascertained by means of 
Direct Assertion, &c., that we can find it actually serving a visible purpose, 
or—in the absence of any such visible purpose—we can assume a transcen- 
dental result to follow from it. Thus then, the fact of the action of 
threshing, &c., being subservient to another Action, having been indicated 
by the Accusative case-ending (in * Vrihin") by means of its signification 
of the predominance of the material, denoting, as it does, that which is 
the most desired (to be accomplished),—the action of threshing is 
found to serve a visible purpose; and thus it has all its requirements 
fulfilled. Though such is not the case with the aforesaid Cleaning, &o., 
which, for this very reason, are held to serve transcendental purposes 
yet that does not in any way deprive them of the character of Césha, or 


subserviency, which has been previously ascertained by means of Direct, 
Assertion, &c. 


Sutra (11): Objection: “But there is an injunction of the 
material”—if this be urged,— 


The opponent urges: “Though, by negative and’ positive concom- 
* tance, the subservient character (Céshatva) is found to depend upon the 
“aid imparted,—yet the character of the Accusative case-ending is such 
“that it can never be concomitant with Predominance or Primary 
“ character. 

“That is to say, only that is. nee as the proper means of right 
lie notion, which is universal in its application ; in the matter of Predomi- 
“ nance, however, the Accusative ending has a doubtful applications 
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“ because it is found along with even such materials, as are distinctly 
“laid down as subsidiaries—e.g., the ending in ‘ Saktién’ in the sentence 
* * Saktün jwhoti ;’ and similarly we find the Predominance of the Afya, 
“ even when it is not accompained by the Accusative ending—e.g., iu the 
“sentence ‘praydjagéshéna Ajyéna havinshyabhigharayati.’ Consequently 
"* we conclude that in the case of the sentence ‘ Vrihinavahanti, though 
** both characters ave possible, yet, we conclude that the material ( Vrzhi) 
“has the primary character, because of the fact of its imparting a 
“distinct aid, and because of the Accusative ending. We find no such 
“aid, in the case of the actions of Cleaning, &c.; therefore in the case of 
“these also (i.e. in the sentence ' Sruvam sammürshti'), the Accusative 
“ending must be taken as only laying down the material (and having 
“ nothing to do with its predominance)." 


ò 


Sutra (12): Then the Reply is: It is not so; because it (the 
Action) is for the sake of that (material); just as in ordinary life; 
specially as that (Action) is subservient. 


Let the question of usage rest awhile; because the usage of words 
being mere usage is always set aside by the more authoritative Smrti 
(Rules of Grammar) ; because the manner of expressing one’s thoughts 
is multifarious; while the Rule is ever one and definite. 

That is to say, if the usage were always of one uniform kind, then 
there would be no necessity of collecting and preserving the Smrti Rules, 
As it is, however, usage is so confused that it can hardly be found in 
a definite form; and hence it is that right usage is preserved by means 
of Smrti Rules. And these Rules distinctly lay down that the Accusa- 
tive ending denotes predominance ;—Vide Panini’s Sutras II—ii—2 and 
I—iv—49 ; and it is in accordance with these rules that we have such 
sentences as ‘ghatam karoti’ (iu ordinary parlance) and ‘ Vrihinavahanti! 
(in the Veda). 

The Bhashya next proceeds to cite such instances met with in 
ordinary parlance, as appear to be against the said rules: (1) ‘ Tandulàn 
ódanam paca, (2) ‘ Valvajan çikhandakān kuru,’ (3) ‘Tandulanddaya 
juhudht.’ In all these cases it seems clear that the accusatives in ‘ tandulan’ 
and *'valvajün' have been used in the place of the Instrumentals 
‘tandulaih’ and ‘valvajaih’; and as such in these cases the Accusative 
cannot but have the sense of the Instrumental (which latter always 
indicates subservience). 

We proceed to explain these apparent anomalies. In all matters 
relating to cooking, the Rice, &c., have a twofold form (the Primary and 
the Subsidiary); and it is in consideration of the Primary form that we have 
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the Accusative ending (in ‘tandulan,’ &c.), That is to say, when the 
Rice is spoken of as the means of accomplishing something else, in the 
shape of the cooked rice, or the straw as that of bringing about something 
else in the shape of the bundle,—then alone are these to be used with the 
Instrumental ending ; when, however, (1) the Rice is spoken of as itself 
being modified into the form of the cooked rice, in order to be capable 
of being eaten,—(2) or the straw itself being changed into the bundle, 
with a view to keep it soft,—or (3) after the rice has been found to be 
laid down in the Veda as an accessory in the Agnihotra sacrifice, when it 
so happens that the wife of the sacrificer has prepared some exceptionally 
fine rice, then, either with a view to show off her own excellent work, or 
with a view to the special result (strength) that is said to follow if the 
Rice is offered at the sacrifice, she addressing the sacrificer might say, 
#Sir, make an offering of rice to-day ',—in all these cases the words come 
to take the Accusative ending. And it is a well-known fact, that in 
ordinary parlance people always seek to speak of the same thing in many 
ways. And it often happens that even that which is admittedly the 
subordinate element is often spoken of as the predominant factor, and 
vice versa ; at times it is spoken of as both, and at times as neither the 
one nor the other. Nor is there any authority for holding that the idea that 
is desired to be conveyed must be accepted as directly expressed by the 
words used. Because for the purpose of meeting the wishes of the speaker 
we have at our command such indirect means of expression, as Indication 
and the like; and hence no abandoning of the original meanings of words 
is justifiable. Consequently we conclude that the Accusative really ex- 
presses predominance only. 

Question: “ How is it then that in the — * Saktün judi) 
“ the Accusative is found to denote subservience ? ” 

Reply: In that case also, the Accusative by itself expresses predomt- 
nance only ; but this being found to be incompatible with the rest of the 
Sentence, we accept it to indicate its correlative, subserviency. That is 
to say, by its own natural potency, the accusative always expresses 
the objective, in the character of the predominant; but this natural 
meaning is found, iu the sentence in question, to be incompatible with 
something more authoritative; and as such it cannot be admitted 
then, finding that the character of the ‘Karaka’ or case-relation is also 
indicated by the Accusative, as its invariable concomitant, we accept this 
indicated meaning of the Accusative, as not incompatible with the rest 
of the sentence ; which thus comes to mean that the Saktu has something 
to do with the pem of the Homa. But such generic agency not 
being of much use, we naturally seek for a specific function of the Saktu ; 
and thus come to the conclusion that it must be taken as the Instrument ; 
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specially in accordance with the law that ‘that which is an accomplished 
entity is laid down for the sake of that which is yet to be accomplished '— 
as propounded in S&/ra VI—i—1. 

Question: “ But in what way do you and the predominance of the 
** Saktu incompatible with the rest of the sentence ? " 

Reply: Only that substance is held to be an object of purification or 
preparation, which has already been utilised or is to be utilised; as for 
the Saktu, it is never going to be used (after the Homa); nor has it ever 
been utilised before. That is to say, that substance which is found to have 
been utilised in some way, or which is to be utilised at some future time, 
is capable of any process of purification ; and as such it attains a predomi- 
nance with reference to the Action. And when the substance concerned is. 
such as has never been utilised, not is going to be utilised, any purification 
of that would be absolutely useless; and hence any injunction of such 
preparation would be wholly purposeless. The Saktw in question is such 
that it is never used before the Homa, nor can it be used after it, having 
been turned into ashes; specially as there is no Injunction as to any such 
ashes of Saktu being used. Under the circumstance, the only alternatives 
that we have are—(1) that the whole sentence is absolutely useless, or 
(2) that the Accusative is to be taken in its indirect sense. And the 
authority of the Veda having been an established fact, there can be no 
hesitation in accepting the second alternative. It is a common fact that 
the direct meaning of a word is always set aside as mistaken, whenever 
it is faced by such exceptional circumstances (of incompatibility). And 
the acceptance of the indirect meaning of a word is always due to the 
necessity of avoiding the uselessness of the sentence; otherwise if there 
were no such uselessness, it would be always possible to accept the original 
direct signification of the word. It is for these reasons that we accept the 
sentence in question to be an Injunction of a Homa with the Sakíu as the 
necessary material.—such an Injunction being in keeping with the Context 
in which it occurs 

The Bhashya puts the question: “ The Saktu being mentioned in the: 
“ context, it would naturally follow that it is of some distinct use in the 
"sacrifice." And the sense of this is that the Saktu offered in the Homa 
would be distinctly useful, inasmuch as it helps the Jyotishtomu sacrifice, 
in whose context the said sentence occurs. 

The Siddhanti (in the Bhashya) makes a dodge, and retorts—' Who 
Says it is not so?'—his meaning being that the said usefulness be- 
longs to the Saktu as the material offered in the Homa. In all cases, we 
find that for allsubstances, there is no other use save the accomplish- 
ment of the Action connected with the sentence (in which the name of 
that substance occurs); because they have no connection with the procedure 
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of the action. That is to say, the Homa, being of the nature of an 
Action, stands in need of something to be accomplished by it; and consequently 
along with the principal procedure, it is taken as forming the process of 
action helping in the said accomplishment. This, however, cannot be said 
of the Substance. Nor can the Substance alone justify the assumption of 
anything transcendental; because all transcendental results are brought 
about by Actions alone. 

Even in a case where a substance itself is laid down as leading to a 
particular result,—e.g., in the Injunction ‘one should sacrifice with the 
milking vessel for one who desires cattle,—no Apürva would be possible, 
except through the agency of some other Action, though having a different 
end. Under the circumstances, how can any such assertion be made with 
reference to the Saktu, which is not found to be enjoined with regard to 
any particular result ? 

Nor is there any authority for making such an assumption. As for 
the Accusative in ‘ Saktün, this cannot serve as an authority for any such 
assumption ; because what the Accusative does is to directly express the 
predominance of the Saktw; and as such it would point to the fact of the 
Homa being for the sake of the Saktu, and not to that of a certain Apürva 
following from the Saktu. Thus then, through the help of the Accusative 
the Homa would be for the sake of the Saktu. 

How could the Homa be pervaded over by the Saktw? , Because it 
could not serve any other purpose,—no such other use being mentioned. 
Thus then, it is only when the Homa has been performed that the Saktu 
becomes related to the Homa; and hence before the purpose has been 
served, the Accusative has had its end; hence even in the case of the 
useless Saktu, the Accusative becomes justified, in consideration of its 
predominance. And thus the meaning of the sentence having been 
accomplished, the Saktw could not be of any subsequent use, either to the 
Person or to the Sacrifice ; and having recognised this fact, we could either 
assume a transcendental result, on the strength of the sentence in question, 
or accept the notion of predominance (as expressed by the Accusative) to 
be a misconception, (And hence the only reasonable course left is to take 
the Accusative in its indirect sense of the Instrumental). It is in con- 
sideration of these facts that the Bhashya has said—the sentence cannot 
justify any assumption of the transcendental (Apürva). It is far more 
. reasonable to reject the notion of predominance (expressed by the 
Accusative); and hence we cannot but accept the indication of the 
Instrumental. It is in consideration of this fact that the author of the 
- helena has deumas ‘The Accusative is used in place of the 
Instrumental. -` D e LL En j a 
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Thus then, we find that there is a diversity between the Homa and 
the aforesaid Cleaning. Because the Saktu having no other purpose to 
serve, it is taken to be for the sake of the Homa; while such substances 
as the Cake and the like, inasmuch as they are subservient to something 
else, are capable of such purificatory actions as their being circled 
round by fire. 

When the true meaning of the scripture has been got at, it is only 
when we donot find any visible use, that we assume a transcendental result. 
And even in ordinary life, we find certain purificatory rites being kept up 
by usage with the sole purpose of something transcendental ; for instance, 
when a man returns from a journey, fire, salt, &c., are moved round his 
head, with a view to the pacifying of all evil influences impending over 
him. Nor can the fact of such rites bringing about something trauscen- 
dental be denied; because the performance of these is based upon the 
authority of well-established usage. 

Thus then, we find that even those that lead to something trans- 
cendental have a subordinate character, because of the uniformity of 
assertion. 

Objection : * Such being the case, in all cases the predominance of the 
"substance would depend upon the fact of its serving a useful purpose ; 
“and hence it is not right to say—‘on account of the uniformity of 
“ assertion’ Or else, it should be shown how, independently of any 
"useful purposes served, predominance is denoted solely by the Accusa- 
“tive or, how the subordinate character is denoted solely by the 
* Instrumental." 

Reply: As for an instance of predominance expressed solely by the 
Accusative, we have it in the case of the sentence ‘ Aindryà garhapatyamu- 
patishthaté, where the indirect implication of the name ‘ Aindri’ shows 
that the mantra in question is addressed to Indra; and then on account 
of its being mentioned along with the ‘gdrhapatya.’ If this ‘ g@rhapatya’ be 
taken only as the means of worshipping Indra, then the Accusative ending 
in it would be absolutely out of place; and hence it is only on the strength 
of the Accusative ending that we admit the Garhapatya to be the pre- 
dominant factor in the sentence. Similarly, as for an instance of the sub- 
servient character being expressed solely by the Instrumental, we 
have it in the case of the sentence—' Sik‘avakéna prastaram’ where 
though both the SZzkíavàka and the prastara are equally useful, yet on 
account of the Instrumental ending, the former is taken as subservient to 
the latter. 

Thus then, the comparative predominance or subserviency being 
expressed by the case-endings themselves, all that wselessness does is to 
form an exception to the former general rule; and the usefulness or 
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uselessness of any object can never be taken as the sole ground of differen- 
tiating the said predominance or subservience. 


The purposes of the present pee that are enumerated in the 
Bhashya are not quite acceptible (in the way therein put forward) for 
the following reasous :— 

(1) In the sentence * Camimayyah scrucah’ the fact of being made of 
Cami wood has been laid down with reference to all Sruks. But according 
to the Parvapaksha, as also according to the Siddhàünta, that qualification 
is recognised as applying to the Primary as also to the subsidiary saeri- 
fices. As for the Priyangu corn, the original Injunction distinctly lays it 
down as for the sole purpose of the Primary sacrifice ; and as such it is 
only proper that it is not employed in the subsidiaries. As for the qualifi- 
cation of being made up of Cami wood, on the other hand, it has been laid 
down simply with reference to the Sruk; and hence in accordance with 
the rule laid down in Stra III—vii—2, on account of the superior 
authority of Syntactical Connection, the said qualification is recognised 
as applying both to the Primary and the Subsidiary, and not to the Primary 
alone, as shown by the Context (which is a much weaker authority). Nor 
do we find any qualifying clause, which would point out the Sruk as the 
one that is employed in the Primary Sacrifice; aud even if there were 
such a clause, as it would only be a qualifying adjunct of the subject of 
the sentence, no significance could be attached to it. Therefore in ac- 
cordance with the Pürvapaksha also, it is clear that the Sruk of Cami wood 
appertains to all Primary Sacrifices, as also to all the Cleaning, &c., that 
help the Sacrifice from a distance (transcendentally); and as such there 
would be no chance of there being any cleaning of the Sruk made 
up of many woods. It might be urged that—‘in accordance with 
Sütra llI--vii—35, all the peculiar features of the Subsidiary sacrifices 
being subservient to the Primary Sacrifice, the Sruk of Cami, in the case 
in question, cannot be said to be for the sake of both the Primary and 
the Subsidiary. But this is scarcely correct; because in a case where 
we recognise the relationship of an object with the Primary, as mentioned 
by a Sentence, there alone could such an assertion be possible; as a 
matter fact, however, no such thing is recognised in the case in question, 
For instance, in the case of the sentence ‘yajndtharvanam vai kümyü 
ishtayah, tà wpahgu kartavyah, we find the qualification * wpangu’ con- 
nected only with the Primary Sacrifices mentioned by the word ‘kamyah ; ' 
and as such it cannot be taken as enjoined with reference to the subsi- 
diary, as we shall explain later on ; but in the case in question, we have 
tro such distinct — with = Ker mar and ‘this — all the 
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Objection: “It may be that the fact of the Sruk being of Cami is for 
"use'in the Primary, though it is enjoined by implication, also in the 
“ subsidiary sacrifices not yet fully mentioned." 

Reply : This cannot be; because we shall show (in the chapter on 
Atidéga) that the subsidiaries renouncing that which is enjoined in close 
| proximity to themselves, become connected with their Primaries; because 
they stand in need of such aids as have been fully accomplished (along 
| with the Primaries). That is to say, an Injunction of many things 
(by a single sentence) being unallowable, in the sentence in question, the 
Sruk must be taken as simply mentioned with reference to the fact of the 
Sruk being of Cami wood (which alone is enjoined). Consequently, even. 
though the Sruk might be enjoined in-connection with the subsidiaries, 
yet such an Injunction would stand in need of the fact of the employment of j 
the Sruk of Cami at the Subsidiaries being got at by Implication (from its 
employment at the Primaries). And the time that is taken in this latter 
implication of the Sruk of the Primary is exactly the same that is taken 
by the direct Injunction of the Sruk of the subsidiaries ; and as such there 
is no difference between the two processes. . 

And further, if the fact of the Sruk being made of Cami P lied 
to the Primaries alone, then even in the Varunapr aghàsa- sacrifice, which is 
a subsidiary, we would have the employment of the Sruk used at the 
Primary sacrifices of the Prayaja, &c. And the means by which we could 
avoid these Prayaja Sruks are the same by which the Sruks for cleaning 
are avoided. But this is not quite desirable; as there is no reason for. 
such avoidance. Even though there may be some cause for the relation- 
ship of a certain Primary, yet, in accordance with the Rule laid down in 
connection with the ‘ Saumkavédidakshina,’ the element required would 
be got at indirectly (by concomitance itself); and as such no collecting 
of the Primary Class would be proper. 

(2) Then again, the shape of the Paridhi vessel is pointed out by the 
use to which it is put; and hence there could be no cleaning of that Paridhi 
which would not serve that purpose. That is to say, Paridhi is the name. 
of that substance which is used in the keeping intact of the fire; just as 
‘Juhi’ is the name of an implement used in the Homa. Then, in accordance 
with the Sūtra [V—i—26, we could speak of the Cleaning being useless. 
And then, on having heard of the Paridhi being made of the Banavat, if 
we were to clean the Palaga wood before it has been made into the Paridhi, 
we would only be cleaning that which is not Paridhi. If the .Pulüga be 
made into the Puridhi (before being cleaned), then the keeping of the Fire 
having beeu done, it could not serve any useful purpose in the Primary 
Sacrifice. Nor do we ever find a mixture of two things that serve the 
same purpose (the Palāça and tho Bapavat in the present case). Therefore 
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there would be no need for making another Paridhi. 

(3) As for the Avabhrtha, inasmuch as this is a new action, it “ends 
wholly in what is directly mentioned in the Veda; and as the whole of 
this action, together with all its accessories, is laid down as to be performed 
in water, what could be that Oleaning, in which we would have to make 
use of Fire, and hence have to burn it P 

Thus then, none of the above three can be accepted as the uses of the 
present Adhikarana. 

There is only one example which has been rightly cited. In the case 
of the sentence ‘ mansantu savüniyünüm ' in accordance with the Siddhanta, 
the character of being made up of tàrasa (meat), not being related to all 
Cakes, and thus being ‘asavaniya,’ it would not be connected with that 
Oake which has been purified by being carried round the fire. And the 
word ‘ Savantya’ is never used with reference to the subsidiary of the 
‘Savaniya;’ because it deals with that alone which is related to the 
Savaniya. As for the subsidiary of the Savanzya, inasmuch as this serves 
no useful purpose in the Savana, it is impossible to have any cake in it 
made up of the Vrzhi corn; specially as the sentence ‘ Vrihibiryajeta ’ 
distinctly shows that the Vrihi corn is to be employed in the Cake used at 
the Primary Sacrifice. And thus, it is not quite certain which is the 
material of which that Cake is to be made, which is purified by being 
taken round the Fire. And herein lies the use of the present Adhikarana. 

But even this is not quite correct. Because in that case in accordance 
with the maxim of the ‘ Künsabhoj;' the conditions of the scriptural 
Injunction (that ‘ the Cake is circled round the fire’) would be fulfilled by 
the circling of the Meat-Cake; and consequently there would always be a 
likelihood of the performance of an Action like what is described i in the 
Siddhànta. 

Thus then, the corn-cake having been taken up, in some way or other, 
for the Primary Sacrifice, it must be held that the circling round fire is 
a means of accomplishing that Cake; especially as such is the inclination 
of the scripture. But even in that case, such an action being useless, in 
accordance with the maxim of the ‘one-year-old cow,’ there would be a 
"total disappearance of that action. And hence it is in the avoidance 
of this disappearance that lies the use of the present Adhikarana. 

Or, it might be in the fact of there being no definite material for the 
Cake; nor does the maxim of the ‘ Kàsabhoji' apply to the case; because 
the mere flesh does not represent the Cake. It it be asked, ‘ how this 
comes aboutin the Savaniya Cake?’ we reply that in that case it is not the 
Cake that is desired; what is enjoined by the sentence is the flesh itself, 
independently of any Cake in the place of the Cake; exactly a in the case 
of such corns as the Dhānā. Because in no way is it possible to make such 
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corns out of the flesh. Consequently, it must be admitted that in accord- 
ance with the maxim of the ‘ Priyatgu,’ it is only inthe Primary 
Sacrifice that the Cake is to be made up of the flesh. As for the circling 
round fire, this applies to the Cake only; and as for the material of this 
Cake, it may be uncertain, or it may be the Vrīhi or the Yava, as is shown 
by the conditions of the Primary Sacrifice. 

As a matter of fact, however, the real uses of the Adhikarana are the 
following: (1) In the Primary Sacrifice, there being many auxiliaries 
to the Oleaning of the Sruk, we conclude that the number of such auxi- 
liaries must be three only, in accordance with the maxim of the ‘ Kapiñjala’ 
(XI—i—38-45) ; and hence even when there is a multiplication of vessels, 
—as in the case of the * Pagucdturmadsya’, only three Sruks would have to 
be cleaned, in accordance with the theory of the Piérvapaksha. In accord- 
ance with the Siddhanta, on the other hand, all the Sruks have to be 
cleaned ; because of the necessity of repeating the purifiactory process with 
each substance. (2) And again, in accordance with the maxim of the 
* Pagu' (IV—i—11-16), significance attaching to the number ‘one,’ only 
one Paridhi would have to be cleaned, according to the Pérvapaksha ; 
while according to the Siddhanta, all the Paridhis would have to be cleaned ; 
and there would be some distinction made in a case where there is a 
multiplication of Paridhis. (3) And similarly, the circling round fire, 
believed (according to the P#rvapaksha) to appertain to one Cake, comes 
(according to the Siddhànta), to apply to all the Cakes. (4) Similarly, 
according to the law ‘ Vishayé laukikam syāt, in the case of the sentence 
‘agnimupasamadhaya stwvate, the cleaning would pertain to the ordinary 
fire, according to the Parvapaksha; while according to the Siddhanta, 
any cleaning of ordinary fire being absolutely useless, the Cleaning laid 
down must, appertain only to such sacrificial fires, as the ‘Ahavaniya’ and 
the like. 


ee ee 


ADHIKARANA (7). 


Treating of the Primary character of the Stuti and the Castra Hymns.. 
(Mahéndradhikarana). 
Sutra (13): “The Stwté and the Castra are subservient, 


exactly like the Yajya mantras, —because they distinctly — 
fy the Deity." | 


The case of the Stuti and the Castra has been introduced, as an 
exception to the general definition laid down in Sätra II—i—8. By the 
word “Stuti” is meant a hymn; and the “ Castra" also is a hymu which 
is made up of mantras that cannot be sung. A Hymn is that which 
describes the relationship subsisting between an object and its properties ; 
and as such, in the first instance, it is accomplished by such objects and 
properties; specially as in the absence of these the Hymn would be mere 
words, and as such not capable of being called a “Hymn.” Of these two 
again, inasmuch as the properties described do not form part of the 
Action to be performed, they serve no useful purpose with regard to the 
Action; and as such they are taken absolutely as serving the.purpose of 
completing the Hymn itself. Then the question arises—Tbe Hymn thus 
accomplished, does it serve the purpose of bringing about an idea of the 
object hymned, and as such, is subservient to this latter?  or,'is it some- 
thing independently by itself, leading to a certain transcendental result ? 
On this point we have the following: 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Inasmuch as we actually find the Hymns perceptibly bringing 
“about a rememberance of (of the Deity) that serves to accomplish the 
* sacrifice, we cannot but admit them to be subservient to such Deities.” 

SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (14): But in that case, the mention of the name of the 
Deity would have to be carried away by its meaning; because 
such mention is always subservient to the meaning. 


The Sūtra points out the fact of the Pürvapakshe being contrary to 
other authoritative evidences. 
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That is to say, if the hymn in question consist of a Mantra, the object 
described in which does not exist at the time, then this object would carry 
away the Hymn from its present context, and as such, there would be a 
setting aside of that which is directly laid down. For instance, in a case 
where we have an Injuuction laying down the use of a particular hymn on 
a particular occasion, if the Injunction happen to contain the name of a 
Deity—as in the case of a Hymn addressed to Indra being laid down as to 
be sung in connection with the “ Mahéndragraha” sacrifice,—the Injunc- 
tion would depend upon the Deity therein mentioned ; and hence in a case 
where that particular Deity (Indra) does not exist, (as in the case of the 
Mahéndra sacrifice),—the particular Hymn will have to be carried away 
from the Mahéndra sacrifice to another sacrifice where Indra might exist. 
And this would be a direct contradiction of what is authorised by the 
Order and Position of the Hymn, &ec. The particular sequential Order 
that would be contradicted in the present instance is that in which 
the mantia is laid down as to be recited in the subsequent hymns; 
while the Position contradicted would be—either the mention of the 
Hymn by the Injunction of the Rathantara, or the particular Context in 
which they occur. 


Sutra (15): Objection: “But (in the instance cited) the 
word (that appears to make the Deity something quite different) 
would be only a qualificatory one,—exactly like the word ‘ barren’ 
(in the expression ‘Ajavasha’).” 


“The above objection does not apply to the case in question. Because 
“a carrying away of the Mantra could be possible only if it mentioned 
“something entirely different; in the case in question however, the 
“Hymn in question belongs to the same Deity that is referred to by the 
“name ‘Mahéndra’; because the words ‘Indra’ and ‘ Mahéndra’ are 
'non-different. That is to say the Indra, that is hymned by the 
" Hymns in question, is the same that is sacrificed to in the Mahéndra 
“sacrifice; and as such the object referred to being actually present, 
" wherefore should there be any necessity of carrying it away from 
“its Context? Nor is it absolutely necessary for the Mantra to make 
* mention of every minute detail of the object connected with the sacrifice ; 
“ because it is always found to mention something more or less than that, 
* in accordance with its own expression or capability (and as such it does not 
“matter if the Injunction of the Hymn speaks of Indra only, without the 
“qualification * Maha’). Consequently, the Hymn should be taken as 
* pointing to Indra as apart from any attributes, because much significance 
“does not attach to the attributes, as the attributes are pointed out 
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“by the context itself ;—all this being exactly similar to the pointing out 
“of materials apart from qualifications. Nor does the Deity consist of the 
“word alone—as we shall show under chapters IX and X. [And hence 
* Indra cannot be taken as different from Mahéndra, simply on the ground 
“of difference between the words. | 

“Thus then, it must be admitted that that which is mentioned by the 
“word ‘Indra’ is the same that is mentioned by the word ‘ Mahéndra’; 
“specially as there is no reason for assuming the two to be distinct. 
“Consequently, there being no ground for the charge of the improper 
“carrying away of the Hymns, these must be admitted to be the subser- 
* vient accessories (of the Deity "'). 


Sutra (16): Reply: Not so; because it forms part of the 
scriptures. : 


It has been urged above that the Hymns pointing to Indra, as apart 
from all qualifications, there is no need for auy carrying away. But 
this is not so; because the carrying —— of the hymns is by no means 
avoidable. 

For, if there were sufficient grounds for nod the ide of Indra 
and Mahéndra, then alone would it not be necessary to carry away the 
Hymns; as a matter of fact, honger, there is a distinct difference between 
the two. | 
To explain--In the case of the Sag: Mahéndra’ some people, seeking, 
to establish its identity with the word ‘Indra,’ explain it etymologically 
thus: ‘ Muhan’ + ‘ Indrah’ = Mahéndrah (the Great Indra), and then Ma- 
héndro dévata asya’—‘ Mahéndra’ (That sacrifice of which the Great Indra 
is the presiding Deity). And in that case what the word ‘ Mahéndra’ 
would signify would be that of which the preceding Deity is Indra as endowed 
with the attribute of greatness. But such a connotation is not possible; 
because the signification of a word taken as one complete whole is always 
more authoritative than that which is sanctioned by its etymological con- 
structions; and hence the word ‘ Mahéndra’ more directly denotes a dis- 
tinct Deity in the shape of Mahéndra, than it does the ‘ Great Indra,’ 

Then again, if the word ‘ Mahéndra’ is broken up etymologically 
(as shown above), there is a distinct syntactical split; and if, in 
order to avoid this split, the etymological explanation is not resorted to, 
then the word ‘ Mahéndra ' i denotes so entirely different 
from Indra. 

Says the Bhashya, the nominal affia in *' Mahendra” would not be possible 
if the word ‘Indra’ stood in the need of a mention of greatness; and 
what is meant by this is that it is not possible for us to take the word in 
its etymological sense. And the chief reason for this is that in the due 
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functioning of a compound, as also in that of the Nominal Affix, capability 
is always laid down as the necessary qualification. Incase we have recourse 
to the etymology of the word the said qualification becomes impossible to 
get at, in both cases. 

That is to say, in the two s&£ras * samarthah padavidhih’ (Panini II— 
i—i) and ‘samarthanam prathamadva’ (Ibid IV-—i—82), it is distinctly 
laid down that 'samarthya' or capability is the necessary qualification in 
the functioning of both the Compound and the Nominal Affix. Con- 
sequently, in the absence of this capability, no functioning of any of these is 
possible. 

I. For instance, if the Compound and the Affix were simultaneously 
explained—that is to say, if the word * Mahéndra’ were explained as ‘ Mahan 
Indro devatà asya, then there would be no capability in either of these. Be- 
cause, if the chief stress were laid upon ‘ greatness’ as being needed (by the 
word ' Indra"), then this last word could not have any relationship with 
the Nominal Affix; and, on the other hand, if the factor chiefly needed 
were the Affix itself, then there could be no connection with greatness. 

This ‘capability’ is explained by some to be in the shape of (1) 
‘ekarthibhava’—the [Identity of purpose, the fact of conjointly forming a 
single entity,—and by others as (2) ' vyapekshà '—4.e., Relationship based 
upon mutual requirements. And neither of these two is applicable to 
that which stands in need of something else. | 

(1) That is to say, when one factor is independent of everything else— 
save the other factor in question,—then alone can there be any identity of 
purpose between these two. In a case, however, where one factor is 
distracted by other agencies, no such identity of purpose is possible. 
As a matter of fact, it is only when two objects are not distracted on 
many sides, that they can rightly be said to be dependent on one another, 
which is not possible when they are so distracted ; because in a case of 
such distraction, our perceptive faculties fail to function rightly. That 
object, which is pointed out conjointly by the two parts of a word as 
equipped with the two characteristics, is always the same thatis pointed to 
by each of these parts independently by itself. When, however, there 
happens to be a dependence upon others, there is always a doubt in the 
matter, and the whole does not point to any one definite end. Thus then, 
in the case in question, there is no possibility of a capability in the shape 
of identity of purpose. 

(2) As for the capability in the form of Vyapéksha (Relationship based 
upon mutual requirements)—the word * Vyapéksh@’ itself distinctly points 
to the absence of Apéksha (dependence on others); and as such there can 
be no room for it, in a case where the object depends upon other factors; 
and hence any such capability is not possible in the case in question, 
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That is to say, that which depends upon others can never be spoken of as 
* Vyapeksha’ (free from dependence). 

Thus then, there being no chance for the capability of any of the two 
kinds, it becomes absolutely impossible for either the Compound or the 
Nominal affix to function in the matter. These are the discrepancies 
in the case of the- word  — ms all at once ox pleine AS 
` + Mahün Indrah dévatà asya.’ 

"IL. If, however, the functionings of the "yh and the Affix be 
explained separately, one after the other, then, inasmuch as the words will 
have to be often times repeated, there would be a split of the setítence ; 
because in that case, after we have expounded the Compound, it will be 
necessary for us to give utterance again to the two words 'Mahat' and 
‘Indra.’ It is with a view to this that the Bhashya has declared— The. 
word ‘Indra’ when taken up by the functioning of the Affix cannot be connected 
with ‘greatness. The sense of this is that when the word ‘Indra’ would 
be taken with the Affix it would be broadened (changed into ‘Aindra’) ; 
and as for ‘greatness’, inasmuch as it is always connected with a dis- 
tinct substance, it could have nothing to do with the word ‘ Indra,’ which, 
as already forming part of the word ‘ Aindra,’ occupies only a secondary 
position: Thatis to say, in that case we would have the form ‘ Mahaindra,’ 
the qualification ‘great’ having nothing to do with Indra, because that 
which occupies a secondary position, and as such has its own denotation 
suppressed, cannot be connected with any other qualifications. 

The declaration of the Bhashya—when taken up by the functioning 
of the Compound, &c., &c —refers to the ‘split of the sentence’ mentioned 
above. | 

Thus then, having explained the improbability of any gradual func- - 
tioning, the Bhashya again brings forward the theory of simultaneous 
functioning, but only with a view to point out other discrepancies in the 
theory. 

In accordance with the maxim PUR in the Sutra I—iv—8, there 
would be another syntactical split consequent upon the "- of the word 
Indra’ being the predominant factor with reference to * greatness,’ 
while it occupies a subordinate position with reference to the Nominal 

Affix. . 

Aud there would ite yet another syntactical split, on account of the 
Injunction having to serve the double purpose of pointing out greatness 
as the qualification of Indra, and that of declaring Indra to be the Deity 
of the sacrifice. For instance, what the Injunctive affix will have to do 
. would be to point out—(1) that Indra is qualified by ‘ greatness’ and (2) 
that ‘Indra’ is related to the material offered at the sacrifice ; and this 
would lead to an inevitable syntactical split. € 
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For these reasons, the word * Mābēndra cannot be explained as that 
Indra is the deity of the sacrifice, and that Indra is qualified by greatness. 
What is possible is that the word be taken as one independent whole, 
independently of the component parts; as in that case alone could the 
Nominal Affix be rightly explained. And thus it - established that 
Mahendra is a deity other than Indra. 

Nor can it be urged that Indra himself came to - called ‘ Materie 
the ‘Great Indra,’ after he had performed the grand feat of killing Vritra, 
because in that case the Veda, in which the word ‘ Mahéndra’ occurs; 
would have a beginning in time. Consequently the mention of the killing 
of Vrttra must be taken as only se s Mehendes,” which i is & name 
eternal and complete in itself. Bo : : 


Sutra (17). Also because of names. 


That is to say, Indra must be distinct from Mahéndra, because »" mo 
difference in their names. Thus alone could there be any restriction with 
regard to the Mantras in question ; as otherwise there would be an option ; 
and as such in one case, the mantra would be set aside from its legitimate 
purpose. And if there were no difference between Indra and Mahéndra, 
the only purpose that the mention of two distinct Mantras could serve 
would be to bring ""— a mE result, emen is not allowable in 
the case. ` 

"Therefore, just as the Sun, &c., are different from Indra, so also is 
Mahéndra ; and as such it would be — a to omy away the 
-— elsewhere (as shewn above). . m | 


(Thus ends the exposition of the Adhikarana in accordance with the 
Bhashya). | ! 


The Vartika, however, takes exception to the above, and brings forward 
the following arguments against it:— 

If we have recourse to the above explanation, and if the Nominal Affix’ 
were regarded as possible only in case the word were taken as one complete 
whole, then in that case, the same would be the case with such words as 
* Agnishomiya’ and the like; and the word ‘ Agnishomiya' could not be 
taken as pointing to the two deities Agni and Soma; and as such no 
action eould have two presiding deities (which would set at nought all 
the rules of atidéga, &c., laid down below). ‘That is to say, just as 
in the case of the word * Mahéndra,’ neither a gradual nor a simultaneous 
functioning of the Compound and the Affix is possible, on account of the 
word ‘Indra’ standing in need of ‘ greatness’ and the Affix,—so, in the 
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same manner, ‘Soma,’ standing in need of ‘ Agni,’ there could be no Affix 
(in the word * Agnishomiya’); and when it would stand in need of the 
Affix, there could be no compounding with ‘Agni.’ So also, if there 
be a gradual functioning—one after the other—of the Compound and the 
Affix, a repeated utterance would be necessary; and this would lead to 
a syntactical split; because, as shown above in the case of the word 
*Màahendra, when the word would be taken up by one functioning, 
it could not be taken up by another; and as before, there would be a 
diversity in the character of the word *Soma, which would be the 
predominant factor in one case, and the subordinate element in another ; 
and so also the Injunctive Affix would have to refer to more than one 
object. Thus, in short, all the objections that have been shown above, 
as applying to the case of the word ‘ Mahéndra,’ would apply tothe case 
of the word ‘ Agnishomtya’ also; and hence this word also will have 
to be taken as one whole in itself; and consequently there would never 
be any case of any sacrifice having two presiding deities. 

But it is by no means possible for words like these to be spoken 
of as conventional wholes by themselves, because everywhere in the 
scriptures, the particular actions are laid down as having two presiding 
deities. 

For instance—(1) in course of the consideration of the texts dealing 
with the ‘quartering’ of the 'àgn&ya' cake, the ‘ Indrapita’ and the 
* Püshàprapishta, we shall explain how the words ‘agnéya,’ &c., which 
point to Agni alone as the deity, are incapable of including the 
* Aindrügna, the * Agnishomiya, &c., which point to Agni, &c., as the 
deities, only in the company of some other deity. (That is to say, 
the Aindragna cake cannot be treated in the way that is prescribed 
for the ‘ Agnéya’ cake; for if the word ‘ Agnéya’ were to refer to the 
* Aindràgna ° also, then, inasmuch as the word ‘ Agni’ would be dependent 
upon ‘ Indra,’ there could be no nominal Affix in the word ‘ Agnéya.’) If 
these words were conventional wholes, what would be dependent upon what ? 
(2) So too we shall show later on that the Aindrapaushna is held to be 
Subsidiary to the Agnishomiya, &c., on the sole ground of both of them 
having two presiding Deities (and this would not be possible if the words 
did not signify the presence of two Deities). (3) Similarly in the case of 
the sentence ‘ Médhapatibhyam médham,’ we shall show how two significa- 
tions are accepted, as explained under Sūtra IX—iii—35. And again, (4) it 
will be shown under the ‘ Manotadhikarana’ (X—iv—42) that in the case 
where Agni and Soma are the deities, Agni alone is not a deity, though both 
are intimately related to the Action. (5) It is not quite reasonable for us 
to deny such etymological changes in the compound * Agni + Soma’ as are 
due solely to the fact of its forming a duality of deities—such changes, f.i., 
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as the lengthening of the ‘z’ and the change of ‘sa’ into ‘sha’ (as ac- 
cording to Panini VI—iii—37, and VIII—iii—82, respectively). If no 
authority be attached to grammatical rules, then the rule laying down the 
addition of affixes, denotative of Agni, &c., being the deity, would also be 
unauthoritative, and as such Agni, Soma, &c., would cease to be known as 
deities. If, however, this latter fact is admitted, then on exactly the same 
grounds, it would be necessary to admit the duality of the deities also. 
And as such the word cannot be taken as a complete whole in itself in- 
dependently of its component parts. 

For the same reasons, it is not right to assert that the Dvandva-Com- 
pound in ‘ Agnishomiya’ could be explained as compounded, only for the 
sake of accentuation, &c., and having no other significance, as we have in 
the case of the words ‘ Agvakarna’ (the name of a plant) and the like. 
Because à grammatical rule can be said to be for the mere sake of certain 
modifications of accentuation, &c., and to have no other significance, only 
in a case where the senses conveyed by the word be, in some way or other, 
not in keeping with a well-recognised fact of ordinary perception. 

In the case of the words ‘ Mahat’ and ‘ Indra,’ it is certainly necessary 
to assume a distinct significance for each (because we do not find any 
disagreement from a perceived fact); and inasmuch as these words 
signify, one the qualification and the other the qualified, we come to the 
conclusion that one word qualifies the other. Aud as soon as these words 
are pronounced together, we are at once led, by our previously-acquired 
notion of their relationship, to the joint cognition of the one as qualified 
by the other ; and there is nothing to set aside this joint cognition. Nor is 
there any reasonable ground for assuming, for the compound, any signi- 
ficance, apart from those of the component words. ‘Then again, it is only 
when the whole word by itself has been duly established as complete in itself, 
independently of the component words, that the denotation of this word, as 
such a whole, would set aside that which is provided by the component 
words (in case of course the two happen to be mutually contradictory ). 
But no such word could be taken to be a duly established entity by itself, 
until we actually found it used as such, apart from having anything to do 
with the signification of its component parts. 

And further, we find a great difficulty in believing in the existence of 
Indra; and it would entail a much greater difficulty to assume the existence 
of another and an altogether distinct deity in the shape of Mahéndra. 

As a matter of fact, we find that even in the case of a perceptible 
object, there can be no reasonable ground for assuming a multiplicity of 
denotative potencies for a word; and it would be very much more 
unreasonable to make any such assumption in a case where the very object— 
Mahéndra f.i.—has got to be assumed. We accept the existence of an 
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object in the shape of Indra, simply on the ground that, otherwise, the use 
in the Veda of the word ‘Indra’ would not be explicable. And thus if the 
use of the word ‘ Mahéndra’ too were equally inexplicable, then alone we 
could have any ground for assuming the existence of an object in the shape 
of Mahéndra. Asa matter of fact however, the use of the word ‘ Mahéndra ’ 
is quite explicable, as based upon the well-recognised denotations of the 
_ two words ‘ Mahat’ and ‘ Indra’; and hence the word is found to convey an 
idea of the same Indra as qualified by * greatness’ ; and as such there is no 
ground for assuming the existence of any other object. And hence it is 
proved that Mahéndra is none other than Indra qualified by greatness. 
Further, when we expound the fuctioning of the Compound first 
and then explain that of the Affix, there is no incapability pertaining to 
anything; because at the actual time of the functioning of the compound, 
or that of the Affix,—there is nothing else that the factor stands in need 
of. Nor is there any syntactical split due to repeated utterance; because 
all that we do, by the repeated utterance, in expounding the compound, 
is to give expression to the many meanings that are expressed by the word 
pronounced but once. The word ‘ Mahéndra’ has a double functioning 
in the shape of the Compound and in that of the Affix ; each of these func- 
tionings represents a distinct sentence ; and it is the meanings of these two 
sentences that we give distinct expression to by the expounding of the 
Compound and the explanation of the bearing of the Affix. And as for the’ 
repetition that we have recourse to, in the re-expounding, it is not that of 
any Vedic sentence; because there is no such Vedic sentence as “ Mahünc- 
cüsüvindragca, Mahéndro dévata asya it Mahéndrah.” Nor is it the Vedic word 
itself that is so disjoined; because all disjunction being brought about by 
human agency, the word.ceases to be Vedic altogether. The fact is that 
in the Veda, the word ‘ Mahéndrah’ occurs inits own complete form; and it 
is only the meaning of this word that is explained by means of the afore- 


said disjoinings and — í— “uy ae from human - 


sources. . ; on - 

As a matter ái pm -— are — with various potenti bring- 
ing about as they do, the cognitions of one or many meanings. And the 
meaning of a word is explained, sometimes by means of another word, 
and sometimes by means of a sentence, and that too being one or many, 
consisting of two or more words. For instance, the meaning of the word 
‘Pika’ is explained by ‘ Kokila’; * Awpagava’ is explained as ‘the son: 
of Upagu, or as ‘one who was produced by Upagu from out of his 
wife. The verb ‘pacati’? (Parasmaipada—Present Tense, Third Person, 


Singular) is explained as ‘ the action of cooking, affecting another person, as : 


being accomplished at the present time, by the agent who is one—the action: 
extending over many moments.’ And certainly, in these explanations, 
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there is no syntactical split. Nor is the explanation found to refer 
to any portion that is not denoted by the word explained. In the same 
manner, when the meaning of the word ‘ Mahéndra’ happens to be ex- 
plained by persons cognisant of the various signications of words, who 
employ one or more words of their own, without touching the Vedic text 
itself—where is there a symtactical split ? For our own sentence, even if 
uttered a hundred times, would not vitiate the Vedic sentence. And when 
the meaning of the ‘Veda is explained, the word itself does not become 
human. And when a certain fact is being spoken of by a man, it is ne- 
cessary that it should be spoken of in a certain order of sequence, and that 
too in accordance with the due sequence of the roots and affixes —f.i. 
‘` Mahanegcasavindrah, Sc.’ ; and certainly, in this there is no dependence upon 
other factors. Éi 

Then again, even in the case of one factor depending upon another 
factor, there is every ground for there being a Compound, provided the 
former be the predominant factor; consequently if the.word ‘Indra’ were 
dependent upon the Nominal Affix, it could be very well compounded, be- 
cause of the fact of its being the predominant: factor, with regard to 
‘ greatness. ' 

Thus then, even though, in case of the simultaneous functionings (of 
the Compound and the Affix), there is nothing incongruous in the fact 
of the factors being dependent upon other factors, yet the functioning in 
question is gradual. Because the word ‘Indra,’ though dependent upon 
the Affix, is yet compounded on account of its predominant character ; and 
when dependent upon greatness it becomes subordinate, and hence the 
functioning of the Affix has to come in later on. That is to say, in a case 
where the predominant factor is dependent upon something else, the func- 
tioning must be one of this kind ; and hence it is the compounding that 
comes in first. If, however, after the compounding has been done, the 
functioning be held to come in its wake, of its own accord,—then the result 
would be that Indra by itself would be connected with the Affix; and on 
the other hand, the same pure Indra would come to be compounded; and 
as such we would have, for the deity in question, Indra alone, without any 
qualifications; and as such the mention of the qualification ‘great’ would 
become absolutely useless. Nor is it possible to assert that, as in the case 
of the ‘red one-year-old cow,’ so in that of ‘Indra’ and ‘ Mahat’ also, 
the two coalesce in the denotation of the Affix, and as such serve to limit 
oue another. Because where there is no Action in question, there can be 
no such simultaneous coalescence. Nor is it possible for that which is not 
an Action to draw within itself any qualifications. Even if it could so draw 
them in, it would come to denote the fact of * Mahat’ and ‘ Indra’ denot- 
ing two deities. And then, the words ‘ Mahat’ and ‘ Indra’ being more 


552 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. II—PADA I—ADHI (7). 


than one, when not compounded, there would be no possibility of the 
Affix that we do actually find in it, because this affix is laid down as com- 
ing in only when the Deity in question is one (and hence the word 
* Mahéndra’ would be possible only in case Mahéndra were one deity, and 
not if the word ‘ Mahéndra’ contained the names of two distinct deities). 
And again, if the words ‘ Mahat’ and ‘ Indra’ were two distinct Nouns, 
" with independent declensional affixes, then there could be no such noun 
as ‘ Mahéndra,’ and hence no chance for the affix in question; and if there 
are no such Nouns ending in declensional affixes, then they could not 
form a compound. 

For these reasons, simultaneous functioning is not possible; and hence 
through the aforesaid gradual functioning, we conclude that the object 
signified by the Compound itself is the deity. And consequently Mahéndra 
is none other than Indra qualified by greatness. 

Thus then, we find that for reasons above explained, the Purvapaksha 
position appears to be quite reasonable; and hence we must have recourse 
to another line of argument with a view to its effectual refutation. 

Aud this we are going to do now, in expounding what we shall call— 


SIDDHANTA (B). 


As a matter of fact, the Deity enters into the sacrifice, not in its 
material form, but in the verbal (4.e., in the form in which it happens to 
be mentioned in the scriptural Injunction) ; consequently, inasmuch as it is 
by the word ‘ Mahéndra’ that the Deity is mentioned, we cannot but 
accept Mahéndra as the Deity. Even if the meanings of the two words 
‘Indra’ and ‘ Mahéndva’ be identical,—the deity in the particular sacri- 
fice in question must be that which is spoken of by the word ‘ Mahéndra’ 
in accordance with the law laid down under Sutra: ‘ Vidhigabdasya mantra- 
ive, fc. (X-iv-23)— and none other. And hence the character of the 
deity could not belong even to those mentioned by such names as ‘ Vrha- 
dindra, &c.— words that are more akin to‘ Mahéndra’ than ‘Indra, — 
to say nothing of such other words as ‘ Indra’ and the like. 

When we find a certain Deity in a certain form laid down in con- 
nection with a certain sacrifice,—even though the Deity be the object 
denoted, and not the merely Verbal form, yet, if we find the slightest 
difference from it in another otherwise expressed, we cannot admit this to 
be the Deity of that sacrifice. 

That is to say, the character of the Deity is such as is not — by 
the ordinary means of cognition, Sense-perception and the like; and 
hence the only means of knowing it is afforded by Vedic Injunction alone ; 
hence we can be assured of the fact of the sacrifice having been performed 
in due accordance with the Injunction in the Veda, only when we actually 
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find that the Deity invoked has been exactly the same as is therein laid. 
down. If however, the slightest difference is made in that,—the func- 
tioniug of the Injunction having ceased with the laying down of the real 
Deity, &c.—, we will have to look for another authority for this slightly 
different Deity; but as a matter of fact, there is no such authority; and 
as such the invocation of that Deity cannot but be unauthoritative. 
This will be explained later on, where it is shown that ‘ Agni is the Deity 
of the Ashtakapala, and not of the Ajya’ (because with regard to the 
latter Agni is not laid down as the Deity). In accordance with this rule 
(1) when the Injunction has spoken of Indra as the Deity, the deific 
charaeter cannot be attributed to Agni,—(2) when Indra is laid down as 
the Deity of Soma, He cannot be the Deity of the Cake,—(3) when Indra 
is laid down as the Deity of the pounded Soma, He cannot be the Deity 
of the creeper itself,—(4) when pure Indra is laid down as the deity, we 
cannot have him as qualified by some attributes ;—so in the same manner, 
when we find the Injunction laying down the qualified ‘Great-Indra’ 
(Mahendra) as the Deity, we cannot invoke Indra alone. 

Another reason for this is that, inasmuch as in the Injunction in ques- 
tion, the Deity is predicated of something else, due significance must be 
attached to its qualifications and adjuncts: specially as no such significance 
could be attached to them, only in case the Deity were that with regard 
to which something else was predicated, That is to say, if in the matter 
of the relationship expressed by the nominal affix (in “ Mahéndra”’), the 
Deity were that with regard to which it was predicated, then we could 
not attach any importance to the mention of its attributes. If, however, 
the Deity were not predicated, it would not have the character of the 
Deity, and hence we cannot but admit it to be predicated. And as such, 
due significance must be attached to its qualifications; and hence the 
removal of the qualification would do away with the very character of the 
Deity. For instance, in such sentences as—‘ the white-clothed person 
should be fed,’ ‘the red-turbaned priests pass along,’ ‘the person with 
the stick repeated the Praisha Mantras, —if we take away the qualification, 
what is left behind ceases to form a material part of the Sacrifice. If 
however, the qualifications were such as having something else predicated 
of them— f.i, “bring in those that have white clothing "—the men 
could very reasonably be brought even without the white clothing ( which 
they might lay aside before coming in). Hence, in the case in question, 
even if the Deity were to enter into the sacrifice, in its material form, we 
could not accept it as without its qualification ; as a matter of fact, however, 
we find that it helps the sacrifice, in its verbal form,—and consequently 
anything else, that would be mentioned by a word apart from the Injunc- 
tion, could not be recognised as the prescribed Deity. 

70 
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And farther, when the Deity is mentioned by means of a compound, 
it would not be open to the fault of the Injunction referring to more than 
one thing. Hence the Deity that would belong to the ‘ Mahéndra-graha’ 
could never be mentioned by the word ‘Indra’ That which is mentioned 
by this latter word can never be the Deity of that sacrifice; and as such 
in tlie case of an injunction of this sacrifice, any mention of that Deity 
- would be absolutély useless. 

Thus then we find that the sense of Sutra 16 comes to be that the 
cognition of the Deity depends upon actual verbal expression; and the 
fact of a certain word expressing the Deity comes to be accepted only if it 
is found that such expression is in keeping with the character of the 
Nominal Affix. Hence we conclude that there is a distinct difference between 
the deities Indra and Mahéndra. 


Question : “ But how do you reconcile the Bhashya with the above 
explanation ? ” 


Reply: It is as follows: What the Pürvapakshi urges is that 
there is no necessity of carrying aside the Hymn in question. And for 
one who holds that the mantra mentioning ‘ Indra’ need not be removed 
from the ‘ Mahéndra’ sacrifice, — inasmuch as it would be absolutely use- 
less to have expressed a Deity that is not needed in the Action, it must be 
desirable to admit that simply Indra is the Deity pointed out. But no 
such admission can be made by his mere wish; nor is there any other 
authority for its acceptance; because the only authoritative means of 
knowing the Deity, in the present case, is the Nominal Affix that we meet 
with in the passage laying down the * Mahéndra’ sacrifice; and this occurs 
in the “ Mahéndra”’ only. If this Nominal Affix were rent apart from the 
compound, and explained along with the word “ Indra” only, then, in that 
case, the mention of the Deity would be in keeping with the direct deno- 
tation of the Mantra. 

It is this position of the opponent that the Bhashya takes for granted, 
and hence it speaks of the word “ Indra” as withdrawn from the word 
‘Mahendra,’ in the passage: ‘that Indra is the Deity is cognised by the 
presence of the Affiv; " while, asa matter of fact, inasmuch as the word 
“ Indra” stands in need of “ greatness," so long as the compounding is 
not done, the word ‘Indra’ remains the subordinate factor, and as such 
incapable of any contact with the Nominal Affix. 

‘Says the Bhashya: “When depending on contact with the — 
affe, §c., Yc.” And the sense of this is that, though the compounding is 
quite possible when the prineipal factor is dependent upon something else, 
there.is room for the nominal affix when it is in the pure condition of the 
Noun; but at the time that the affix appears, there being no deolensional 

ending, no compounding would be possible. Thus then, the rule laid 
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down by Patanjali — that ‘ compounding is possible also when the factor 
dependent upon something else happens to be the predominant one” — 
applies to those cases in which a Noun with a declensional ending, stand- 
ing apart, stands in need of another word which is capable of being con- 
nected with it,—as for instance ‘ Rajpurushah cobhanah. ' 

If there were a need of the Nominal Affix, before the compounding 
was done, then we would have to admit the appearance of the affix along 
with a sentence (in the form of ‘Mahan Indrah’). On the other hand, if 
the affix were attached to the word ‘Indra’ only, then the qualification 
(greatness) would fail to enter into it. 

As for the gradual functioning (one after the other) of the Compound 
and the Affix, you do not admit of it. If the affix were attached in the 
first instance—z.e., before the coming in of the word ‘ Mahat’—then, we 
would be open to the two objections urged above (Text, p. 397) — wiz: (1) 
the greatness would apply to the material of the sacrifice, and not to the 
Deity, which would become the subordinate factor; and (2) the final shape 
of the word would be ‘ Mahaindra’ and not * Mahéndra !’ 

The mere word ‘ Indra, when functioning along with the Compound, 
could not be related to the nominal Affix. (This is what the Bhashya 
means). For these reasons, it will have to be admitted that in the single 
word, the relationship (between ‘ Indra’ and ‘ Mahat’ and the Affix) comes 
in all at once. And then, in accordance with the Sūtra I—iv—8, we would 
as before be open to the objection of the diversity in the character of Indra 
(it being the predominant factor in relation to ‘ greatness’ while subordi- 
ate in relation to the affix). ‘ta 

Says the Bhashya: It is clear that Mahéndra is something totally dis- 
tinct from Indra. And the sense of this is that, prior to the compounding, 
the Injunction is one of more than one object, i.e., greatness and Indra 
this would also be got at from the words of the complete compound itself, 
and this would lead to a syntactical split, which is avoided by having 
recourse to compounding. 

Therefore, says the Bhashya, the deity in question is not (mere) Indra 
unqualified by greatness, (but the qualified Indra). This would be the sense 
of the Bhashya, if we read it as ‘ amahattvavicishtah ;’ if, however, we read 
" mahattvavigishtah,’ the meaning would be that the deity is not that which 
is mentioned by the mere word ‘ Indra,’ but that which is spoken of by that 
word qualified by ‘ Mahat; specially because the affix in question would 
be possibie only if the noun were in the form of a compound. _ 

Says the Bhashya—Not by the relationship of the component parts; and 
this should not be taken as absolutely denying the etymological meaning 
of the word ; all that it means is that the affix does not appear by means 
of the relationship of the component parts, because it is absolutely 
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impossible for any such part to be withdrawn from the compound (for 
the propose of being attached to the affix). 

Says the Bhashya— Therefore it must be a distinct deity. That is to say, 
even though the object Indra is one only, yet the two are spoken of as distinct 
deities, on account of the difference between the unqualified (“Indra”) 
and the qualified (“ Mahéndra’’). For instance, we find the same man 

_to be an uncle and a preceptor; and he is spoken of differently, accord- 
ing as the particular requirements of the time may refer to the one or the 
other phase of his character. 

As for the Vedic sentence “it was after Indra had killed Vrttra that 
he came to be called Mahéndra”—the Pürvapakshi thinks that (even in 
the case of the ‘Wahéndragraha’) mere Indra having been previously 
recognised as the Deity, what the qualification ‘great’ does is to subse- 
quenty eulogise the character of the previously recognised Deity, and it does 
not enter into the deific character itself. The reply to this is clear in the - 
Bhashya itself, | | 

Mahéndra thus being known as a deity, distinct (from Indra), itis mere 
groping in the dark, to make such bold assertions as that—'the word 
Mahéndra points to mere Indra as the deity, ‘the mere word Indra points 
to the qualified Mahéndra as the deity, ‘even though the Injunction 
distinctly mentions the qualified Mahéndra, yet the character of the deity 
belongs to mere Indra, ‘though the word used be ‘ Indra’ only, yet the 
deific character belongs to the qualified ‘Mahéndra,’ and so forth. None 
of these assertions are reasonable. 

. Consequently it must be admitted that the Hymns in question will 
have to be carried away to that place where there is a complete harmony be. 
tween the Injunction and the Mantra (ie., à place where Indra would be the 
Deity),—if we were to accept the Hymn to be subservient to the Deity (i.e., 
if we take the Mantra as pointing to the Deity), as held by the Pürvapaksha. 
Whereas in accordance with our theory, the Hymn is a principal action 
by itself, leading to a distinct transcendental result; and as such capable 
of being taken along with any and every deity; as in all cases it 
would, by means of its own specific transcendental result, help in the 
completion of the sacrifice; (and there would, in this case, be no need of 
carrying away the Hymn), 


Sutra (18): The mention of the qualification too would be 
absolutely useless. 

Whether the qualification be eternal or transient (4e, natural op 
caused), if it be taken only as eulogising Indra, and not as entering into 
his deific character, then its mention (in the sentence Mahéndrgraha, &e.’) 
would be absolutely useless. Because the only purpose for which a deity 
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is spoken of or enjoined is to show how the particular Action could be 
performed with reference to Him. And whether the qualification be laid 
down or not, when the performance of the Action would be quite possible 
with regard to mere Indra, there would be no use of laying down the quali- 
fication. 

And further, the qualification not being included (in the Deity itself), 
it could only be mentioned after the Injunction of the Deity; or it would 
have to be mentioned as describing the Deity. But for you neither could 
be possible; because of the ‘qualified Indra’ not having been mentioned 
anywhere else. That is to say, the relationship of mere Indra with the 
particular ‘graha’ (the Mdahéndra) is not laid down anywhere; and 
hence it could not be possible for the qualification to be laid down solely 
with a view to the description of Indra contained therein; on the other 
hand, we have never found any such Deity as ‘Great Indra’ laid down; 
and as such it is not possible for ‘greatness’ to be spoken of as serving 
the purpose of pointing outa particular Deity. And thus the mention 
in the passage in question, of the word ‘ Mahéudra,’ being such as is not 
found elsewhere, we must admit it to be the Injunction of a distinct Deity. 

Sutra (19: So also with regard to the Yàjyà and the 
Puroruc. . EE e ov. 

The difference of names in these also is to be explained in the same 
way as that in the foregoing Mantra. That is to say, it is only in accord- 
ance with the aforesaid explanation that we could explain the separate 
mention of the Yajya and the Puronuvakya. 


Sutra (20): In the case of the ‘barren goat,’ we perceive 
the object as actually existing. T" 

[ It has been urged above in Sutra 15, that the object laid down as the 
‘barren goat’ is subsequently spoken of as ‘goat’ only, and hence the 
qualification ‘barren,’ and also ‘great,’ must be taken as qualifying the 
object, and not as having any independent significance. ] But the fact is 
that such objects as the ‘barren goat’ and the like, help the sacrifice, by 
their material forms; and as such all their specifications being directly 
perceptible, when it is found that the purpose is equally served by the 
use ofa generic form ‘goat’ only, the Mantra does not attach much im- 
portance to the actual words (‘barren goat") employed in the foregoing 
Injunction. 

Sutra (21): Objection: “There may be (a carrying away 
of the Hymn in question) toan action wherever mere Indra might 
be the Deity; and as a distinctly useful purpose would be served 
by it (there can be nothing objectionable in it). " 
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The Sūtra may be interpreted in two ways: I. “The Pürvapaksha 
“could be rightly renounced only if it were found to be opposed to a 
“strong authority. As a matter of fact, however, it is not so; because 
“the authority of Longa (Indicative Power) of the words of a Hymn 
“is certainly much stronger than that of Order or Context, &c. ; and hence 
* we cannot very well give up the Pürvapaksha theory." 

II. “The word ‘Indra’ being a part of the word ‘Mahéndra’ could 
“be taken as signifying the sense of the latter compound ; as by so doing 
* we reconcile the otherwise contradictory bearings of the L&ga and the 
* Krama; just as we have in the case of the word ‘Agni’ as occurring in 
“the Manota (Vide X—iv—42). Thatis to say, it would not be neces- 
“sary to remove the Hymn, as on account of close proximity, we could 
“accept the part ‘Indra’ to indicate the whole ‘Mahéndra’; specially 
“asin so doing we avoid the contradiction between Linga and Krama, 
* and also the necessity of having to assume a transcendental result (for 
“the Hymn). For instance, in the case of the Agnishomiya, though we 
* find the word ‘ Agni’ alone in the Manotà Mantra, yet finding, from con- 
“text, that it forms part of a compound (‘ Agnishoma’), we accept it 
“as indicating Soma also, and as such affording the sense of the whole 
“ compound. 

“Consequently there is nothing incompatible, even if we do not 
“remove the Hymn from its place.” 


Sutra (22): Reply: This could not be the case with those 
(Mantras) that are directly laid down. 


Asa matter of fact we find that in many places we do not find 
the same meaning in all the Mantras that are laid down in that connec- 
tion, when these latter are removed from that context. For instance, in 
the case of the sentence ‘ yamyah gaünsanti' and the like,—inasmuch 
as Yama is not the Deity of the other Grahas, if the Mantras laid down 
in that context were to be removed from there, they could not point to 
him. And as in that case the very injunction of these would be useless, 
it would be necessary to admit the fact of their leading to transcenden- 
tal results. And this may be said of all similar cases (as the one in 
question). And hence we cannot accept the Hymn to be merely subser- 
vient to the Deity. 


Sutra (23): Objection: “But we actually perceive it." 


(This Sutra proceeds to show that the removing of the Mantra would 
not make any Injunction useless).  . . 

“Though Yama, &c., are not the Deities of the grahas, yet they could 
“be indicated by the Mantras, as being of use in other actions. For 
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“instance—(1) the Mandaka Hymn is used in the Agni, as it is therein 
“laid down that the Fire is be drawn in with the Mandika sukta; (2) 
“the Akshasukta is employed in the Rajasiiya, as therein it is laid down 
“that the gambling is done with the dice (aksha) ; (3) the Mushiküsukta 
"is employed in the Eküdagin?, as in this the sentence ‘akhusté, &o., 
“having described the connection of a certain place, this makes the 
“Hymn one eulogising that place. As for the ‘ Kushumbhaka’ and other 
“hymns, if we do not find any particular use of these, we can accept them 
“as having their use in those cases where the general term Mantra is 
“aged in the Injunction (and no particular Mantra is specified); as for 
‘instance, we find that all Mantras are laid down as to be employed in 
“the Vacastoma. So too in the case of the Agvina sacrifice, it is laid 
* down that in case the sun should rise before the sacrifice is finished, all 
“ Rk verses should be recited (as an expiatory rite). In cases like these, 
“however, inasmuch as we find that the Mantras laid down do not 
“mention any object that appears in the sacrifice in its material form, 
"we have to accept the fact of their leading to transcendental results. 
“ But because a transcendental result is admitted. in one case, that is 
“no reason, why we should reject a visible purpose, even when it is pre- 
“sent, and always assume a transcendental one. For instance, because 
“the recitiug of the Vaishnavi verse is found to serve only a transcen- 
* dental purpose it does not follow that only transcendental results fol- 
“low also from that of ir "idm and the iba, Ph are found to serve 
“distinctly visible purposes." M 


Sutra (24): Reply: Because of the fact of the direst men- 
tion (of the Genitive, &c.), the words ‘stauti’ and ‘cansati’ ap- 
pearing in the context, would have to be taken as having their use 
in bringing about distinct transcendental results (Apürvas). 


It has been urged that like the word ‘ Agni’ in the Manotà, the word 
‘Indra’ would indicate the sense of the compound, ‘ Mahéndra.’ But this 
is not correct, because there being nothing incompatible in the directly ex- 
pressed meaning of the word ‘Indra,’ there is no reason why it should 
give up its direct denotation, (and take to indirect Indication)? And then 
again, as it would always be possible, by some sort of an indirect indi- 
cation, to find a visible result forall that is held to be leading to trans- 
cendental results,—this yu of interpretation is by no means allow- 
able. 

Then it has been mpi that there would be nothing wrong, even if 
the Hymn were removed from its place. But it is not so; because Direct 
Assertion, as defined by Proximity, distinctly points to the fact of the 
Hymn in question forming a part and parcel of the collection of Hymns 
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with which it is mentioned. And as for the functioning of Litga, it 
can have no injunctive potency, until the recognition of a general rela- 
tionship (between the Mantra and the Deity). 

That is tosay, if the case were such that it was absolutely definitely 
ascertained that the Hymn serves a visible purpose,—in that case alone 
could the Direct Assertion, defined by Proximity, be set aside. 
- When, however, the case is such that it is only after the Hymn has been 
employed that its use is sought after, and the commencement of the action 
does not depend upon the use.—then the Hymn having been employed 
in accordance with the authority of Order and Proximity, it does not 
matter whether we assume a visible or an invisible result. As for the 
Hymn,when removed from its place, we do not find any reason 
for employing it in any other place. As for Linga, all that it could do by 
its power of pointing to the Deity, would be to point out the form of the 
Deity (aud not its relationship with any action); and in that case it 
would bécome absolutely useless. Linga can have nothing to do with 
regard to the expression of any relationship between the Deity and the 
Action. As a matter of fact, Linga is found to have an actually enjoin- 
ing force, only when the general relationship of the Deity with the Ac- 
tion has been defined by some Mantra or other,—and then there arising the 
question as to how the Deity would help the Action, what the Linga does 
is to point out the character of the Deity, thereby showing forth in what 
way that Deity is capable of helping the Action. In the case in ques- 
tion, however, we do not find any ground for such general relationship. 
Consequently if the Hymns are removed from these places, they cannot 
but become useless; and hence it is only right to accept the fact of their 
bringing about transcendental results. 

And further the various case-endings that we come across—viz., the 
Locative in * Kavatishu stuvati,’ the Genitive in ‘ Indrasya viryàni' and the Ac- 
cusative ‘in praugam ganrsati’—as also the words “ Staut?, Cansati’ and 
the like, would have their direct meaning (only according to our theory); ac- 
cording to you, they will have to be taken as signifying something else. 
That is to say, the action of denoting the qualification and the qualified 
resting in the letters of a word, thus alone could the presence of the 
Locative be explained. If, on the other hand, the Kavati were taken as 
serving the purpose of pointing out the Deity, then the word would have 
to appear with the Instrumental ending. 

Nor can it be rightly urged that, (even if we accept it to be an 
Eulogy, the Kavati remains a means and as such amenable to the Ins- 
trumental ending”,—because in our case the Kavati-hymn has the 
character of the substrate, as also that of the means; and hence it is 
quite optional in what way itis to be spoken of. As for the pointing out 
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‘pr manifestation of the Deity, all such manifestation in the first instanoe 
must reside in (have for its substrate) the Self of the person; and sub-. 
sequent to the comprehension of the character of: the. Action, the mani- 
festation of the Deity (as the Result) resides in the Deity ; while as for 
the Kavatt, it must always remain the Instrument or means (of that mani- 
festation); and this makes a great difference bet ween the two theories. 
Then again, the injunction or Bhavana of eulogy—in' the words 
* Stauti', * Galsati'—is cognised as extending over a ‘definite period of 
lime; and in this Injunction, the denotation of the Root serves as the 
means; while all the other nouns, with the several ‘endings, come to be 
related, only inasmuch as they help in the fulfilment: of the Root. Thus 
then, when the mantras serve the purpose of accomplishing the Hymns; 
then, inasmuch as they: accomplish something that is desired, they Serve: 
a purpose laid down in the Scriptures, and às' ‘such come to have a dis- 
tiuetly useful end. When they do the manifestation of ‘thé Deity, ‘on the 
other hand, they do something that is not laid down in the Scriptures’ 
and as such are found not to serve any apparent pur posé. *' Hence it is 
more reasonable by far to have ity Hymnus S distinctly useful 
purposes. 
:-— Further, for us, the goditivo (in * Tadraysa viryani ' etc., 'y diveitly' 
expresses the subordinate character of the Deity ; ahd that’ which is 
subordinate cannot be the predominant factor; hence’ it being impossible’ 
for the Deity to be the predominant factor, the mantias could not be taken’ 
as subservient to them; and consequently predominance must be attr iljuted. 
to the Hymn. If in the case in question, predominance belonged to the 
Deity, then being expressible by a noun only, the word mentioning "it 
would be found with the nominative ending, which could: not. express any 
thing else,— as we find in the sentence * djniriitrdha, &c., &6. In the 
case in quéstion, however, even that which we find having the nominative’ 
ending is actually found,—on account of the fact of the Komogeéneity ‘of the 
sentence as preceded by the capability of the words sed, —to' ‘be ‘for tlie 
purpose of expressing the connection of the byl as for Te 
Btance,—' Indro yato jangamasyüvasitasya ràjà. And as there is no use 
of thequalifications, these cannot be accepted : as the predominant factor ; 
and hence the only reasonable course open to us is to accept the word 
expressive of the Deity to be subservient to the. Hymn (which latter 
cannot be taken as subserviently pointing ouf the Deity). - | 
"There should be a stop in the Bhashya after the word * Satyan’ (as 
otherwise the word could not be construed in anyway). ie 
Thus then according to the laws of Arthavdda, inasmuch às all other’ 
words (save those with nominative endings) would become useless,—even 
though, in the Brst instance, it is possible for the’ word expressing the 
71 
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Deity to be the predominant factor, yet the only rightful course is to 
take it along with the sentence, only as subsidiary to the Eulogy. 

~ Aud thus the words ‘ Sfauti and ‘ Casati’ cannot in any way be taken 
as serving the purpose of the indirect indication (of the Deity); and as 
sach predominance must be attached to the Eulogistic Hymn only. 


Sūtra (25): Because of the distinctness implied by the word. 


We find it declared in the Veda that “the Agnishtoma is acccm- 
panied by twelve Hymns" ; and here the mention of the number ‘ twelve’ 


shows that each hymn is distinct by itself. If it were not so, and if all - 


the hymns equally served the purpose of pointing out the Deity, there 
could be no mention of the number ‘twelve.’ If, on the other hand, 
ihe manifestation of the Deity by all the Hymns be not accepted to be 
identical, a distinct Deity would come to be pointed by each verse, and 
by each word, and thus being jpe they could not be jaer- of 
as * twelve ” 

The — might — The same — applies to the case 
* of Hymns also; if all the Hymns be considered identical, then there is 
“only one Hymn; if they are distinct, then each verse would constitute 
“a hymn; and there is no third alternative, which wonld be in keeping 
“ with the mention of ‘twelve.’ If again, the collection of a definite 
** number of. verses be taken as one Hymn, in accordance with the musi- 
* cal hiatus perceptible in certain definite places,— then we can have the 
* same definition with regard to the manifestation of the Deity also." — 

To this we make the following reply: Inasmuch as all actions have 
their end in certain definite results, they are counted in accordance with 
the number of results; and hence in the case in question, inasmuch as we 
find twelve distinct transcendental results (Apürvas) appearing, we con- 
clude the number of the Hymns to be twelve also. On the other haud, if 
the mantras were to serve the purpose ot pointing out Deities, then, 
inasmuch as such pointing out would be done by each verse aud each 
word,—and as there would be no means of ascertaining the end of the Action 
(of pointing out),—there would be no ground for mentioning the definite 
number ‘twelve.’ When, however, the mantras are taken to serve the 
purpose of bringing about certain transcendental results, such results 
being cognisable solely by means of Scriptures, there would be no ground 


for holding the appearance of that result prior to the appearance of the 


hiatus "mor is taken as the closing sign of one Hymn); and the result 
. would be found to be accomplished ouly by means of the collection of a 
certain number of verses; and the final accomplishment of this result 
being taken as the mark of the end of a particular Action (of Hymning), 
ihe number ‘twelve’ of the results would naturally determine the 
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number of Hymns also to be twelve. There is no ground for assuming the 
appearance of such a transcendental result, either from each verse, or 
from all the Hymns taken together. Whereas in the case of pasion 
(of Deity), we actually perceive the word and the Deity. 


Sūtra (26): The mention would be absolutely useless. =, 


In the case of such sentences * àgnéyà grahā bhavanti’ and then again, 
‘agneyishu stwvanti'; inasmuch of Vedic verses are incapable of being 
assumed or tampered with, the former sentence being enough for the pur- 
poses of pointing out the fact of the ‘ Agnéyi’-mantras being the means 
of hymning Agni, there would be absolutely no use for the second sen- 
tence. That is to ‘say, if the word Agnéyi only served the purpose of 
pointing out the fact of Agni. being the Deity, then the employing of 
these Hymns would be enjoined by the first sentence itself; and hence 
there would be no use for the second sentence. Asa matter ét fact, how- 
ever, the second sentence should be taken as serving the urge of 
pointing out the Hymn as an independent Action. 


Sūtra (27): Because we distinctly find the meanings of tlie 
two to be different. " 


All relationship beimg based upon a cortain mioo between the 
objects related,—inasmuch as we find the two sorts of Hymns ‘ Stotra’ 
and the ‘ Castra ' mentioned as related to each other, these two must be 
taken as distinct from each other, which could not be, if both equally 
served the purpose of pointing out the Deity. 


Objection: “Both the Stotra and the Castra being equally stuti 
“ the above argument would apply to the case of that also. As for the 
“ fact of the two being two different individuals, those grounds of difference 
** could be urged in favour of the Pürvapaksha also." 


The reply to this would be in the shape of the arguments brought 
forward above in connection with the mention of the number twelve. 
That is to say, the transcendental results following from the Stotra and the 
Castra being totally distinct, it is on the ground of this difference in the 
results that the Actions themselves are held to be different; and on this 
difference would be based the mention of their relationship. While as for 
the manifestation of the Deity, there is no such difference either in the 
action of manifestation or in its results. 


Sutra (28): The mention too is accompanied by the Ac- 
cusative. 


I, Such mention as 'pra-ugam gansait, inasmuch as the Pra-uga- 
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Hymn is. spoken of by means of the Accusative, this would be another 
argumentin favour of the view that the Hymn is a principal- by itself. 
The principal Action is always such as is desired for its own sake (and as 
such accompanied by the: Acensative ending)—e. g., * agnihotram j3uhoti,? 
* āghāramāghārayati? his could not be the case with the subsidiary 
Actions; Miis are "e subordinated to others, and as such not a 
.àu themselves. - 

ll. Phe Satra way ü tant in another way: ‘The very menus 
-tion of the two names * Stotra’ and * Castra! is meant to point to the fact 
of these being principal Actions ; otherwise the word used should have been 
.grakügana (manifestation) only; or there would be no name at all, as in 
“the case of the words ‘ avahant? ' and the like. | 


| Sutra (29): Because of the fulfilment of the result. 


. The partieular desirable results ‘that are asked for in the Mantra 
.would be possible, only if the Hymn were a principal action by itself ; be- 
cause requests are always preferred to one who occupies the predominant 
position. According to you, on the other hand, the Results would be 
‘asked for from the Deity, which you hold to be the predominant 
factor, as in the case of ordinary sacrifices ; because so long ‘as the Master 
‘(Principal factor— Deity) exists, no one would think of preferring his re- 
‘quest to the servant (the —À ‘which serves —- "n —- of 
qu the ick j 


3 


ADHIKARANA (8). 
[Treatina (A) OF THE NON-INJUNCTIVENESS OF MANTRAS, AND (B) or 
Denotation aS THE THIRD FUNCTION OF VERBS. ] 


Sutra (30): The Vidhi and the Mantra serve the same 
purpose, inasmuch as they contain the same words. 


-In accordance with the Bhashya, the Adhikarana is explained as 
follows: Taking for example certain Mantras, there arises a question as 
to whether or not the. injunctive words occurring in them serve the 
purpose of enjoining, as do those occurring in the Brahmana passages. 
And on this, the position of the Parvapaksha is that, inasmuch as the 
words in the Mantra are the same as those in the Brahmana, there is no 
reason why the former should not have injunctive potency. And this is met 
by the Siddhanta, which holds that, inasmuch as it is a Mantra, and has its 
subject already laid down in other passages, it cannot have any injunctive 
potency; hence all that the Mantra does at the time of the per formance 
of the sacrifice is to recall to the mind that which has been previously 
laid down in the Brahmana passage. That is to say, the action Goydga, 
for instance, spoken of in the Mantra is not different from the same action 
mentioned in the Brühmana, because it is actually recognised as the same ; 
nor does the Mantra lay down any accessories of the action (with regard 
to which it might be taken to have an injunctive potency) ; nor, lastly, can 
it be taken as containing an eulogy of something enjoined in another 
sentence ; because the Mantra is an independent sentence altogether, and 
as such aist be taken along with any other sentence. 

In contradistinction to serving the purpose of recalling to the mind that 
which has been laid down elsewhere, all that the Mantra could be taken 
as, would be an Injunction or an Arthavāda. As matter of fact, however, 
none of these is possible: In the first place, the form of the Action, that 
would form the object of injunction, is already known as laid down else- 
‘where ; as for its accessories, in the shape of the Material, the Result and 
the Occasion, none of these is mentioned in the Mantra, which therefore 
‘cannot be taken as laying down these. Secondly, when the injunction in 
the case occurs in another (Brahmana) passage, which has all its needs 
already fulfilled, it is not possible for the Mantra to be taken as an 
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Arthavada to that Injunction. This we have already explained under the 
Adhikarana on Mantras (Adhyaya I). For these reasons, Mantras should 
be taken only as recalling what has already been enjoined elsewhere. 


Against the above explanation of.the Adhikarana we bring forward 
the following objections :— 

: (1) What reason is there by which the injunctive potency of the 
verb is suppressed simply by the fact of its occurring inthe Mantra, and is 
enlivened by appearing in the Brahmana? We actually find verbs in 
Mantras serving the purposes of injunction, e.g., “ Vasantàya Kapinjalana- 
labhaté ; and conversely there are, sometimes, verbs occurring in the Brah- 
mana, not bowiug the injunctive potency :—e.g., ** Yasyobhayam havirarti- 
marchét, $c." Therefore there can be no such absolute rule as has been 
shown in the above Siddhanta. 

(2) Further, if the Mantra be taken as supplementary to the Brah- 
mana, simply on the ground of the action having been enjoined in the 
latter, —why could not we take the Brahmana injunction itself as simply 
recalling the action previously enjoined by the Mantra? "That is to say, 
there is no special reason whereby it could be ascertained whether the 
Mantra, having its injunctive potency suppressed by the fact of the Action 
having been enjoined by the Brahmana, should serve the purpose recalling 
the action thus enjoined, or vice versa. Thus then, we conclude that, inas- 
much as neither the Mantra nor the Brühmana is capable of being taken 
as supplementary, specially as there is no feature in either that could 
point it out as distinctly supplementary, both are equally injunctive. 
And as for the repetition of the same Injunction—as occuring in the Man- 
tra and in the Brahmana—we can take the two as two distinct actions. As 
for the fact of the one being recognised to be the same as the other, we 
shall explain this under the “ Abhyasadhikarana" (VI—ii—23, &c.). 
Therefore the non-injunctive character of Mantras cannot be taken as 
established in the above manner, . 

Some people assert that, inasmuch as 3 the Mantras are P ds by 
the Brahmanas, as instrumental in the performance of sacrifices,—exactly 
as the corn, &c., are,—they cannot have any oj potency, just as 
the corn, &c., have none. 

But m people also have NM been led — by a nis sem- 
blance between the two cases. Because the mere fact of the Mantra being 
laid down in the Brahmana as to be employed in the sacrifice cannot do 
away with its injunctive potency. Therefore the Maníras would serve the 
injunctive purpose, and also, on account of their being laid down in the 
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Brahmana, serve to recall that which has been enjoined by the Brahmana. 
Because there is no authoritative law which lays down that that which 
has been laid down as to be employed cannot serve the purposes of an 
Injunction ; specially if it happens to be naturally endowed with the injunc- 
tive potency. If, however, the presence of this potency in the Mantra be 
denied absolutely,—then it would be altogether needless to bring forward 
the fact of its having been laid down as to be employed, for the purpose 
of denying that potency (because much reasoning is not required in 
denying what is impossible). Nor is there any self-contradiction in 
the fact of the Mantra performing both the functions. For instance, 
even the Brahmana, though in itself injunctive, could serve the purpose 
of recalling something enjoined elsewhere; this we shall explain under 
the Sūtra V—i—16. 

And further, in the case of those Mantras that are not laid down in 
any Brahmana passage, as to be employed in a sacrifice, your argument 
being inapplicable, there would be no ground for denying the injunctive 
potency of these. Hence even this argument of yours does not help in 
the matter. 


——Q)— 


As a matter of fact, however, there is no necessity of bringing in the 
Mantras, especially in the present Adhikarana, as they have no parti- 
cular connection with the present context. Hence we explain the 
Adhikarana otherwise, as follows :— 

Verbs have been declared, in the preceding Adhikarana, to be of two- 
kinds only—the Primary and the Subsidiary. And the question now 
started is as to whether these are the only two methods of the functioning 
of Verbs, or there is yet another method. And the position of the Pürva- 
paksha i8 that there is no third method. 

In reply to this Pürvapaksha, we have the following 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (31): But, because of the power of usage, the Mantra 
would express mere denotation. 


There is a third method —that of denotation. Just consider the fol- 
lowing: Those verbs, that have their injunctive potency destroyed by the 
presence of such words as ‘yat’ and the like (words which make that 
which they precede, an Uddégya, and which therefore can never be the 
Vidheyà or object of Injunction), must, in all cases, serve the purpose of 
simple Denotation, That is to say, whether the verb occurs in the Mantra 
or in the Brahmana, wheu its injunctive potency bappens to be set aside by 
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the preserice ot another word, snes iù. that. ease, the verb must: ‘be admitted 
to be denotative. ;. :. eon 
Examples: (1) In‘na ta Hü gi, "e 4" the Inj M — [Me 
suppressed -by the word ‘yat,’ becomes supplementary. (2) In.‘ ahe 
budhniya mantram mē gopáya, ' the: suppression is by. the Vocative end- 
ing. (3) In ‘dami grhnāmi,’ it is done by the First Person onding: (4) 
In ‘yadi somamapaharéyuh,’ it is done by the word ‘ yådi.’ | 
The fact is that such instances oceur mostly in Mantras; and that is 
the reason why the Bhashya has mentioned the Mantras only ; specially.as 
it is à common idea that Mantras are not injunctive. In Brahmanas, on the 
other hand, there are many Injunctive affixes, and that is why the 
Brahmana is commonly known to be injunctive. ` And it is. only a very few 
instances where the Brahmanas are not injunctive; that is the reason why 
no Brahmana passage has been cited as an instance. : z 
- In the matter of the Brahmana or the Mantra being inj or nof; 
there is no other reason save that which has been explained above (viz., 
the presence or absence of such words as ‘ yat ' and the like) ; and the pre- 
sence or absence of the injunctive potency is not determined by the fact 
of the sentence being a Mantra or à Brühmana. 
.-. But we do perceive the following point of difference. (between the 
Mantra and the Brahmana): In the case of the Brahmana, the injunc- 
tive potency of the verb occurring in it having been.suppressed (by the 
above causes), this Verb comes to be recognised as serving the purpose of 
pointing out something. which affords the occasion for another action; 
and the mere verbal form of the Brakmana is not capable of being 
employed in the. sacrifice. In the case of the deo the other hand, 
as. soon as we learn its form—such as dam’ ‘ grhnāmi, yc. . . .: ‘agnin 
vihara, &c., &c.'—we at once realise that even the verbal form. can 
serve the purpose of recalling certain actions; and hence we come tó 
the conclusion that the words of the Mantras are to be üsed in the 
sacrifice. Because in the performance of Actions, it is necessary that there 
should be a recalling (or remembering) of certain things; and inas- 
much ‘as this recalling cannot be done by any means other than Mantras 
(vide Mantradhikarana Adh. D), we find it only accomplished by such 
Mantras as have no other function. That is to say, at the time of the 
performance of a sacrifice, nothing can be duly performed, unless it is 
duly remembered, and thus the recalling. of certain things being absolutely 
necessary, it would stand, in need of a fit means of its accomplishment; 
and as such it would begin to take up such means as either the recalling 
of. the words of the injunctive Brahmana passage, or the recalling of what 
has been performed in the preceding moment, or the remembering of the 
Kalpasütra bearing on the point, or the recalliug of the very séntencé 
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which gave the first idea of that action, or a certain witnessing priest 
chiefly employed for that purpose. Consequently when, at such a time, 
it is found that there are certain Mantras mentioned in the con- 
text, which have no other purpose to serve,--and which are taken 
along with the injunctive sentence, with a vague general notion 
that something might be done by them,—and it is realised that 
these Mantras are just the sort of sentences that are required for 
the purposes of reminding,—we come to infer, on the strength of Linga 
and Context, a Cru? passage laying down the employing of these Mantras ; 
and then these come to serve the purpose of simple Denotation. And 
if is also ascertained that it is only when we perform the action as 
recalled by these Mantras that the proper desirable results follow. 

Now we have to explain the Bhashya in accordance with the above 
interpretation of the Adhikarana. The assertion of the Bhashya— 
" Na, asakrdapyuccarané tatparyat’’—does not refer to the. fact of the 
Action having been already enjoined elsewhere. What it means is that 
on account of the presence of the word “ yat,” the verb in the Mantra 
distinctly says that the Mantra speaks of something laid down elsewhere. 
If the Verb, with the words ‘yat, &c., be uttered even a hundred times, 
it can. never, by itself, give rise to any idea of an Apérva; and it is on 
account of this fact that we have the idea of the action being laid down 
elsewhere. EE o | | 
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'ADHIKARANA (9). 
Explanation of the name * Mantra.’ 


Sütra (32): The name ‘Mantra’ "Ee to those of which the. 
purpose is Denotation. 


As shown above, there is no significance coat to the -—- citing 
of Maníras in the preceding Adhikarana: it is only by the way that the 
Sutra brings in a definition of what is meant by the word ‘ Mantra,’ 
as it occurs in the previous Süíra. And as it is introduced only by the 
way, thereisno necessity why this Adhikarana should have preceded the 
last one (as mentioned iu the Bashya). Specially as the last Adhikarana 
could have been discussed, without any reference to Mantras, basing the 
discussion upon any ordinary sentence. As for the Author of the Bhashya, 
he has laid stress upon the order of the Adhikaranas, simply because 
he attached aaa to the use of the word in the Loss 
Sitra. 

The sense of the Satra is fios the name ‘ Mantra’ a io bok 
that serve the purpose of denoting or recalling, —the compound * taccodaka ’ 
being explained as a Bahwvrihri. The Bhashya mentions the Genitive 
form, with a view simply to the verbal explanation. 

This definition has been given here, for the sake of its terseness, 
specially because it is thus that it is spoken of among teachers and students 
and other experienced people, and also because it applies to almost all 
Mantras, 

The Bhashya (p. 125) says that a definition has been given, because it 
is not possible always to teach by the system of prshtakota, And the sense 
of this is, that without a definition, the teacher would have to undergo 
the trouble of pointing out each and every Mantra to his student, and 
this would be as painfnl a process as the curvings of the back undergone 
at the time when many things round one’s self have to be pointed out 
to the standers-by. 

On this point we have the following verses: Even the great Sages, 
can never come to the end of all individual objects that have to be 
defined; and it is only by means of a definition that the learned get 
to the end of such individuals, The Vrtti has given the following 
specific definitions of different kinds of Mantras: (1) Ending in ‘asi’; 
(2) ending in ‘évam’; (3) making a request; (4) praise; (5) number; 
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(6) useless talk; (7) complaint; (8) direction; (9) searching; (10) 
question; (11) answer to some question ; (12) distant relationship; (13) 
employment; and (14) capability. 

As an example of (6) we have * akshi te Indra pingalé duleriva ’—‘ duli’ 
=Tortoise. Of (12) we have ‘pratipunatu gabdamecchidréna pavitréna. 
By ‘capability’ (14) is meant the power of expression. In ‘yë man 
dugdhavantasta Eva nirükrtavantah, we have the complaint (7) of the cow, 
In ‘ Amutah somamühara, occurring in the story of Garuda, we have 
the direction (8) of Viuatà to her son Garuda. In ‘Vēda karnavatim 
sirmim’—where ‘ sürmi'-pole—we havean instance of question (10). (For 
the example of others vide Bhashya, p. 126.) 
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ADHIKARANA (10). 
Explanation of the word * Brahmana.’ 
Sütra (33): The name ‘Brahmana’ is applied to the rest. 


The Bhashya says: Since the definition of Brahmana could be inferred 
from that of the Mantra—as all that is not Mantra is Brahmana— 
therefore it is not necessary to give a definition of Brahmana. And at 
first sight the sense of the Bhashya appears to be that under the 
circumstances, it was not necessary to introduce the Sūtra. But as a 
matter of fact, inasmuch as we find the word ‘rest’ in the Sūtra, 
which does not give any independent definition of the Brahmana, it is clear 
that the above passage of the Bhàshya is only an amplification of the 
Sutra. 

Question: “ What, then, was the use of bringing in this Sūtra ?” 

Answer: There would have been no use of introducing it, if it were 
known to all men that the Veda consists only of Brahmanas and Mantras. As 
a matter of fact however, there are many people who are ignorant 
of this fact; and since such people are liable to entertain the notion 
that there may be a third kind of Vedic sentence, therefore it is absolutely 
necessary to state clearly that all that is not Mantra, in the Veda, is 
Brahmana. 

The different kinds of the Brahmana are enumerated in the Bhashya : 
Parakrti(1) is the description of something done previously by a single 
person ; Purdkalpa’ (2) that of something done by many people ; ‘ Vyavadha- 
rana-kalpan@ (3) is that in which a fact that appears on the face of a sen- 
tence, is assumed to be otherwise on account of the peculiarities of the pre- 
ceding and following contexts,—e.g., we meet with the passage ‘ Yo’gwam, 
pratigrihniyat varunastam pratigrhnati,’ and as it is the passage 
means that one who accepts the gift of a horse is seized by the disease 
of ‘Varuna’; but on looking more closely at the context, we find that 
what is actually meant is that the disease seizes him who gives away 
the horse; aud hence the word ‘ pratigrhniyat’ is changed into 
« pratigrahayat.’ 

The Bhashya uses the word ‘ Vidhilakshanam’; and in this the word 
t Vidhi’-Brahmana. 


ADHIKARANA (11). 


[Treating of the fact of the Character of Mantra not belonging to the 
modifications in it. | 


Sutra (34): The character of Mantras does not belong to that 
which is not actually mentioned in the Veda, as it is only with 
reference to the sentences actually mentioned in the Veda that we 
have the above distinction. 


The Mantra ‘ Agnayé jushtam nirvapami ’—which is laid down as one 
to be employed in connection with the offering to Agni—is modified into 
* Siryaya, &., when the offering is made to Sürya; and here we have 
an instance of modification (* Üha' ). And when the presiding Rshis 
of the family of the sacrifices are recounted, we have what is called the 
* Pravara. And when the Sacrificer, and his son, etc., are named, we have 
what is called * Namadheya, —e. g., in the Subrahmanya, the declaratiou 
is made that “it is Devadatta who is offering the sacrifice." 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. [A] 


* And inasmuch as all these are covered by the aforesaid definition 
of Mantra, aud as they appear within the body of the — we must admit 
them to be actual Mantras." 


SIDDHANTA. [A] 


And the reply to the above is that in allthatis found in the T" 
only those are Mantras that have actually been spoken of as such by 
the learned authorities; and mere denotativeness (of something connected 
with the sacrifice) is not.a specific characteristic of Mantras. 


Another question in connection with this is :—“ When only one word 
in a Mantra is modified, does the whole Mantra lose its Mantric character, 
or it is only the modified word that does so ? ” 

And on this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. [B] 


“The whole Mantra ceases to be a Mantra, because the name 
** * Mantra’ is applied to a certain conglomeration of vowels and consonants 
“arranged in a definite order: and hence as soon as the slightest change 
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“ig made in this, the name ceases to apply to it. That is to say, when 
*in a Mantra the slightest part is changed from that which has been 
“known to be its form, it ceases to be recognised as that ‘Mantra. 
“Tf it be held that the character of ‘Mantra’ would reside even in a 
* part (namely that which has not been modified), then all words, even 
“in ordinary parlance, would become Mantras, inasmuch as all of them 
“form parts of certain Mantras. Consequently the modification of even 
“the slightest letter having set aside the character of the Mantra, 
"it ceases to be amenable to all processes attendant upon a Manira. 
* And then just as in the case of a modified Mantra, any mistake, whether 
*in the modified or in the unmodified part, would not make the 
* gacrificer liable to an expiatory rite, so also there wonld not apply 
* to such a Mantra any of those;expressions that are laid down with reference 
“to the Mantra or the Veda; and hence even when a single word, or 

en of a word, happens to be modified, all the specific Vedic 

* processes (of grammar, accent, &c.) cease to apply to the Mantra; and 
* then what has to be used is the word of ordinary parlance.” 


To this we make the following reply :— 


SIDDHANTA. [B] 


Itis only the modified portion that ceases to be Mantra; because 
the generic form of the Mantra having been ascertained to exist in a cer- 
tain sentence, that generic character does not entirely disappear 
by a mere excess or diminution in a certain part of it. For instance, 
when a swelling appears on the neck of the cow, or when ita 
horns have disappeared, it does not entirely cease to be a ‘cow’; and the 
reason of this is that there are other parts of its body that are enough 
to show thatit belongs to the class ‘ Cow’ ; and we find that so long as even 
a part of the original body remains, the whole body is recognised as the 
same. In the same manner, it is a fact of ordinary perception that 
the character of a Mantra manifested by the presence of a number of 
vowels and consonants arranged in a definite order, does not entirely 
disappear on the slightest modification made in it. 

For instance, there are many cases where the change of a letter or 
its deletion, or some modification in the accent, is actually laid down 
in the Scriptures; and certainly when these changes happen to be made 
in a Mantra, it does not cease to be a Mantra; e.g.—(1) we have the direction 
in the Veda ‘Airam krtvodygéyam’ (the Mantra should be recited after 
the word ‘gira’ has been changed into *irà) ; (2) though a certain Mantra 
has three accents, at the time of the reading up of the Veda, yet it is 
laid down as to be recited in a single accent, at the time of the 
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performance of sacrifices; and in neither of these two cases, do people 
cease to think of the Mantras (thus modified) as Mantras. 

It might be urged that in the cases cited, the Mantric character 
is not denied, because of the modifications having been made in ac- 
cordance with directions contained in the Veda. 

But this explanation is scarcely satisfactory, because all that the 
Vedic direction does is to lay down that the Mantra is to be used in a 
particular way, and it does not declare that the Mantric character 
does not cease thereby. Nor is it necessary that all that is laid 
down as to be employed has the character of the Mantra; for we 
find that Cornsare laid down as to be employed in sacrifices ; and certainly 
Mantric character does not belong to these Corns; and thus it comes 
to this, that the said Vedic directions lay down the use of non-Mantric 
sentences. But the sentences cannot be said to be non-Mantric; as 
they are actually recognised as Mantras. Consequently it must be 
admitted that the non-Mantric character belongs to the jmodified word 
‘ira’ and the rest, and not to the whole sentence. But as a matter of 
fact, even of the modified words like those just cited, we cannot totally 
deny the Mantric character; because when we have looked into the 
whole of the Veda, from the very beginning, we come to the conclusion 
that in certain cases, puo Mantra contains the word *girà, while in 
others it contains ‘iva’ (this latter when we recall the direction * Airam 
kriva, &c.) and that in certain cases, the Mosa has three accents, 
while in others it has only one. 

Objection: “ If such be the case, then all modifications would have 
“the character of Mantrus; because even in the case of the modifica- 
“tions that are made in the subsidiary sacrifices in accordance with the 
* Primary ones, when we have looked over the direction that ‘the Subsi- 
“diary is to be performed as the Primary ’—we could have the idea 
“(authorised by the said direction) that ‘in the Primary the Mantra 
“should contain the word ‘ Agni’ and in the Subsidiary it should contain 
“the word ‘ Surya.” 

Reply: The two cases are not identical; because in a case where 
the change is in due accordance with an express direction of the Veda, 
the Mantric character is admitted; in case, however, of the changes 
being assumed, on the sole strength of reasoning, the Mantric character 
can never be admitted. That is to say, on looking into the Vedic 
direction we come to the following conclusion: in that case the Mantra 
is of this form and in the other case of that form. On the other 
hand, words like * Sürya' are introduced in place of the words like 
‘Agni, simply on the streugth of the exigencies of circumstances and 
reasoning; and certainly no Mantric character can be ascertained by 
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mere reasoning, and this makes a deal of diano between the two 
cases. 

.. Objection: TE Mise s as we find OA m—R of --— 
*to be a process authorised by the Veda, we must admit all modification 
* &c., to be so authorised ; or otherwise they would be wholly without 
“authority. For certainly, it is not a fact to be determined by Sense- 
* perception that a relation of subserviency subsists between any two 

“actions, Therefore there can be no difference between the change of 
' 6 Agni’ into ‘Sérya’ aud that of * Gira” into * Ira. ^ .. 

Reply: It is true that modification too is authorised by the Veda; 
in fact it is for this reason that the Sütra denies the Mantric character 
in all that 4s not actually mentioned in the Veda. Of the Veda certain 
portions are directly perceived, while others are only inferred. And it 
_ is only that which is directly perceived that is said to be * Amnata ' 
(‘ Actually Mentioned’). And, as a matter of fact, we do not find any 


direct mention of the change of ‘ Agni’ iuto "een as we do that of 


changing ‘ Gira’ into ‘ Ira.’ c o DM 
Objection: ‘But we find the Vedic injunction * Sauryam carum 


“mirvapet’; and inasmuch as the Deity is always mentioned in the. 


* text of the Veda, the said injunction would serve to lay down the use 
* of the word * Sarya.’”’ 

. Reply: The injunction you speak of does not lay down the putting in 
of the word 'Sürya' into the Mantra; as all that it does is to point 
out that at the time that the offering is being poured out, the name 
of *Sürya' should be pronounced as 'Suryáya Svaha, and not that 


it should be introduced into the body of the Mantra, which could be: 
done only by ‘ Atidéga’ (Transference). And inasmuch as all sentences: 
laying down such ‘Transference’ are inferred by..reasonings, they cannot: 
be said to be ‘directly mentioned in the Veda.’ And consequently, the: 
use of the word *Sürya' being found to be laid down by sentences not’ 
directly mentioned in the Veda, no Mantric character can belong to 


it. ms. 
Objection: “If such be the case, then, inasmuch as the Recounting 


“of the Pravara, and the Naming of the "ao are pun. laid down,. 


* they would have to be accepted as Mantras." 

Reply: This would certainly be the case if the actual verbal forms 
of such Recounting, &c., were mentioned in the Veda. As a matter of 
fact, however, we find that the said Recountiug, &c., are done in accordance 
with the sense of a general injunction,—e.g., “The Pravara-Rshis 


should be recounted, "— and not in a form literally mentioned in the Veda ; 


and as such they are not included among Mantras. 
Objection: “If such be the case, then in a case where the Vedic 
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“injunction mentions only a pronoun, if the sacrificer pronounces another 
* name in its place, the character of the Mantra would not belong to it.” 

Some people admit that it would be so. But the fact is that there 
being an endless number of individuals, and these too not all exist- 
ing at one and the same time, it is absolutely impossible for all 
of them to be directly mentioned in the Veda; the only way in 
which the pronouncing of the sacrificer’s name, &c., could be laid 
down, is by means of a Pronoun (which refers equally to all nouns); - 
and it is clear in this case that the Pronoun has been put in simply 
because the place could not be left blank; and hence that the Mantra 
actually contains the word (the name) that is being brought in (in place 
of the Pronoun). Otherwise, the Pronouns not being capable of being 
used, in case they did not serve the purpose of mentioning the particular 
names (to be subsequently brought in), the place in the Mantra now 
occupied by the Pronoun would be left blank and the form of the Mantra 
would be deficient in that part, and the use of the Pronoun would be 
absolutely useless. And the injunction of these being in the geueric 
form, like those of the Recouwnting of the Pravara, &c., we assume the 
use of words in the places left blank. And thus we find that such words 
are actually ‘directly mentioned’; and as such they could very well be 
endowed with the properties of the Mantra. The specific names of the 
Pravara, &c., on the other hand have not the slightest trace of themselves 
at the time of the actual reciting of the Mantra; because the Brahmana 
passage dealing with them, do not make any mention of the specific forms 
of these names; and as such, we could not attribute to them the Mantric 
character, even on the basis of the fact of the newly-introduced names 
being explanatory to the Brahmana. Consequently, in the case of the 
Subsidiary Sacrifices, there being a chance of the whole Mantra being 
employed, in accordance with the denotation of the Mantra itself, as also 
the injunctions of certain Rshis, certain other words are thrown into it, on 
account of the absence of certain conditions of the original Primary sacrifice, 
aud the presence of new ones; and it is only these words that are of the 
character of ordinary parlance, and not of that of the Mantra; the 
rest, however, is just as it was originally laid down, and is actually 
recognised as a Mantra required by the Sacrifice; and consequently this 
latter cannot be absolved from the processes of accentuation, &c., conse- 
quent upon Vedic character ; nor would a mistake in this be free from the 
expiatory rites. 
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ADHIKARANA (12). 
Definition of Rk. 


Sutra (35): Among the Mantras, the name ‘Rk’ is given to 
those wherein there is a division into metrical feet, in accordance 
with the limitations of the meaning. 


Though the definition of these various classes of Mantras has got no 
direct connection with the subject-matter of the Adhydya, yet the Satras 
treat of them, because a consideration of these is connected with Mantras, 
a consideration whereof was introduced in connection with the question 
as to their primary or secondary character. 

Inasmuch as the meaning of words is cognisable through the usage 
of old experienced people, even though the definition has been given by 
the Sutra, yet the Bhashya speaks of the teaching of trustworthy persons 
as the very root of all verbal denotation. 

In the case of the Rk‘ Agnth pūrhvēbhhih &c., there is no verb in the 
first foot, and as such, there being no sense completed within it, the 
division into feet in this case isin accordance with the metre and not 
the meaning. 

Objection: “In the case of the Rk ' Agnimilé §c.,’ also, inasmuch 
“as the whole Rk contains the expression of a single sense, the sense 
“is not completed in each foot, and consequently in this case also the 
** division into feet cannot be said to be based upon the sense.” 

Reply: Why cannot it be said to be so ? In the first foot of the Rk 
we actually find the completion of a single sense. And as for the in- 
completeness of the sense of the other two feet, as a matter of fact, 
those two also are not incomplete; as the sense of them also is completed 
by the supplying of the verb ‘zle? Hence it is rightly said that in this 
case the foot-division is in accordance with the meaning. The Bhashya 
does not mean that in this case the foot-division does not depend upon 
the exigencies of metre. And hence there can be nothing against the fact 
of these Mantras having the character of the ‘ Rk.’ 


ADHIKARANA (13). 
Definition of Sama. 
Sittra (36): The name ‘Sama’ is given to songs. 


* Among Mantras "—* tésham ’—has to be supplied to this Sūtra from 
the previous Sūtra. In this case also the Bhashya brings in the authority 
of the teachings of trustworthy persons, in the same manner as in the last 
Sitra. The mention of the instances ‘Curd is sour, &c., should have 
been made in the preceding Sutra ; but the Bhashya did not do so ; because 
it did not attach much importance to it, Or, it may be that the examples 
have been cited here, with a view to show that, ‘just as, even 
though there are many attributes in the Curd and in the Sugar, yet the 
words ‘sour’ and ‘sweet’ only express the peculiar tastes of the curd 
and the sugar respectively, so in the same manner, the word ‘Sama’ 
expresses only the ‘ capability of being sung.’ 

Objection: “In the case of the curd and the sugar, inasmuch as 
“their taste is perceptible by the senses, any teaching of trustworthy 
“persons on this point can be merely descriptive, and as such can have 
“ no special authority." 

Reply: This does not touch our position; because the mention of 
‘att’ in the Bhashya distinctly points to the fact of the example being 
one of direct sense-perception ; and the sense is that just as the idea 
that ‘curd is sour,’ or ‘sugar is sweet,’ is authoritative (true), so also is 
the teaching of trustworthy persons. 

The ‘capability of being sung’ being a qualification, its cognition 
would precede that of the ‘Mantra’; and hence the denotability of ‘ Sung 
Mantra’ should be explained as being similar to that of the 
'Class. That is to say, just as in the case of the word ‘go,’ the word 
is found to denote an object (the cow) as qualified by one portion 
(‘ Gūtva’) (of the cow),—and consequently the qualification is held to 
be denotable by the word,—so in the case of the word ‘Sama’ also, as 
it is found to denote the ‘Sung Mantra’ as qualified by the ‘ capability 
of being sung,’ this last qualification forms the denotation of the word 
* Sama.’ 


ADHIKARANA (14). 
Definition of * Yajush? ` 
Sūtra (37): To the rest, the name ‘Yajush’ is £ 

This Sūtra is to be interpreted in the same manner ai 


ADHIKARANA (15). 
Nigadas included in * Yajush.’ 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


Sutra (38): "The Nigada must be taken as the fourth 
“ because of its peculiar qualification.” 


Sūtra (39): “ Also, because of being named differently." 

The word ‘vā’ serves the purpose of taking exception to the sweeping 
assertion made in the last Stra. 

* Nigada would be the name of a fourth kind of Mantras; because of 
“its qualification being other than those of the preceding three. When 
* we have such an injunction as that ‘The N?gada should be uttered 
“loudly, if the Nigada were the same as ‘ Yajush,’ then, by being 
* uttered loudly, it would lose the characteristic of the * Yajush’ (which is 
“laid down as to be uttered quietly) ; and hence with a view to avoid this 
“incongruity, we must hold the Nzgada to be something other than the 
“ Yajush. If again the said Injunction be held to be only descriptive, even 
“that is not possible unless there is a distinct difference between the 
* * Yajush' and the ‘ Nigada.’ " 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (40): They must be regarded as Yajush, because 
they have the same form as that. 

(1) In the passage “ Aha budhniya mantram mé gopàya, &c. &c.,” we 
find the number of the kinds of Mantras distinctly mentioned as ‘ three’ 
only ; and we find that in the Veda, the word ‘ Nigada’ is used as identical 
with ‘Mantra’; (2) it is quite possible for the Nigada to have its peculiar 
qualification, and to be named differently, even without renouncing the 
character of * Yajush’; and (3) the aforesaid definition of ‘ Yajyush’ is found 
to be quite applicable to it; for these three reasons, the Nigadas must be 
regarded as ‘ Yajush.' 


Sutra (41): It is on account of (the fact of the Nigada) being 


employed in indicating (to others) that the peculiar qualification 
of the Nigada is mentioned. 


The direction that the Nigada is to be uttered loudly, is based upon 
the exigencies of circumstances and reasoning; and as such being merely 
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descriptive, the loudness is not spoken of as being enjoined. The sense 
of the Sutra is that the loudness of the Nigada is mentioned simply because, 
if uttered slowly, it would not serve the purpose (of indicating to others) 
for which it is uttered. 


Sutra (42): Also because a distinct purpose is served (by such 
indicating to other people). 

There is a distinct purpose served - um i © to other people, of 
such sentences as ‘ Aghid vihara, &c.: unless this were addressed to other 
people, the action of ‘ walking’ round the fire by the Agnidhra priest would 
not be accomplished ; and there would be no use of addressing, unless 
it were done loudly enough for others to hear; it is for this reason 
that the particular qualification ‘loudness’ is mentioned. It is in this 
way too that the etymology of the word 'Nigada' becomes explained. 
As for the *quiet utterance, though itis directly enjoined by the Veda 
(as belonging to all Yajush), yet as such utterance would hamper our 
purpose, it could not rightly form part of the Action; and hence we 
take that injunction to refer to the Yajush other than the Nigadas. 


Sittra (43): The different naming is simply for the purpose of 
expressing the particular qualification. 

That is to say, the difference in name is to be explained as being 
similar to the assertion * Feed the Brahmanas with curd, and the Parivraja- 
kas with milk '; where the Parivrajakas also are Brahmanas, but with a 
particular qualification. So in the case in question also, the Nigadas are 
Yajush, but with this qualification, that they are to be uttered loudly. 


Sutra (44): Objection: “The name 'Nigada' would apply 
to all.” 

That is to say, if the word ‘ Nigada’ be explained as ‘that which is 
recited loudly (‘gadyatd’), then all Mantras would become p 
(because the Rk and the Sāma Mantras also are recited loudly); a 
hence the name cannot be said to be for the -—-—— of o— a par- 
ticular property. 


Sütra (45): Reply : Not 80, because of their being distinetly 
named as * Rk,’ : 

There can be no such incongruity as mentioned above ; because we find 
Vedic texts laying down in certain cases the use of the Rk, after having 
denounced the Nigada (as forinstance, in the sentence * Ayàajyà va? nigadah’). 
And if both Rk and Nigada were the same, then these texts would enjoin 
the same thing that they had denounced ; and this is an impossibility. 
Nor is there any incongruity in the signification of the root ‘ gada’; because 
what it does is to denote a particular property of sentences that have the char- 
acter of the Yajush (and as such it could not apply to the Rk and the Sama). 


ADHIKARANA (16). 
Definition of ‘ One-Sentence.’ 


Sūtra (46): So long as there is mention of the same object, the 
sentence must be regarded as a Y«jwsh, and as one sentence ; 
specially when it is such that if it be broken up, the divided portions 
become deficient (in certain necessary elements). 

Some people interpret this Satra as affording a definition of ‘ Sentence.’ 
And there too, they declare as follows :— 

* Though it is possible for the definition to belong to Vedic as well 
* as to ordinary sentences, yet inasmuch as the reasons propounded are 
* known more easily as belonging to ordinary sentences, we must take 
«it to be a definition of such sentences, and not of Vedic ones. Because 
“in ordinary parlance we find that a sentence is used with regard to 
“the object that has been cognised by other means of knowledge; and 
“it is only iu such cases that we can ascertain the singleness of that 
* object; and as such it 1s in such cases that we can easily recognise the 
“ fact of the sentence being one." 

“That is to say, in the case of the sentences of ordinary parlance, 
“we find that the singleness of the meaning expressed by them, as well 
* as the meaning itself is cognised by other means of xnowledge ; and hence 
“on the strength of this well-recognised fact, it is possible for us to 
“recognise the singleness of sentences. In the case of Vedic Sentences, 
“on the other hand, the meaning expressed not being amenable to any 
“other means of knowledge, its singleness cannot be ascertained prior 
“to the utterance of the sentence itself ; because until the object has been 
“ recognised, there can be no idea of its singleness ; and thus the definition in 
* question not applying to these, its Apparent Inconsistency would lead us 
“to a converse definition with regard to Vedic Sentences—viz., that the 
“ singleness of the meaning is due to the singleness of the sentence. That 
“is to say, just as the object—Sentence—denotes another object, in the 
“shape of the Meaning, so the property—Singleness—of the sentence 
“would denote the property—Singleness—of the meaning. It has also 
“been declared elsewhere: ‘Inasmuch as the meaning of the Vedic 
* Sentence is always cognisable by means of the sentence, the functioniug 
"of the meaning of the Veda is always in keeping with the sentence ; 
“and hence, as without the sentence there would be no meaning, the 
** (Vedic) Sentence cannot be said to be controlled by the meaning ? " 

Against the above interpretation of the Süíra, we urge the following 
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arguments: (1) When Jaimini is engaged only in the explanation of the 
Veda, by what connection would he lay down the definition of an ordinary 
sentence? (2) As fora definition of the Vedic sentence also, what connec- 
tion could it have with the chapter dealing with Differences (among Actions), 
(3) Why should not he have mentioned this definition in the chapter (first) 
dealing with the Means of Knowing (Dharma)? (4) There was no use of 
mentioning the word ‘one’; because the definition required would have 
been complete by merely mentioning that “ so long as one sense lasts, it is 
a sentence. (5) How is it that in the course of dealing with Mantras, the 
Sütra proceeds to lay down something wholly unconnected with it? 
(6) We find the Bhashya expressly supplementing the Sūtra with the 
qualification ** among the yajush that are found to be read n close contiguity ” ; 
and this supplementing being quite reasonable, we see no reason why it 
should have been passed over in favour of another interpretation. (7) And 
further, if the Sūtra went about laying down a definition of the singleness 
of a sentence, having left off the treatment of Differences among Mantras, 
where—either in the Mantra, in the Brühamana, or in ordinary parlance— 
could such a definition be of any use? 

As for the Rk and the Sdma, the limit of these is well defined by the 
capability of each being used in connection with sacrifices ; and as suchin 
the case of these, no useful purpose could be served by a definition either 
of Sentence or of its singleness. So in the case of the Brahmana, the 
passages laying down the Agnihotra, etc., having effectually led the persons 
concerned to the accomplishment of the particular Bhavana, as endowed 
with the three factors of the Result, the Means and the Process,—where 
would there be any use for a due knowledge of the character of the sen- 
tence or its singleness ? 

It might be urged that the use of such knowledge would lie in the 
avoiding of syntactical splits. But even this use is not possible ; because 
a syntactical split is nothing more than the incapability (of the sentence 
to have two distinct predicates)—on the ground of such double predica- 
bility necessitating the repetition of certain words, etc.; and this in- 
capability is always ascertained independently of all knowledge of the 
singleness or multiplicity of the sentence. That is to say, the repetition 
of a word, or of a part of a word, or of a number of words—or the 
cutting up of the word itself—is known to be an anomaly, by people, 
independently of any knowledge of the singleness or multiplicity of the 
sentence. And in the case of the breaking up of the word there are yet 
other anomalies, viz., the necessity of rejecting the perceptible connection 
(between the members of the sentence and that word), and also that of 
assuming various unheard of potentialities (of the words concerned). 
While in the case of the repetition of the word, etc., as such repeated 
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words would not have the character of the Veda, they could not be equally 
authoritative. 

For these reasons we conclude that no useful purpose is served by 
a detinition of the Singleness of u Sentence (in the matter of Vedic 
sentences). " : | | 

In the ease of the sentences of ordinary parlance also, inasmuch 
as all usage is actually found to be carried on, independently of any defi- 
nition, any such would be of no use at all. 

Aud further, if the singleness of the sentence were to be ascertained 
by the singleness of the meaning expressed by it,—then, inasmuch as 
the only purpose served by the sentence is to bring about the cognition 
of its meaning, after this meaning, and also its singleness, has been duly 
cognised—what would be the use of a subsequent cognition of the single- 
ness of the sentence itself ? As for the speakers, their sole purpose is to 
express a certain fact to other persons, and for their own sake, they have 
no need of any such definition, Whileas for those hearing him, when 
the sentence addressed to them treats of something wholly unknown to 
them, for them, there is not much difference between such a sentence and 
a Vedic one; while if it treat of something already known to him, then it 
is a mere repeated description, and as such no importance is to be attached 
toit. Soin any case, even an ordinary sentence does not stand in need 
of sueh definition. 

Then again, (if the Sutra be taken as.embodying a definition of 
the ordivary sentence), wherefore should it not have laid down one of 
Vedic sentences also? It cannot be urged that the definition of these 
also has been implied through Apparent Inconsistency. Because the 
proper process would have been to directly lay down the definition of 
Vedic sentences, and then to imply, by Apparent Inconsistency, that of 
ordinary sentences. As a matter of fact, however, no such Inconsistency 
is possible in the case in question; because it is not such that a know- 
ledge of the said definition of ordinary sentence is not possible without 
a (implied) definition of the Vedic sentence. 

Farther, it is not yet established that what you point out as the 
definition of Vedic sentences (as implied by Apparent Inconsistency ), 
really applies to such sentences; because what the definition does is to 
bring forward the fact of the singleness of the meaning being based 
upon that of the Sentence. Then again, inasmuch as it is quite 
possible to believe the original definition in the Sūtra itself to pertain 
te Vedic sentences (and not to ordinary seutences),—or that the defini- 
tion of Vedic sentences may be something entirely different,—there 
is no inevitable Inconsistency in tie matter. Nor ean the definition be 
said to have the character of Parisankhyá (that is to say, it cannot be 
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said that the definition, while applying to ordinary sentences, also serves 
to preclude Vedic sentences as having the contrary character), because 
there is no mention made of the relationship of the general and 
particular. . That is to say, if it were so that the general definition had 
been mentioned, and then that definition were subsequently pointed out 
as applying only to ordinary sentences, then alone could it be concluded, 
through Parisankhya, that the definition in question does not apply to 
Vedic sentences. But the definition in question cannot be said to be a 
particular one; because in that case there would be many irregularities. 
On the other hand, we can, quite reasonably, lay down the contrary 
proposition that—‘ Because of the ‘multiplicity of the meaning, the 
sentence is one, specially when it is such that on being separated, there 
remains nothing wanting in it’; or that * Because of the singleness of the 
meaning the sentences are many.’ Consequently none of the above posi- 
tions is rightly tenable. 

Further, how can the singleness of the sentence be ascertained 
independently of the meaning ? for certainly any such singleness of the 
sentence is not cognisable in the mere verbal form of the sentence. 
That is to say, it is always the singleness of the meaning that is ascer- 
tained from the singleness of the sentence ; and hence it must be admitted 
that the singleness of the sentence is always iudependent of the singleness 
of the meaning ; and we do not perceive any limit of the sentence— 
be it made up of a hundred ora thousand letters. For when a certain 
number of letters not having their meanings known, are found to exist 
in one as well as in mauy sentences, we never come across a cognition 
of any limit of the senteuce. 

For these reasous it must be concluded that those words, on hear- 
ing which we are clearly cognisant of a single meaning, must be taken 
as forming a ‘single sentence.’ And itis only this definition that is not 
found incompatible with the character of any sentence—either ordinary, 
or of the Mantra and. Brahmana. 

It has been urged above that, * prior to the cognition of the sen- 
tence, there is no idea either of its meaning, or of its singleness." 

And to this we make the following reply: The meaning of the 
sentence is always signified by the meanings of words as known in the 
ordinary world; and hence it cannot be said to be brought about by 
means of the singleness of the sentence. That is to say, if the sentence 
had an independent denotation of its own, like the word, then, some- 
how or other, it might have been possible for us to hold the meaning 
of the sentence to depend upon the singleness or multiplicity of that 
sentence. As a matter of fact, however, we find that the meanings 
of words having been expressed by each word, independently of omne 
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another, it is solely from the connection among these word-meanings, 
that there follows the cognition of the meaning of the sentence (made 
up of those words), independently of any functioning of the words 
(towards this latter cognition); and it is from this that it is concluded 
that so many words form a single sentence; and towards this result we 
find nothing that is contributed either by the sentence or its singleness. 
And in this explanation there is nothing that is incongruous. 

Now then, that which forms the meauing of the sentence (iu the 
Veda) is the Bhüvanà, qualified by its accessories ; and differences in the 
Bhavana are always found to be cognised by such means as the presence 
of another word, and so forth (vide next Pada). That is to say, in 
the case of a collection of words, where we do not find any other 
Bhavana expressed by such agencies as the presence of another word 
and so forth, we conclude that the sentence is one only; and thus its 
multiplicity would always depend upon the denotation of other Bhavanas. 
Consequently, inasmuch as both of these—singleness and multiplicity— 
are recognised by other means, the singleness of the sentence cannot 
be any reason for the siugleness of the meaning. 

Iu view of the above argument, then, we should explain the ip 
exactly in accordance with the Bhashya. 

In the Adhyaya dealing with Differences, the special subject intro- 
duced being the Mantras, the different forms of these, in the shape of 
the Rk, the Yajush and the Sima have been described ; and then there 
naturally arising a desire for enquiring further into the subdivisions of 
these, euch distinct Rk or Sama being definitely known, each by itself, 
to the traditional generations of students, any definition of these is uot 
attempted. The Yajush, however, are found in the text, mixed with one 
another, and as such one Yajush could not be distinguished from another 
` without a sort of a definition; consequently it is such a definition that the 
Sütra proceeds to give. Nor can it be urged that each Yajush could be 
distinguished by means of the directions (contained in the Bralmanas) 
which always mention the opening word of each Yajush. Because the 
Bráhmanas do not contain directions with regard to all Yajush; nor is 
the rule that—‘the beginning of the second Yajush means the end of the 
first '—found in the Veda; it is only a rule that the author of the Sutras 
themselves have made with reference to directions contained in the 
Rrahmanas. 

Thus then the Bhashya explains the first part of the Sutra as—' that 
collection of words which is employed as one whole, in a sacrifice, is one Yajush’ ; 
and it will be evident that this explanation is based upon tlie Tren 
formation of the word ' Yojush’ (which has its source in the root ' yaj'— 
to sacrifice). As a matter of fact, we find that in the case of all 
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Mantras, there is always in the first instance, cognised a direction—in 
the form ‘this Mantra is to be employed at sacrifices '—inferred from 
the context (in which the Mantra occurs). It is after this that,—it being 
realised that the Mantra cannot, directly by itself, be utilised in the 
sacrifice,—we conclude that it helps in the completion of the sacrifice 
by the pointing out of its auxiliaries (in the shape of the Deity, etc.). 
It is for this reason that it has been said (in the Bhashya) that 
that collection of words which serves to recall the auxiliaries of a sacrifice 
is one Yajush, and it is also known as a sentence ( Vàkya), because it has to 
be spoken out (pronounced or recited). A ‘ Vakya’ (sentence) is that 
which can be spoken out (uchyaté); and only that can be spoken out (at 
the performance of sacrifices) which is capable of serving its function,— 
nothing more or less than that; and it is by means of that much 
alone that the sacrifice is accomplished. Then arises the question as 
to the character of the Yajush; and this is answered by the second 
part of the Sütra—' It is that which expresses a single fact, and has its parts 
depending upon one another.’ If only so much were a Yajush, then any- 
thing over and above this must be taken as another sentence, and as such 
spoken of as a distinct Yajush. Thus, in all cases, be it from the beginning 
or from the end, only such words are accepted as a Yajush, as are capable 
of expressing a single fact, leaving aside all that is not so capable,— 
all those of the latter sort forming distinct Yajush by themselves. 

Says the Bhāshya— Inasmuch a sentence is known to be one on account 
of the aforesaid reason, we conclude that a collection of words expressing 
a single fact forms one sentence. The sense of this is that the definition 
of a single sentence being explained as above, through that, we also get 
at the definition of the distinctness of Yajush, as also that of the distinct- 
ness of sentences. 

The Bhàshya puts the question— What is the example ? This ques- 
tion emanates from one who takes the word ‘artha’ (in the Sūtra) to 
mean ‘signification >? and thereby considers it impossible for the Stra 
to contain the two definitions (of the distinctness of Yajwsh and of the 
distinctness of sentences). And the sense of the question may be thus 
explained: “It is the word that would have a single signification (artha); 
* but it has not its parts depending upon one another; and the collection 
“of words (sentence), which hasits part dependent upon one another, 
* has not a single signification. That is to say, it is possible for the word 
"to have a single denotation in the: shape of the Class; but it is not 
“ such that when its component letters, roots or affixes are separated, there 
“is any element wanting in it; because in that condition the word is 
“ absolutely without any power of signifying anything. As for the collec- 
“tion of words, on the other hand,—its part, t.e., the words themselves, 
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“ stand in need of one another, on being separated ; but they do not afford 
“a single meaning; because each word bas a distinct signification of 
‘its own, and the collation of these is not known to have any meaning 
“ apart from that of the component words. And hence there being nothing 
“ that could form the right object of the definition, it canuot be a definition 
*" at all (in the sense that is attached to it by the Bhàshya)." 

In reply to the above question, the Bhàsya has cited the Mantra 
* Dévsya twa,’ etc. and the reply is based mainly upon the fact of the 
word ‘artha’ being taken in the sense of ‘purpose’ (and not in that of 
' signification ’). 

The opponent says in the Bhashya: “The word ‘pada’ here has 
only one meaning "; and in this he further explains what he means,—the 
sense of it being this: “ When apartfrom the signification of the word 
“ there is no signification of the sentence, as one impartite whole, then 
“ Distinction and Connection, as signified by the sentence, would only be 
“the properties of the significations of the component words themselves, 
“they being recognised as belonging to them, on account of extreme 
* proximity.” 

With a view to all this it has been said in the Bhashya: Even then 
the signification would not be one only; because by “ Distinction" is 
meant the mutual differentiation or specification among the words; 
and this cannot be one, as it is different with each word. In accordance 
with the theory that words signify Individuals, all individual cows being 
spoken of by the word “ Cow,” all that the qualifying words ‘ white,’ ete., 
can be said to do is to distinguish them from the black; and they cannot 
serve the purpose of signifying the connection (of whiteness with the indivi- 
dual cow) ; and as for the connection of this qualification, this being in- 
cluded in the signification of the word, it cannot form the meaning of the 
sentence; and hence what is cognised is only the distinctness (of the 
objects siguified by the words), in which the said connection enters as a 
secoudary element. And just as the distinctness belongs to the word 
‘cow’ because of the word ‘ white’ differentiating it from the ‘ black,’ 
ete.,—80 in the same manner the distinctness belongs to the word ‘ white’ 
as differentiated by the word ‘Cow’ from the ‘ Horse,’ etc. And thus 
the objects to be differentiated from (or set aside) being many, there is no 
authority for declaring the singleness (of the Connection or Distinctness). 
If recourse be had to “ Distinctness’ in general, then this class ‘ Dis- 
tinetness' being always one, all sentences would become synonymous, If 
again, the meaning of the sentence be said to consist of the meanings 
of the component words, as, accompanied by the said distinctness, then 
the ‘ Multiplicity ’ becomes an established fact. 

So also (in the case of the theory that the meanings of the com- 
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ponent words consists in their Connection), this Connection among the 
denotations of the words is only a mutual attachment among them; and 
as this differs in each couple, no singleness could be cognised. Even 
in accordance with the theory that the denotation of the word consists of 
the Olass,—the classes * Whiteness’ and ‘Cow’ as denoted in their 
respective forms, would, on account of proximity, exert a mutual 
attachment; and as this would constitute the meaning of the sentence, 
the distinctness whereof would be indirectly established. This connection 
too—either in the shape of whiteness iu the class * cow," or in that of the 
“ cow’ in ‘ whiteness ’—would be found to reside completely in each indivi- 
dual (cow) ; and as such it could not but be many, Though in the case of 
& sentence containing only two words, it might be possible for the connection 
to be the same in regard to both words,—yet in the case of sentences 
‘containing many words, there would be various places where each set of 
two words would come into contact ; and the connection thus being found 
in so many different places, it eould not but be many. 

And further, the meanings of words being self-important, both 
Distinctness and Connection are only their properties; and as such they 
would always differ with the difference in the objects of which they are 
properties; and hence they could never be one. That is to say, so long as 
we do not admit of a singleness or unity of purpose among certain words, 
the significations of these being all self-sufficient, could never bring about 
any unity ; and as such each of them would bear with itself independently 
the said distinctness and connection. And for this reason also they would 
be many. | 

Though for us, who hold the “Class” to form the denotation of 
a word, we do not hold the said Distinctness to form the signification 
of a sentence (such signification being held only by the upholders of 
Apoha—the Bauddhas),—yet, inasmuch as the Purvapakshi had brought 
up that also as an alternative, there is nothing incongruous in our accept- 
ing it for the sake of argument. And as for the explanation of the 
Siddhanta itself, this is very rightly done by taking the word “ artha” 
(in the Sūtra) in the sense of “ purpose " (and in this it is not necessary 
for us to accept the Apoha or any other theory contrary to our tenets). 

Thus then, it is also possible to declare that it is only the object 
denoted by a single word that is the principal factor, and it is only as 
the qualification. of that object that everything elseis mentioned; and as 
such on account of the Distinctuess and the Connection of that object there 
can be only one Distinctness or Connection. And thus, as being in 
intimate relationship with the action, the Mantra being found to serve a 
distinctly visible purpose in connection with the action, the function of 
the whole collection of words forming the Mantra lies in the pointing out 


DEFINITION OF ‘ONE SENTENCE.’ . 591 


of the action of Nrvápa, as qualified by the denotation of the words 
‘Savitri’ and the rest; and as such the example is found to be quite 
apt. 

The opponent, however, not realising the fact of the Nirvapu being 
the predominant factor, is made to ask, in the Bhashya— Nanvatra 
devasya, etc.” And in reply to this the author says that such would 
have been the case only if the word N?reapüm:; were construed in one 
place and also in another; because such double construction would be 
possible only when the Nirvapa would be the secondary factor. But, 
as a matter of fact, we ind that this cannot but be the predominant 
factor, as it serves a distinctly useful purpose; while as for Savitr, etc., 
inasmuch as these do not form part of the action, they are only subservient 
to the action of Nirvapa; and hence all the words have one and the same 
prpose (namely that which is served by the Nirvapa). 

Another objection has been raised in the Bhashya : “ Wherefore should 
the Sutra have laid down both the conditions?” The sense of this 
question is this: (A) “In a case where a number of words together 
“serve a single purpose, it naturally follows that, when separated, they 
* would be wanting in certain elements (because each by itself could not 
“serve that purpose); and as such it is not necessary to mention the second 
“condition separately; (B) conversely each of the words separately 
“could not be wanting in a certain element, unless they were so placed 
"that they all conjointly served one and the same purpose; because it 
“is always possible for each of them by itself to serve distinct pur- 
" poses; and hence the first condition being already implied in the 
“ second, there is no need for mentioning both." 

In reply to this objection, the Bhashya proceeds to cite counter- 
instances. (A) In this connection it is shown that the single purpose 
of pointing out the division of the Oake is served by the words indepen- 
dently of one another. (That is to say, if we left off the second condi. 
tion, then “ bhago vam vibhagatw aryamà vam vibhajatu" would become one 
Mantra, which, as a matter of fact, it is not; and this is avoided by the 
mention of the second condition, because each sentence bhago vam 
vibhajatu, when separated from the other, is not found to be wanting in 
any element). | 

Though the objection as to the multiplicity of the Cake-division has 
already been answered before, yet it has been brought forward again, with 
a view to show that there being no qualification collectively mentioned, 
as the word 'vibhajatw' is repeated, there is no fault of the aforesaid 
anushanga’ (i.e., there is no necessity of carrying tbe same 'vibhagatu ' 
from one place to another). 

The reply to this objection is that we shall show later on how, even 
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when there are distinct independent accessories mentioned (as for 
instance, Bhaga and Aryamü in the case in question), the action is not 
more than one. And we have already set aside all chance of the pre- 
dominance of the Accessory ; and hence any specifications due to the 
accessory, not forming an integral part of the action, cannot be regarded 
as significant; and hence both the sentences—‘ bhago vam vibhajatu’ and 
‘aryama vam vibhajatu’—must be taken as only expressing the ‘ Division’ 
in general; and as such both being found to serve the same purpose 
(they would come to be taken as forming a single yajush, if we left off 
the second condition in the Sätra). 
(B). In the case of the sentence ‘ varhirdévasadanam damit tasmin 
stda’—if we leave off the first condition, then, even though the latter 
sentence ‘ tasmin stda’ is dependent upon the former, yet, the purposes 
served by the two being distinct, they are taken as two distinct sentences 
(which would not be possible if the serving of a single purpose were not 
laid down as a necessary condition). 

For these reasons it must be admitted that the two conditions to- 
gether form the required definition. 


PON SUE SLUT up OOOO NANA ON a n es 


ADHIKARANA (17). 
Conditions of the Diversity of Sentences. 


Sittva (47): When the sentences are equally independent 
of one another, then they are “ distinct.” 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


* [u the case of those sentences, the fact of whose intimate relation- 
“ ship with the action is not perceptible, and the use whereof is laid down 
“only by direct directions (in the Brahmana), in the absence of any 
“indication of such use by the words of the sentence itself,—we must 
“accept all that extends in the text up to the point where the next 
“ (well-known) Mantra begins, to form a single Mantra. Because the 
“ direction of its use being wholly verbal, it would be necessary to assume 
" an imperceptible result (as following from such use); and on this score 
“it is theassumption of the least possible Imperceptible Result that can be 
“ permissible; and when a single purpose being thus assumed for the 
* whole, if they would be separated, they would be found wanting in some 
“element (and as such both the conditions of the previous Sitra being 
"fulfilled, the sentence must be regarded as one). That is to say, 
"inasmuch as there is no authority for making unnecessary assumptions 
“of many imperceptible results, we are led to assume a single result 
“as following from all the sentences in question ; and hence each part of 
‘the sentence being incapable of bringing about that result, we have the 
“condition that when separated the sentences become deficient; and 
"as such the sentence must be regarded as one (in accordance with 
“the two conditions laid down in the foregoing Sūtra). 

“The following questions might here be brought forward: ‘(1) In 
‘accordance with this theory, how do you account for such distinct 
“directions (contained in the Brahmana) as—‘ he should cut the branch of 
“the tree with the Mantra ishe tvà, ‘and should wash it with ūrje tua’ 
“(which distinctly lay down each part of the sentence as a separate 
“ Mantra)? And (2) how do you account for the plural number in 
“ kiriptih in the direction kiriptirvácayati where we find each hope (kiripti) 
" mentioned distiuctly as àyurme kalpatam, prüno me kalpatàm ; if all of 
"these hopes were taken as forming a single sentence, why should there 
“ be the plural number in kiriptih ?' 

75 
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“To the above question we make the following reply: (1) It is 
* quite possible for a single Mantra to be spoken of by means of several 
“words (contained in it), and (2) we have kiriptth in the plural, 
* because the word * kalpatam’ is often repeated. 

“That is to say—(1) a Mantra can be pointed out by pronouncing 
“any word therein contained—be that word in the beginning, in the 
* middle, or in the end; and there is nothing incompatible in this; 
“hence in the case in question, so long as the direction will continue, 
“the whole Mantra will have to be pronounced with each distinct action 
“ because any mere part of the Mantra is wholly useless ;—(2) and inas- 
“much as we find the word ‘kalpatam’ repeated frequently, there is 
“nothing incompatible iu the plurality of the kiriptzh." 


SIDDHANTA. 


To al this we make the following reply: 'The above view cannot be 
maintained; any idea of the employment and the purpose of the Mantra 
is possible only after its verbal form has been duly recognised ; and hence 
first of all it becomes necessary for us to ascertain the verbal form of the 
Mantra itself, before we proceed to examine whether all its constituent 
parts are distinct Mantras, or they collectively form a single Mantra. 

For the present we shall leave aside the ordinary argument in favour 
of our position—such, for instance, as the presence of distinct purposes, or 
the presence of distinct directions for each part. As a matter of fact, 
the form of the Mantra cannot be said to be ascertained after its purpose 
or use has been ascertained. Because the form of the Maníra is always 
found to be definitely ascertained directly from the Vedic text itself, 
independently of alluse or purpose, etc.; and the employment or the 
Purpose of the Mantra is always accepted in accordance with its singleness 
or multiplicity as cognised at the time that the text of the Mantra is 
ascertained. We have already shown above that there is nothing wrong 
in assuming many imperceptible factors, or results, provided that we have 
sufficient authority for such assumption. Aud, as a matter of fact, 
we find that at the time that the text of the Mantra (Ishe tvà, etc.) is ascer- 
tained, we have no idea either of the fact of its various portions being 
dependent upon one another, or of all of them serving a single purpose. 
And for this reason there being nothing against the conclusion 
that each part is distinct by itself, even subsequently we do not find 
any ground for taking them as one only. Nor is it possible for us rightly 
to assume a mutual interdependence among the several parts, when no 
such dependence has been actually perceived. And though, even in the 
absence of this dependence, it would be possible for the several parts 
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to serve a single common purpose, yet as one of the two chief conditions 
(of syntactical unity) would be wanting, the whole Mantra cannot be taken 
asa single sentence. And hence it is all the more impossible for it to be 
taken as one when we find that the text of each part being different, 
there is a different use laid down for each; and the uses of these 
being different,—even though they may bring about imperceptible 
results,—the purposes served by the various parts cannot but be distinct. 

Our opponent also will have to admit that there must be a distinct 
purpose with each direction. The only difference then between us is that 
while you hold all these results to follow from the whole Mantra, according 
to us each of them follows from each distinct part of the Mantra. Nor, 
in our case, is it necessary to assume any imperceptible results as following 
from each part of the Mantra, as each of them actually serves a 
distinctly useful purpose laid down in the Brahmana. 

(1) And for the sake of the due fulfilment of these purposes it 
becomes incumbent on us even to supply whatever words—as ‘ chinadmi’ 
and the like—might be wanting in the Mantra as it stands, to duly 
accomplish the purpose ; for instance the cutting of the branch, mentioned 
in the Brahmana. 

(2) Or it may be that—as in the case of the Brahmana direction— 
that ‘the Mahendra hymn is represented in the rumbling of the 
chariot,’ even though the rumbling is not significant of any meaning, 
yet, at the peculiar time, by the mere remembrance of the Brahmana- 
direction in question, people recognise the rumbling as the actual singing 
of the hymn,—so, in the same manner, on account of the Brahmana- 
directions in connection with the Mantra ‘ Ishe tvā, etc., the various parts 
thereof—‘ishe tua,’ ‘ wrjé tua,’ etc.—would bring about the idea of cutting, 
etc. (and in this case it would not be necessary to supply the word 
‘chinadm? ). 

Both of these processes (1) and (2) are equally authoritative ; and 
hence the authors of the Kalpasütras have recourse to one or the other in 
different places. 

Thus then in any case, we must come to the following conclusion 
Inasmuch as it is absolutely impossible to make use of a senten 
wanting in a necessary factor, and as it is not right to make use of non 
significant words, we must have recourse to the supplying, from without, 
of the wanting word. Or, inasmuch as the Mantra should be used 
exactly as it is found in the Veda, we must convince ourselves of the 
fact of the words of the Maníra, as they actually stand, bringing about 
the idea of all that is necessary. The acceptance of the one or the other 
alternative is optional in the performance of the sacrifice. 

And hence we find that the various parts of the Mantra in question must 
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be taken as distinct sentences, also on account of the difference in the 
distinct perceptible purposes served by each of them. 

Further, each part of the Mantra being found to have a distinct 
function of its own, as pointed out by the Brahmana-directions, each 
of them by itself must help 4n the sacrifice ; and this alone constituting the 
etymological meaning of the word ‘ yajush’ (ijyaté anéna), each part must 
be admitted to be a distinct yajush by itself. 

In the same manner, in the case of the sentences—‘ àgyuryajnena 
kalpatam,’ *prüno yajnena kalpatam,’ eic. ——ihough the same purpose is 
served by all the sentences, yet they cannot be taken ,as a single 
sentence; because each is distinctly perceived in its own form, iudepen- 
dently of the others. As a matter of fact, however, they do not even 
serve the same purpose, because the 'kalpanü' (preservation) of *àyu' 
is distinctly different from that of ‘ prana’ and the rest. Nor can it be 
urged that, “as in the case of the sentence agvinorbahubyam nirvapami 
pushno hastabhyadm, the nirvapa is accepted to be the same in both cases; 
so in the case in question also the ‘ preservation’ would be the same 
in all"; because we find the word ‘ kiriptih' in the plural number, in 
the Mantric Injunction. Then again, in this case, the ‘kalpanas’ not 
forming an integral part of the sacrifice, much significance cannot be 
attached to them; and the only purpose of the Mantras lies in its 
recitation; and in the Mantra we actually find mentioned many 
*kalpanas '; and as the difference of kalpanas is not possible without a 
difference in their significations, we regard the significations, that are 
subservient to the letters of the word, to be many. 

The Bhàshya has said that the mention of particular kalpanas has 
a distinctly perceptible purpose; and this is with reference to the 
accomplishing of many Mantras. 

The Bhashya speaks of an objection: “ The kalpana spoken of in 
* each case may be taken in the sense of kalpana in general, as in the case of 
“the Cake-division with reference to the sentences Bhago vam vibhajatu 
“and Aryamü vam vibhajatu.” And the citing of a fresh instance is 
based upon the fact that the case of the kalpanas is different from 
that of Nirvadpa, in that this latter is mentioned only once (whereas the 
kalpana and the vihb@ga are repeated). The sense of this is that, just 
as though frequently repeated the ‘ Division’ (‘ Vibhaga’) is not accepted 
to be many, even though the Instrumentality thereof (in the shape of 
Bhaga and Aryama, etc.) is diverse,—so, in the same manner, in the 
case in question there would be no diversity of kalpanas. 

The reply to this is: It is not so; because in the case in question 
no useful purpose is served by taking ‘ kalpatüm' in the sense of kalpana 
in general. 
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Or * yathà vibhágé' may be construed with the Reply, the sense thereof 
being that ‘as in the case of the Division, so here also, etc., etc.’ 

Objection: “As a matter of fact, there is a diversity in the case 
“of the Division; and as such it was not right to put this instance in the 
* mouth of the objector." 

Reply: In that case we will explain the citing of that instance to be, 
not for the purpose of pointing out unity, but only with a view to identify- 
ing the ease in question with that of the instance, and thereby making 
the former open to alternative processes; just as we have in the case of 
the Vibbaga (where there is an option between the agency of Bhaga 
and that of Aryama). The sense of the objection thus comes to be that 
* we have an option in the case of vibhàga,—why then cannot we have 
the same in the case in question also ? ” 

The reply to this is that this cannot be; because there is an 
option only in that case where the subject is the same in both alterna- 
tives. In the case in question, however, we do not find anything to 
show that the significations of all ‘kalpanas’ are the same (in the 
shape of kalpana in general); and hence we cannot take them all 
as synonymous, as in the case of 'vibhàga'; specially as we find that 
each sentence expresses a hope for dyu’ (longevity) and the rest, as 
qualified by ‘kiriptt’ (preservation). In the case of  'vibhàga' 
inasmuch as no important purpose is served by the accessories (in the 
shape of Bhaga, etc.), the action of wibhaga (Division) in general 
itself comes to be the predominant factor; and as such it is this action 
alone that is indicated by the Mantra (and the matter of the instrumental- 
ity is left optional). In the case in question, on the other hand, what 
are hoped for are a ‘long life’ (dyw) and the rest; and as such it is 
these that are the predominant factors ; and it is as qualification of these 
that we have the mention of ‘ kalpana’ (preservation); and it is not the 
kalpana as qualified by ‘long life, etc., that is indicated by the Mantra ; 
because no useful purpose would be served by this indication. Even if 
this Action ( Kalpana) were the predominant factor, then, too, there being 
a clear difference between yu, praina, etc., the action (preservation of 
these) also could not but be many. And in support of the theory of 
diversity, we have the fact of each of them serving a distinct perceptible 
purpose. 

Or, it may be that the word ‘klripti’ in the injunction ‘ klrpitir 
vacayati’ does not refer to the Mantra ( ‘ Ayuryajnena kalpatàm, etc.) ; 
what it does is to denote the multiplicity of the action (of kalpana); be- 
cause all words depend upon the objects they signify. Consequently, 
firstly, because the plural number distinctly denotes a diversity of 
Actions, and secondly, because a distinct diversity is accepted as based 
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upon the diversity of the qualifications ( “ Ayu,” etc.),—the Mantra 
(Ayuryajnéna kalpatam, etc.) in question comes to be taken as referring to 
Kalpana as qualified by Ayu, etc.; and in this manner they come to fulfil 
what is laid down in the Brahmana-direction (‘ klriptirvdcayaté’) ; thereby 
coming to serve distinctly perceptible purposes, each part must be taken 
as having a distinct purpose of its own. 

Objection: “In that case, how is it that - [Im uses the 
“ word *vàcayati '? because the object of this Verb must be a word (while 
"n word ‘kiripti’ has been explained as ‘something qualified by Ayu,’ 

* which could not be the object of ‘ vacayati, ete., which means ‘ makes 
* to pronounce’)? ” 

Reply: This is no incongruity at all; because the word is used 
in both senses. That is to say, just as people use the word ‘ vacayati’ with 
reference toa person uttering aword, so, in the same manner, when a 
person is found to speak of a certain object by means of a certain word, 
then with regard to the person who makes him speak of it, we use the 
word *vücayat;? (=makes to speak). Hence the senseof the injunction 
klriptir vacayati comes to be that when the sacrificer proceeds to pronounce 
the word expressive of the action of Klriptt (or Kalpana), then the 
Adhvaryu priest makes him pronounce it (‘vdcayati’). And inasmuch 
as the Mantras (‘ Ayuryajnena kdlpatam’ and the rest) indicate so 
many distinct Kalpanas, it is only when each of them is accepted as a 
distinct Mantra by itself that it is found to serve a perceptible purpose 
and hence in such cases the sentences must be admitted to be distinct. 


eee Oe” 
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ADHIKARANA (18). 
[Definition of Anushanga. | 


Siztra (48): Anushanga is the means of completing the Sen- 
tence ; because it is-such as is equally applicable (to it). 


In connection with the Jyotishtoma, three Homas are laid down (vz., 
the Agneyi, the Sawmi and the Vaishnavi); and it is laid down—by the 
sentence ‘agnimanikam,’ etc., that in the beginning of each of these the 
Agneyt Homa has to be offered. And the three Mantras enjoined 
for the Agneyi, accompanying the first of these, the Brahmana lays 
down in its complete form—e.g. (1) ‘ Yate agné ayāçayā tanirvarshishtha, 
m swāhā’; and those for the other two are mentioned only in their 
incomplete forms—such as (2) * Yaté agné rayágaya' and (3) ‘ Yaté agne 
harácaya.' 

In the ease of these two, inasmuch as the subject is introduced 
by the word ‘y@’ (that which), which is in the feminine gender, the sen- 
tences cannot be complete without some word denotative of a feminine 
object. And no use can be made of an incomplete sentence; conse- 
quently, with a view to avoid this inconsistency , it becomes necessary to 
supply a part of the sentence that would supply the missing factor. 
Because in the Veda, not even a single incomplete sentence is found to be 
used; consequently iu cases where the sentence met with happens to be 
incomplete, the factor necessary for its completion must be sought out 
from'somewhere else. 

Nor, too, is actual sensuous Perception the only means of cognising 
Vedic Mantras; because they can be cognised by means of Inference and 
the other means of knowledge just as well as by means of Sense-percep- 
tion. Hence it is only when all the five means of knowledge have 

ailed, that a certain sentence can be relegated to the sixth one of Negation 
(?.e., actually denied). In the case in question we should not rest idle; no 
sooner we find Sense-perception not affording us the requisite knowledge 
of the completing factor, if we also find Inference and the rest all equally 
inoperative, then alone we should conclude the Mantra to be made up of 
that incomplete sentence alone. If, however, any one of these means of 
cognilion supplies the knowledge of the missing factor, then the Mantra is 
to be taken as made up of the sentence thus completed, which, before tbe 
addition of this factor, was wanting. Thus then, it is by Apparent 
Inconsistency that we are led to the general conclusion that there is a 
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missing factor. Aud thus there being no room for the functioning of 
Negation, the incomplete sentence is wholly incapable of being used. 

Thus then, there arises the question as to whether this missing 
factor is to be supplied out of the Veda, or out of certain sentences of 
ordinary parlance,—in the former case the missing factor being found 
in the preceding Mantra, in the shape of ‘ fanürvarshishtha, etc. 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


** It is to be supplied out of sentences of ordinary parlance. Because 
“a part of the Vedic sentence, being naturally bound up with this 
“ sentence, cannot go to any other place; sentences of ordinary parlance, 
* on the other hand, can be used anywhere and for any purpose that one 
“likes. That is to say, just as such Vedic objects as the ‘ Ahavaniya" 
“fire and the like never turn aside from their purposes as definitely 
“laid down in the Veda, so, in the same manner, a part of a Vedic 
"sentence is bound hard and fast to that sentence of which it actually 
"forms part in the text; and as such it cannot be used anywhere else. 
“A part of the ordinary sentence, ou the other hand, is not so bound 
"up; and as such it can be used anywhere one likes; and as such there 
“would be nothing incongruous in its being taken up for the purpose 
“of the supplying of the missing part of any sentence. Consequently, 
“it is only a part of the ordinary sentence that can be brought in to 
“complete two Mantras in question. 

“ On the ground, however, of the Vedic sentence being found ready 
“to haud, and as such its use being much easier, while the ordinary 
* sentence has to be composed,—if someone were to supply the missing 
“ part out of a Vedic sentence, taking it only as an ordinary sentence, 
“then nothing can be said against it. All that we mean is that 
“any such sentence, separated from its proper place, should not be 
"considered as Vedic. For instance, when during the reading of such 
* works as the Mahabharata and the like, if we come across certain 
'* Vedic sentences, we read them as ordinary sentences, and not with the 
‘restrictions of pronunciation, etc., attendant upon the Vedic sentence. 

“And further, if,—on the ground of the sentence ‘ydte rajdgaya * 
“ being as closely proximate to the sentence ‘ tanérvarsishtha’ etc., as the 
“first sentence ‘yaté ayàgayà '—the ‘ tanitrvarsishtha, etc., should be 
“taken along with * yate rajdgayd,’—then in that case the Mantra should 
* be pronounced exactly as it would be found in the text (7.e., it should 
"be read as *'tanürvarshishthà ... . . svühà yàte rajaguya’), which 
* would be absurd. For this reason, too, the missing factor cannot be 
“supplied out of the Vedic sentence." 
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SIDDH ANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: It is only when the Veda 
has ceased to function towards a certain end, that there can be an occasion 
for the funetioning of ordinary sentences; and the functioning of the 
Veda can be believed to have ceased, only after all effort and attempt to 
find it ont has totally failed. 

That is to say, a Vedic sentence cau be completed only by supplying 
the missing part from out of a Vedic sentence, and not from out of an 
ordinary sentence ; because the Veda is the only means of knowing Dharma. 
If, however, the most diligent search on our part fails to show us a Vedic 
sentence duly functioning towards the required end, then alone can the 
Veda allow of the completing of its sentence by the help of ordinary 
sentences. And this search proceeds from what is most proximate (to 
the incomplete sentence) to one remote from it. 

For instance, a meaning that is not found in the root is looked for 
in the affix; that which is not found inthe whole word is looked for in 
another word (of the same sentence); that which is not found in the same 
sentence is looked for in another sentence (of the same context) ; if again 
it is not found in auy such sentence, it is looked for in another context 
altogether. | 

That is to say, when a certain fact as expressed by the root or the 
affix is found to be wanting in a certain factor, then if another meaning 
capable of supplying the missing link is found in the same (root or affix), 
then it is all well and good. If it is not found in the same root or affix, 
then, without being idle, we must look for it in the affix or the root 
(respectively). If, however, it is not found in any of these, then it 
should be looked for in the word preceding or following it immediately. 
If it is not found in the immediately proximate word, then it is looked 
for in another word, a step or two removed from the original word. If 
it is not found in the same sentence, then in the same manner as in 
the case of the word, it should be sought after in other sentences in the 
same context. If not found even there, then it should be looked for 
in other contexts, in the order that they may present themselves. If, 
however, it is not found anywhere in the Veda, then alone can we 
reasonably seek for it in the sentences of ordinary parlance. When not 
found even in these, then we must conclude it to be non-existent; and 

_ then accepting our notion of incompleteness to be a mistaken one, we 
- must accept the Mantra to be complete, just as it is. 

In all cases, when we do not find the missing factor in a sentence 

close to the incomplete sentence, then we can bring it in from one 
removed from it. But in case one happens to be found much nearer, 
i. 76 
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the bringing in of a remote sentence is as unauthoritative as if it were 
non- V edic. 

Hence in the case in question, the missing factors of the two 
sentences—' y& të rajdgaya’ and ‘ya tē haragaya’—not being found 
either in any one word contained in the sentence, or in the sentence itself, 
we conclude that this missing factor must be found in another sentence. 
And just the same factor that is wanted in these sentences is found in 
another sentence, which immediately precedes the one incomplete 
sentence, and is only one step removed from the other—(that is to say, the 
sentence ‘y tē agné ayagayà tanith, etc. Though this factor (‘ tanurvar- 
sishthà, etc.) having got all that is necessary for it in the first Mantra, 
does not stand in need of the subsequent Mantras, yet inasmuch those 
two Mantras are incomplete without that factor, and not finding any- 
thing else mentioned in closer proximity to themselves, they lead the 
person concerned to the following conclusion: ‘Though it was not 
possible for this missing factor to be read but once, and then in close 
proximity to all the three Mantras, and as it is not actually repeated 
over and over again, on account of its being got at by other means,—yet 
it is such that it is distinctly indicated by our purpose or need also,—and as 
such, people should not be led away, by attaching undue significance to 
the fact of proximity, to connect it with one (the first) Mantra only.’ 

Though it is true that the factor, ‘tanith,’ etc., actually precedes the 
Mantra, ‘ Ya tē rajagaya,’ yet it can be supplied only in that place of this 
Mantra where it is actually wanted to complete the sentence. Because 
that sentence appears in the place that it does, only with view to point 
out that it forms part of the next sentence also; and a due consideration 
of its capabilities and its position in the second Mantra is regulated in 
accordance with that in the previous Mantra. The sentence being 
actually mentioned only once, it is absolutely impossible for it to be 
mentioned in that part of the subsequent sentences where it is required ; 
and hence it is mentioned in its due sequential order in connection with 
one Mantra only ; and as for the other two, its indication is just enough 
to show that it forms part of these also. Thus then, being duly compre- 
hended to be so, (1) because it is naturally incapable of occupying any 
other position; (2) because the incomplete sentences themselves do not 
want it in any other place; and (3) because in the case of the first Mantra 
it has been found to be capable of occupying a position at the end of 
the sentence; therefore even in the case of the other two Mantras it is 
only at the end that it is added. 

The author of the Bhashya, however, holds that inasmuch as the factor 
in question is read between the first and second Mantras, it is not expressed 
to which of these two it is more intimately connected ; and hence to both 
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of them it must be taken as equally proximately related ; and then he raises 
a doubt as to its connection with the third Mantra, from which it is one 
step further removed ; and in order to meet this difficulty of intervention 
what the Bhashya does is to take the second and the third Mantras together 
as forming a single composite whole, which removes the difficulty due 
to the intervention of the second Mantra, between the missing sentence 
and the third Mantra ; but then there arises the difficulty that in that 
case the missing factor would complete the composite whole (formed 
by the two Mantras), and not both of them separately ; and this is met by 
the declaration that, inasmuch as the composite whole is incapable of being 
employed (at a sacrifice), the missing factor must be connected with each 
part of it; and hence it is concluded that both parts being equally 
predominant, and both being equally incapable of being otherwise com- 
pleted, the whole of the missing factor is to be connected with each of 
them. 

Having arrived at this conclusion, however, the Bhashya proceeds to 
offer another explanation : ‘ Ap ca sükankshasya sannidhau, etc.,’—the sense 
of this being that when the missing factor will have been introduced in 
the second Mantra, it would immediately come to precede the third Manira 
also, and thus there would be no intervention. 

Some people hold that the Bhashya has mentioned the two explana- 
tions as equally correct, and as such optional. 

But others declare, that not satisfied with the former explanation 
the Bhashya has offered the second. The reason for the said dissatisfac- 
is as follows :— 

The two sentences have never been composed by any person as a 
single composite whole; and if they were so, we do not see any reason 
why they should have been again composed separately. That is to say, 
any two sentences can be taken as one composite whole, (1) either when 
they serve the same purpose, or (2) when they contain the same words. 
In the case in question, however, we find none of these two conditions 
present. It may be urged that they actually have the same purpose in the 
shape of being completed by the same sentence. But one who brings for- 
ward this argument would evince, on his part, a grand conception of the 
functions of Mantras! The being completed by a sentence would only con- 
stitute a want on their part,—how could it be an action or purpose of 
theirs? And as the sentence supplied is only a missing factor, on the sole 
strength of this, it is not proper to speak of the two Mantras as forming one 
composite whole. And when you also subsequently come to acknowledge 
its relationship with each Mantra separately, we do not see how you can 
make a single composite whole of the two Mantras. The assertion that 
they become a composite whole, and then each of them becomes 
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connected with the missing factor, would be as unbridled as the freaks and 
tricks of a single (and favourite) son of the king. And further, in that 
case, because the missing factor precedes the composite whole, it would 
have to be added in the beginning. Nor can it be rightly urged that there 
is no difference between the relative positions of the Mantras with regard 
to the missing factor. Because there is a distinct difference of locality 
which makes a difference in the relative position of the Mantras; for 
instance, we find that the missing sentence is actually found, in the first 
Mantra, in the same place that it is required; while it is not so in the 
other two Mantras. | 


For these reasons the only explanation that is reasonable is the 
following :— 

Akanksha (Want), Sannidhdna (Proximity) and Yogyatà (Capability), — 
these three conjointly coustitute the ground of relationship, aud not 
mere immediate sequence. That which, being one, is yet mentioned 
as related to many things, must be in closer proximity with only one of 
these; and it is not this proximity alone that is accepted as being the 
only grouud of relationship. Because even in this case, the relationship 
is based upon all the aforesaid three grounds (and not upon mere 
immediate sequence). What the Proximity does is to give rise to a mis- 
taken notion (as to relationship), on account of its bringing about an 
idea of its own substrate. And this mistaken notion ceases when 
some other related objectis pointed out, conjointly, by Want, Proximity 
and Capability. Just as the idea of Bhavani being denoted by the 
verbal root ceases on account of the capability of the Bhavana to take 
up the accessories that can never belong to the meaning of the verbal 
root, 

The conclusion arrived at in that case is this: (1) The missing 
factor being mentioned for the sake of all incomplete sentences (in ques- 
tion) ;(2) it being impossible for it to be mentioned in the immediate 
sequence of all of them; and (3) the sentence being one only—it is 
found in close proximity to one of them. Consequently mere immediate 
sequence can be no ground of relationship. 

By the word ‘sannidhi’ (in the Bhashya) is meant the moving 
about in the mind ; and this is possible when there is immediate sequence 
as well as when there is an intervention. In fact the intervention of 
a word that is related to the factor to be related is only a sort of 
immediate sequence. Because that which is related to the first would 
(when thus related) be in immediate precedence of the second also; and 
when appearing in the second, it would come to have an immediate 
proximity to the third also. Thatis to say, the missing factor required 
by the Mantra ‘ Ya tē rajāçayā ' not being found in the passages follow- 
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ing it, is looked for in the preceding passage, and is therein found, in 
the form of * tanürvarshisthà' etc; and when attached to this second Mantra, 
it becomes immediately proximate to the third Mantra ‘Ya té hardgaya,’ 
and thus becomes related to this last also. And beyond this, no other 
Mantra being meutioned, the factor in question rests there. 

Thus then, in all cases, the wants of a sentence, extending both 
backward and forward, takes its stand upon one and thereby becomes. 
closely proximate to another sentence; and it goes on taking in all that 
is required, until it fails to find something capable of being related to it, 
and comes across something altogether incapable of it. And then having 
taken in all that it has extended over, its operation comes to an end. 

Though on account of the Mantras being pronounced one after the 
other, wecome to cognise a proximity and remoteness (in the case of the 
Mantras ‘ya tē rajāçayā aud ‘yā tē hardgaya’),—yet the Veda being 
eternal, whether the sentences be proximate or removed, their mutual 
requirement and relationship are always simultaneous (because though 
pronounced one after the other, all words of the Veda are equally eternal, 
and there is no real precedence or sequence in the case of Vedic words) ; 
and hence the mere fact of a sentence appearing subsequently does not 
make any difference in its authoritative character. 

Thus then, the relationship of words in a sentence, and that of sentences 
in the context, remain intact, so long as all the intervention that there 
is, is only by such words as (1) are themselves wanting (iu a certain 
element), (2) are capable of the same relationship, and (3) are capable 
of makiug the other sentence also equally proximate (to the factor of 
relationship). 

Says the Bhàshya : Avyavadhüne viccehédé’pi ;—and the sense of this 
is that when there is no intervention, even though there is no proximity, 
the factor becomes related, so long as the intervention of a sentence 
at a distance is not by means of a word which is contrary to such 
relationship. 

For these reasons Anushanga is a 'samüpti'—i.., the means of 
completing a sentence (samfpyate anéna iti samaptih = that which 
completes). 


SUPPLEMENTARY ADHIKARANA TO ADHI (18). 


Question : The above discussion applies to those cases where a sen- 
tence itself is wanting in an essential part. There! are cases, however, 
where the sentences are complete in themselves, and it is only a cer- 
tain part of the sentence that is found to be standing in need of sen- 
tences to which it could be attached; as for instance we have a series of 
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complete sentences—‘ Citpatistva pundta,’ ‘Vakpatisiva punatu,’ * Devastvà 
savita punütu'; and at the end of these we find the words ‘ acchidréna 
pavitrena,’ And in this case how would this last be construed ? 

On this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


* The concluding words would have become fully satisfied by being 
* construed with the sentence that immediately precedes them; because 
“all the other sentences being complete in themselves, there would be 
* no reason for admitting of an Anushanga. ” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: If the words formed 
part of the whole of that sentence which precedes them immediately, 
then it could be as asserted above. But as itis, they are found to be 
related only to the verb ‘pundtu’; and as such they cannot but be construed 
with all the three sentences (as all of them contain that same verb). That 
is to say, independently of any immediate sequence, the words in 
question become related to the verb ‘pundtu’; and as this verb is 
the same in all the three sentences, the meaning of this verb too 
must be the same in all. Nor can the difference of nominatives—Cvztpati, 
Savitr, etc.—make any difference in that meaning as connected with 
Citpati or Vàkpatz or Savitri or Deva. Nor is the action concerned 
(Z.e., of purifying) subservient to the instrumentality (of acchidra pavitra) 
whereby it would rest satisfied with its single contact with such instru- 
mentality. Thus then the instrument (acchidrena pavitrena) being subsi- 
diary to the action (Verb: ‘ punatw’), the words denoting the instrument 
will have to be used as often as the verb would be used, just as the fuel is 
used so long as there is cooking. | 

The following argument might be cud — * Though am action of 
purifying is one, yet, that which should be connected with the instrument, is 
the Action which is qualified by that nominative, in connection with whom 
the relationship of the Instrument is found to be mentioned directly. 
For instance, (1) in the Jyotishtoma ‘sacrifice, the cooking in milk is 
found to be spoken of in connection with that Agent who is connected 
with the Maitravarunagraha (and not the other grahas mentioned along 
with it); and hence the said cooking is not found to go beyond that which 
is qualified by the Maitravarunagraha ; and (2) the nominative ‘ Oztpati’ 
is joined to one ‘ punātu’ only and not to all the three. (In the same 
manner, the ‘ acchidréna pavitrena' would be joined to that pwnütw only 
which has for its Nominative ‘ Savitr' and not all the three).” 
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To the above we make the following reply: The restricted application 
of the aforesaid ‘cooking’ is due to the fact of each graha giving rise 
to a distinct Apurva (Result); and in the case of the second instance 
cited, the nominative 'Otpati' is not construed with all the three 
'punüiu, simply because of the distinct mention of other nominatives 
(in the shape of Vakpati and Savitr"). That is to say, inasmuch as the 
repetition of the grahas, such as those of tbe Aindra, Vdydava, 
Maitrüvaruna, &c., serve to bring about transcendental results, the 
difference among these results restricts the applicability of the ‘cooking. ’ 
In the case in question there is no such restrictive agency. Because, 
as for the Instrument, it is used up in serving the purposes of the 
Action; and hence by means of the expression of the Instrument, 
it is the same action that comes to be expressed over and over again. And 
the action being the same in all the three cases, it stands, in each case, in 
need of a mention of the Instrument. Though the mention of the nomina- 
tive ‘ Vakpati’ sets aside the nominative character of ‘Cztpat:,’ as both 
have exactly the same action of purifying yet, in no case do we find any 
other Instrument that could take the position of the * acchidra pavitra’ and 
oust it out of the sentence. Nor is the Instrument due to the Nomina- 
tive ; and as such, a difference in the Nominative could not necessarily 
make a difference in the Instrument; because all cases of nouns being 
taken up by the verb, they have no relations amongst themselves. 

Objection: “In that case the instrument in question would have 
“ to be construed with the word ‘ punatu’ in whichsoever Mantra it might 
“ be found." 

That does not touch our position: Just as in the case of the Dargapurna- 
masa sacrifice certain purificatory rites are laid down in connection with 
the grass therein used (and they are not applied to the grasses used 
in all sacrifices), so in the case in question also, the particular instrumen- 
tality mentioned would not belong to any and every ‘pundtw’; all that 
it would mean would be that the instrumentality of the acchidra pavitra 
belongs only to that action of the word ‘ punàtu, which is meant in this 
particular context. And asa matter of fact, we actually perceive that 
this action is the same in all the three Mantras in question, and not 
in any other Mantra; because in other Mantras, the action denoted by 
the word 'punütu' is the purification of other materials (and not the 
one meant to be purified by means of the three Mantras under consider- 
ation). 

Objection: “ In that case, all the three having the same action, the 
* Mantras would become optional alternatives.” 

Reply: True it would be so; but in the absence of an Injunction 
distinctly laying down the number ‘three’ with the regard to the Mantras 
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to be used,—how do we know that all the three Mantras are to be 
employed conjointly (that is to say, there is nothing incongruous to the 
three Mantras being used alternately). All the three * punātu’ continuing 
in the mind, when the words ‘acchidréna pavitrena’ are pronounced, 
the requisite proximity of these latter with each ‘punātū’ becomes 
quite possible in the case of the three Mantras under consideration ; 
and this could not be said with regard to any other Mantras. 

Thus then, we conclude that though the word ‘ punātu’ occurs in 
all the three Mantras, yet being (in all cases) taken up by the instrumen- 
tality expressed by the words ‘acchidréna pavitréna’ it is always as 
qualified by that instrumentality that the Verb ‘punatu’ comes to be 
wanted (in all the three Mantras). 

That is to say, the words ‘ acchidréna pavitréna’ occurring at the 
end of all the repeated Mantras, and having no other refuge, they 
take their refuge in the word ‘ punatu’; then the Verb comes to be 
in the form ‘pundtu acchidréna pavitréna’; and as the word ‘ pundtw’ 
in the sentence immediately preceding these words is the same as that 
in the other two Mantras, at the time that the connection of the action 
* punütu' with the instrumentality of ‘acchidréna pavitréna’ is expressed, 
(and as such the Verb is taken up by that instrumentality), the other 
words of the sentence standing in need of an action, they admit of 
an action as together with the said instrumentality ; ; and hence we 
must admit of the — of "em — in qu— in all tho 
three Mantras. pa — 5 

When through this pem p — — pavitrena ' 
should be repeated with each sentence, if people pronounce the Mantras 
as they are, leaving the relation of the instrumentality to be understood, 
it must be regarded as due to mere idleness. And as we have shown 
above that the missing factor may be found either in the preceding or 
in the following sentences, the assertion of some people—that it is to 
be taken from a preceding sentence only—should be taken only as 
showing how the Anushaùga works in a generality of cases (and it does 
not preclude the possibility, in special cases, of its being taken from the 
following sentences also). 


ADHIKARANA (19). 
[Treating of the absence of Anushanga in cases of interruption. | 


Sutra (49) : There is no Anushanga where there is an inter- 
vention (of unconnected words). 


This Adhikarana is brought in simply by way of a counter-instance 
to the fanctioning of mere Provimity (in the matter of the Anushanga). 
As it is found that where the intervention is by words not connected with 
the factor to be brought in, we do not accept an Anushahga in view of 
the incongruity involved. 

For instance, in the case of the sentences (1) ‘ Sante — 
gacchatam,’ (2) ‘Sanjayatrairangani,’ and (3) ‘ Sanyajnapatiracisha, — 
though the missing factor ‘ gacchatàám is admitted as forming part of the 
first Mantra, it is found to be incapable of being taken along with the 
second, because of the plural number of the noun ‘angāni’ (which would 
take the verb ‘ gacchant@m’ and not ‘gacchatim’); and thus the fac- 
tor in question not being equally construable with all the Mantras in 
question, it cannot be taken along with the third Mantra, though the 
nominative in this—‘ yajnapatih’—is in the singular and as such quite 
compatible with the singular of *gacchatüm.' [It is on account of the 
intervention, of the unconnected second Mantra, between (1) and (3), 
that this verb *gacchatàüm is not taken with (3)]. 

And thus the missing factor of (2) and (3) not being found in 
the Veda, we are forced to admit one out of ordinary parlance; and 
hence in both of these we supply the necessary word from without. 
And though the words ‘gacchantim’ (in the second Mantra) and 
‘gacchatam’ (in the third) are not actually pronounced, yet their exis- 
tence must be admitted; as otherwise the signification of the sentence 
would remain incomplete (for want of a Verb). 

Thus then in the case in question there is no Ko» o- 

The use of this discussion lies in the fact that, if certain words formed 
an Anushanga, they would form a Mantra; and as such any mistakes, ete., 
in the pronunciation of these would have to be accompanied by expiatory 
rites; whereas if the words supplied are out of ordinary sentences, they do 
not constitute a Mantra, and hence any mistakes in pronunciation, etc., are 
not so serious as to entail an expiatory rite. 

To this end it has been declared that—(1) that which is directly 
mentioned in the Veda, and (2) that which is brought in by means of 
an Anushanga, are counted as having the character of Mantras, where- 
as all sentences of ordinary parlance, being similar to assumed sentences, 
can never be recognised to have the character of Mantras. 


Thus ends the First Pada of Adhydyu II. 
77 


ADHYAYA II. 
PADA II. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 
[Treating of Difference in the Apurvas of Subsidiary sacrifices. | 


Sūtra (1): When there is a different word, there is a different 
karma, because of its being specially qualified. 


. Inthe foregoing introductory chapter we have dealt with all matters 
connected, directly and indirectly, with the subject under consideration ; 
and now we are going to take up the subject-matter of the Adhyāya 
in the shape of the difference among actions on the ground of the 
difference among words, etc. etc. 

And first of all we take up the differences caused by the difference 
of expressions, because it is this difference that points out most 
clearly the difference among actions. In connection with this we should 
have cited the examples of all verbal forms connected with one or 
many verbal affixes—such as ‘ yajatz,’ ‘ dadati,’ * juhoti," ‘nirvapati,’ etc. 
The Bhashya has cited only three—‘yajati,’ ‘dadati’ and ‘juhoti,’ 
because, inasmuch as all these denote the giving away of something, their 
significations are all akin, and as such they naturally appear to have 
identical meanings. 

And on this point, inasmuch as there are three kinds of Pirvapaksha 
introduced in the Bhashya, it seems as if the doubt on the point in 
question should also have been expressed in three ways. 

These are:—(1) Do the three Bhavanás—denoted by the three words 
(yajatz, &c.)— bring about a single Apürva, or three distinct Apūrvas ? 
(2) Do the three denotations of the three roots qualify a single Bhavana, 
or three distinct Bhàvanàs? (3) Do the three roots denote a Es bbieng 
or three distinct objects ? 

The Bhashya uses the word 'kürya' equally with regard to the 
Apürva, the Bhavana and the object denoted by the roots, because each of 
these is equally helped by something else; inasmuch as (a) the Bhavana 
serves to produce the Apürva, (b) the denotation of the root qualifies the 
Bhavana, and (c) the root expresses the denotation of the root; and as 


DIFFERENCE IN APURVAS OF SUBSIDIARY .SACRIFICES. 611 


such these latter three are spoken of as ‘helps’ to the former three 
respectively. i - us I ; 

The ground of doubt is this: We find that things exert their causal 
efficiency in two ways, viz., singly aud collectively; and, consequently, 
whenever we tind certain objects acting, there naturally arises a doubt 
as to the character of the object themselves. 

As a matter of fact, however, there is only one doubt in connection 
with this subject: In the case of the three verbs, is there only one 
Bhavana as qualified by the denotations of the three roots, or is there a distinct 
Bhavana for the denotation of each root? What the word ‘karma’ (in the 
Sutra) denotes is the Bhavana as qualified by the denotation of the root. 
And it is the Bhàvanü that would be differentiated by means of different 
words, ete. As for the .pürva, inasmuch as it is not directly ex- 
pressed by the words in question, and as it follows in the wake of the 
action itself, it cannot form a subject of separate treatment. Though 
the “unity of three root-meanings" spoken of in the Bhashya is not 
possible in the case of all root-meanings, yet it might be mentioned, 
somehow or other, in connection with the roots ‘yaji,’ etc., in question ; 
but in the case of these, though it may be possible, yet much stress 
should not be laid upon this unity. Thus then the root-meanings being 
really different, there seems to be yet another ground for doubt in the mind 
of the Parvapakshi, viz., Is the Bhavana mentioned as subservient to the root- 
meaning, and as such does it end with each Root-meaning ? or are Root- 
meanings subservient to the Bhavana, and as such they conjointly serve 
to qualify it ? | 

On this we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA (A). 


“It is conjointly that the Root-meanings qualify the Bhavana. 
“Inasmuch as the Bhashya often uses the word ‘samudaya’ (‘ combin- 
* ation*)—as in the sentences, ‘ samudayagcikirshitah,’ ‘ samudayadékam- 
" apürvam,' ‘na cügabdah samudayah,’ etc.—and as it speaks of. the Apür- 
.“va as one only, it seems clear that the idea desired to be conveyed 
“was that a single Apürva follows from all the three Bhàvanüs. And in 
“ support of this idea the Bhashya brings forward the following arguments: 
“ In the first instance, that which is not seen is concluded to be non est ; 
“and also so long as (in the absence of the unseen factor) there appears 
“no incompatibility in what is actually seen (with what is spoken of), 
“it is concluded that the unseen does not exist; it is only when there 
"1s a contradiction between the seen and the spoken, that we can rightly 
"assume the existence of the unseen; and hence, when the contradiction 
“is removed by the assumption of only one such unseen factor, there 
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* need be no assumption of many such factors. It is witha view to this 
“ thatit has been declared: ‘When there is a contradiction, then alone 

." ean an unseen factor be assumed, whereby the seen or the heard would 
* become supported. And under the circumstances if there were no 
* difference—on the ground of simplicity—between the assumption of one 
“and that of many factors, then we might go on assuming many factors ; 
“but, as a matter of fact, we do perceive such a difference ; hence it must 
“ be admitted that a single unseen * Apzrva ' follows from the combination 
“of the three Bhàvanüs." [Thus is Purvapaksha A.] 

This statement of the Parvapaksha, however, is open to the following 
objection: ‘What is that word that has laid down the Combination of 
Bhavanüs, wherefrom the single Apürva would follow?’ And in view of 
this objection the Bhashya states the Pürvapaksha somewhat differently as 
follows :— 


PÜRVAPAKSHA (B). 


Says the Bhüshya: “ Atha và yajetétyétasya purvo bhago, etc. And 
* the sense of this is that the words denote a single Bhavana as qualified 
“by the denotations of the three roots. In support of this we have the 
* following arguments: Inasmuch as (in all verbs) it is the denotation 
“of the Affix (which is the Bhüvanü) that is the predominant factor, 
“it cannot, as such, be different with each Root; inasmuch as the Root- 
* meanings are spoken of as subservient to that denotation of the Affix, 
“they must be taken as collectively (qualifying it). That is to say, 
“if, in the case of verbs, the Root-meanings formed the predominant 
* factors, then alone would the Bhüvanà be subservient to them, and 
“as such would be different with each Root-meaning; as a matter of 
* fact, however, in all verbs, predominance belongs to the Bhavana ; 
* and specially as the Root and the Affix are both parts of the denotation 
“of the Affix (z.e.,, the Bhavana), it must be admitted that the Sacrifice 
“ (denoted by the root ‘yay’ in *yajati"), the gift (denoted by the root 
**dà' in the word *dadà&?), and the libation (denoted by the root 
“< hū’ in * Juhotz*), all conjointly qualify a single Bhavana; just as in the 
* case of the sentence * Arunayà pingakshya ékahüyanyü gava somam krinüti, 
* all the adjectives mentioned conjointly qualify the cow.  'Then (as to 
“why, if the Bhavana meant is only one, there are three distinct 
“affixes, along with the three words ‘ yajati,’ etc.), though it is not 
“possible for the principal object to be repeated with each of its 
* subsidiaries (qualifications), yet, inasmuch as it is absolutely impossible 
* for the Root by itself or the Affix by itself to be used in a sentence, it 
“becomes necessary for us to repeat the Affix with each root, at least 
* with a view to making the use of the root possible (as without an affix 
“the root could not be used, and a use of the root s necessary, as 
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“pointing out the qualifications of the Bhavana). If we met with the 
“ affix alone, as we do with ‘ Krina@ti’ (in the sentence before quoted), 
“then, though pronounced but once, it would become connected with 
“all the roots, just as the verb ' krinatz' becomes connected with all 
“the adjectives, ‘arunaya’ and the rest. But as the Affix by itself 
“could never form a word, no such can ever be met with; and it has 
“to be repeated. And we have often met with instances where there are 
“ repetitions for the sake of the connection of different qualifications, e.g., 
“< Gywryajnéna kalpatam ? and ‘ prüno yajnena kalpatam’; and again ‘Dadhna 
** Juhoti* and * payasà juhoti’ ;—‘ Aindravayavam grhnati’ and * maitravaru- 
“ nam grhnüti, and so forth. We even find a repetition of the same action, 
“for instance, the ‘ Jyotishtoma’ is performed many times over, with a 
“view to connect it with the various Deities laid down in connection 
“with it. 

*'Thus then, inasmuch as all the verbs concerned serve the single 
* purpose (of denoting the Bhavana), all of them—‘ yajāti,’” *dadàti,' 
“and * juhoti '—must be taken as forming a single sentence; and thus the 
* Action being one, the resultant Apürva must be one only." 

It is only this second statement of the P&rvapaksha that is the correct 
one; and not the former one, which was based upon a combination of all the 
Bhavanüs. Because (1) when the Bhàvanüs are distinct, their results, 
the Apirvas, must necessarily be many; and (2) because the Bhàvanüs 
could not be taken as forming a single collective whole, unless they be 
expressed by a single word, 

That is to say, (1) if the — admits the Bhavands to 
be distinct, then, inasmuch as this distinctness could not be possible 
without their resultant Apirvas also being distinct, he would have to 
admit these latter also to be distinct aud many; and then what useful 
purpose could be served by the statement of the Pürvapaksha ? (2) And we 
ean admit of a collective whole being formed of many individuals, only 
‘under two conditions, viz. : (a) when we find that many are spoken of, subse- 
quently, by a single name; e.g., having laid down three sacrifices, the 
Veda concludes with ‘one who performs this Pawrnamüs: sacrifice, ete., 
where we find the single name ‘ Paurnamdsi’ applied to the previously 
enjoined three sacrifices ; and (b) when many actions are found to conjointly 
lead to a single result; e.g., ‘one should offer the Hàjasuya if he desires 
the Kingdom of Heaven, where the name ‘ Ràjasuya' is given to 
a number of sacrifices, which together lead to the specified result. 
In the case in question, however, we find none of these two conditions ; 
and as such we cannot admit of a single collective whole being made up 
of the three Bhavandas. 

Objection : “But we do meet with the sentence ‘jyotsshtoména,’ etc. 
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“from which it is clear that a single composite whole is formed by the 
c * yajaté, ete.” 

Reply: But it is not so; because the word ‘ Jyotishtoma’ identifies 
itself only with the root ‘yagi’ (to sacrifice); and as such it would 
point to the sacrifices only. 

_ For these reasons the former representation of the Pürvapaksha 
is not tenable. 

We have therefore to interpret the portion of the Bhashya that 
appears to be a statement of the vpeonione Parvana in the awe 
manner:— > 

= The pP comes we - "in: i The pete "w- "wet pey the 

“ three sentences is one only, but variously coloured, like the. rainbow, 
“by the denotations of the three roots; and in support of this the 
“following arguments have been brought forward: If we accept this 
“conclusion then it is necessary to make but a slight assumption of 
“the unseen factor. If the actions are held to be different, then it 
* would be necessary to assume many unseen factors, for which there 
“ could not be the least justification. For these reasons ‘ a single composite 
* is meant to be expressed, '—by which it is meant that there are many 
“parts of a single Action. Therefore we must conclude that in the word 
“< yagēta,’ the first part ‘yajz’ signifies the sacrifice, and the second part 
“ signifies the Bhavana, and so forth. Some people seem to think that the 
‘expression ‘atha vā’ in the Bhashya is a mistaken reading. But it could 
* be very well explained in the following manner: The Bhashya has brought 
“forward two sets of arguments in favour of the Pürvapaksha ; having 
“ explained the first of these, in the shape of the advantage of assuming 
* less of the unseen than whatis necessary in the other thaois, it is only 
“right that it should introduce the second by ‘atha vā’ (*or, secondly’). 
* That is to say, the sense of the Bhāshya comes to be this: It is not 
‘necessary for us to point out the disadvantage, in the other theory, of 
* having to assume much more of the unseen element; as it is by means 
* of the words themselves that we shall prove the Bhavana to be one only. 
* And it proceeds to do this by showing that though the first parts of the 
* verbs differ from one another, yet inasmuch as all of them have 
* the same affix, their denotations are identical. This is what is meant 
“by the sentence (in the Bhashya): ‘tatha dadatitó purvo dadàtgartham 
“yttarastaméva bhüvayédiz. The latter portion of this seems at first 
“sight to mean. that the second part shows that the object of the Bhavana 
“is the Root-meaning; but this is not what is meant; because it has been 
* shown that in all cases that which is denoted by the Root can never 
“be the object of the Bhavana; and also because auy such assertion 
“gould never be of any use to the Purvapakshi. In the same manner 
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“it cannot be said that the Root-meaning is described by tbe second 
“ part of the verb. Therefore we must construe the sentence as follows : 
"In the word 'dadüti,' the first part (the root ‘d@’) signifies to give; 
* and the second part (the affix) serves to describe that—Bhavana—which 
* has been previously denoted by the affix iu ‘ yajéta,—the only purpose 
“ of this descriptive reiteration by ‘ dadát?, ' of the previously denoted Bha- 
*" vanü being the connecting of the said Bhavana with the denotation of a 
“ root other than the former (‘yajz’). The same may be said with regard 
"to the word 'juhot?' also. That such is the sense of the Bhashya 
“is also shown by the fact that in connection with the word ‘yajéta,’ 
"the Bhashya does not make use of the word ‘anuvadati’ (describes), 
“the only reason whereof being that in this case there is no Bhavana, 
‘í previously expressed, that could be described (by the affix in ‘ yajéta’), 
“Tf the Bhàüshya had meant the denotation of the Root to be the object 
‘of the Bhavana, then this would apply to the first verb, as well as to the 
"other two (and thus there could be no difference in the way of 
“explaining the signification of the three verbs);and the Bhashya could 
"not have left off the first verb (‘yajéta’) and made the declaration 
“(of the root denotation being the object of the Bhavana) with regard 
"to the last two only, Consequently we must take the Bhashya only as 
“pointing to the singleness of the Bhàvanà. Thus then, there is a single 
“ Bhavana, and a single Action, in the case in question. 

“The Bhashya passage—' Yadvà yajatigabdena vihitam, etc.,—must 
“ be taken as pointing out the fact of the meaning of all the three roots 
* in question being the same, because in all three we have the common 
“factor of giving wp one’s possession. Even if, for purposes of taking the 
“verbs ‘dadati’ and ‘juwhoti’ as merely descriptive of ‘yayéta,’ we have 
"to have recourse to indirect indication (by those two words),—then 
“too, this would be far more reasonable than the assumption of many 
“ unseen factors, which would be necessary, in case we took the three words 
"as expressing three distinct actions. Specially as in descriptions, the 
* process of indirect indication is not objectionable, because the purpose 
"ofthe * description’ is to lay down a particular accessory. For in- 
“ stance, in the case of the sentence (‘atreyaya hiranyam  dadátc"), the 
* first sentence lays down the action of giving, the gold as the object to 
“be given, and Atreya as the person to whom it is to be given ; and what 
“the following sentence does is simply to lay down the ' Dakehind’ as the 
“object to be given away. It might be urged that ' Dakshina’ being 
"the name (of a sacrifice) it could not be taken only as laying down 
“an accessory detail (the object to be given away). But the reply to 
“this is that the word can be taken as a name, only if we accept the 
“sentence, in which it occurs, to be an injunction of a certain: action. 
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* As a matter of fact, however, we hold it to be only ‘ descriptive’ of what 
“has gone before; aud hence, as otherwise the sentence would become 
* absolutely meaningless, we must admit it to be the injunction of an 
* accessory detail, Thus, then, it must be admitted that it is with refer- 
* ence to the denotations of the verbs ‘ yajatz,’ * dadàti; and ‘juhotd, that . 
* the Bhashya has declared ‘ékam küryam,' which only means that the . 
4 signification of the roots is one only; and hence, in accordance with 
“the maxim that ‘anything besides a certain object must be for its sake, 
“we conclude that the roots imply a single Ap&rva and the verbs denote 
* different actions." 
SIDDH ANTA. 
To all that has been urged above, we make the following reply :— 


Whenever there is a difference in the denotations of the Roots, 
we must conclude that the Bhàvana also is distinct in each case. And 
when a Bhàvanü has once appeared as qualified by the denotation of one 
Root, it is not possible for the same Bhavané to be — e; 
by others as well. 

That is to say, though the word m the Bhàvanà is one only, 
-and its denotation—the Bhdvana—forms the predominant factor, yet 
whenever there is a difference in the qualifying Root-denotation, the 
Bhavané must be admitted to be distinct also. Nor is it possible for 
three Root-denotations to fall in within a single Bhàvanà. Nor can they: 
form a single composite whole, because all them equally have the same 
purpose of expressing the instrumental factor (of the Bhāvanā); aud also: 
because each of them is expressed by a different word, quite independently 
of another. Nor is it possible for a single Root-denotation to include. 
within itself three Root-denotations ; and it is not possible for three 
Roots, independent of one another, to be laid down, in à single word; 
for the sake of any Affix; because in the matter of the adapting of affixes 
Panini uses the word *'dhàtoh' (111-i-01), where great significance 
attaches to the singular number (and this shows that in one word one 
root can be adapted to only one affix). Nor is it possible for the three. 
verbs to form a single sentence; as they do not serve the same purpose, 
they do not appear incomplete on being separated (and as such they 
do not fulfill the conditions of syntactial unity); and it is not possible. 
to make a single sentence out of them, by assuming a single Apūrva 
(as following from them); because such an assumption has been negatived 
under Sätra Il-i-47, and also because the difference or non-difference 
among Actions is not dependent upon a difference or non-difference 
among Apürvas; as a matter of fact it is quite to the contrary (i.e, the 
difference or non-difference of Apürvas depending upon that of Actions). 

And further, if it were possible for the Bhavana by itself to be 
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expressed by any word, then alone could it be possible for it to be 
referred to by the other verbs, and to be referred to and simultaneously 
qualified by the denotations of the three roots, véz., the Sacrifice, the 
Gift, and the Libation, like what we find to be the case when a single 
cow is qualified by many adjectives ‘red,’ etc., occurring in the same 
sentence, or when the action of Homa is qualified by many materials 
:Dadhi' and the rest, mentioned in many sentences. As a matter of 
fact, however, we never find the Bhavana by itself to be even expressed 
(by the Affix) apart (from the Root); and hence we must conclude 
that in the case in question, the Bhàvanü must be brought about either 
by one, or by all, of the verbs (*dadàt, etc.). Then, if it be held to be 
brought about by all of them, then, inasmuch as there could be no bringing 
about of that which would have been once brought about by one (word— 
‘ dadati'), we could not but admit each of these verbs to express different 
actions. If, on the other hand, the Bhāvanā were held to'be brought 
about by only one of the three verbs,—then, there being no reason in 
favour of any particular word, it could not be ascertained by which 
one of them it is brought about; and it would be taken as brought 
about by any one of the three; and under the circumstances, it could not 
be qualified by any root other than that which occurs in the word denoting 
it. And further the Bhavana, having primarily appeared in connection 
with one root-denotation, this denotation, as based upon Direct Denota- 
tion, would be the most authoritative of all, and as such it would never 
admit of any optional alternative qualifications in the shape of the 
denotations of other Roots. And then, these other Roots having been set 
aside from that Bhavana, they must come to qualify distinct Bhavands 
of their own, signified by the words in which they themselves occur, Thus 
then we find that in the case of each of these Bhàvanüs, the qualification 
by meaus of the Root-denotation mentioned in the same word as the 
Bhavana would be such as is inborn (or natural) to them, and based upon 
direct denotation (of the word); whereas a qualification by the denota- 
tions of other roots could, at best, be something extrinsic, and would be 
based upon the exigencies of syntax and the context (and as such the 
former would be by far the most authoritative process). For instance, 
if the word 'dadàtz? would attend upon the Bhàvanà bound up with 
the word ‘yajati,’ then as the Bhāranā would not be mentioned in the 
same sentence) as the word ‘dadāti’ itself) and as it would be following 
in the wake of an altogether different word ('yajat?'), it could get at 
that Bhavana only through the peculiarities of the context or the 
syntax. And so also with the other words ‘ yàjati, and the rest. 

Question: “ When the Bhavana would be mentioned by the word 
"S Indati,’ it would be directly recognised as the same (as that which 


78 
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“was previously expressed by the word ‘ yajati’); and as such it is not 
“right to assert that the relationship of the word ‘ dadaiz’ with that 
* Bhavana would depend upon the syntax and the context. ” 

Answer: Who is there among the upholders of the theory of the 
Actious being different, that does not accept a generic unity (7.e., as a class 
wo all regard ‘ Bhavana’ to be one only; just as the class ‘cow’ is one, 
though it is the individual cows and the individual Bhavanas that are 
different and many). 

Question: “ But in the case in question, there is no ground for 
“ holding a multiplicity of Individual Bhavanas.” 

Answer: How do you say that there is no ground, when, as a matter 
of fact, we actually find that the Bhavana is distinctly recognised 
as different with each word, on account of the presence of different Roots ? 

Question: “Just as in the case of words, we hold their apparent 
“difference to be due to attendant accessories, and not real, so in the 
“same manner, the apparent difference in Bhàvanüs also may not be 
* real (but only due to accessories )." 

Answer: It is not so; because even in the case of words, there is 
no one who does not accept, to be real, the differences of ‘ga’ and the 
other letters; in the same manner, in the case in question also, the 
difference among the BAávanüs having been established by the difference 
among the Root-denotations, ‘ Sacrifice, etc., we come to think of all 
Bhavands as one under the class ‘ Performance’; just as we think of all 
words as one under the class ‘Cabdatoa.’ Then again, in the case of 
the word, we have such agencies as those of sound and the like, which, 
being distinct from the Word itself, make unreal any such distinctions 
of words as into the ‘Short,’ etc.; whereas in the case in question, the 
sacrifice, etc, (which are signified by a part of the same word as the 
Bhàvand) are neither removed nor totally distinct from the Bhavana itself ; 
and as such the distinctions based upon those (sacrifice, etc.) cannot be 
said to be unreal. 

For these reasons the actions expressed by the three verbs must 
be held to be different, In support of this we have the following: When 
a piece of rock-crystal has been spoken of as red, the mention of ‘black’ 
could not but be taken as referring to another piece of crystal; in the 
same manner, when one word has spoken of the Bhavana as connected 
with one Root-denotation, the mention of other Roots could not but 
be taken as referring to other Bhàvanüs. 

Further, with regard to the denotation of the Root and the Affix, 
there is always a definite order, —based upon grammatical rules as also 
upon actual usage,—in which they appear; and hence when the com- 
prehender will have been taken up by the denotation of the Root which 
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appears first, the Affix coming in after this, it could not but signify its 
Object as connected (with the denotation of the Root), It is for this 
reason that we never come across the pure denotation of the Affix by itself. 
It has also been declared that ‘the terminations, Accusative, etc. 
appearing from out of nouns, always show that the denotation of the noun 
is their qualifier. ' 

Says the Bhàshya : * Prayogavükyageshabhüvena hi samuddyasya sattà- 
sambandhah’ (the collective whole is believed to exist only on account 
of the supposed Directive Sentence that recapitulates all the subsi- 
diaries as belonging to a single Primary). The sense of this is this: 
The opponent has based his declaration of the Bhavana being qualified 
by the three Root-denotations collectively, on the sole ground of the 
assumption of a single Apürva. And it is a well-known fact that 
an Apirva is assumed only with a view to rationalise the connection 
between a certain Action and a certain remote Result; and it is also 
known that itis only when the sentences laying down the subsidiaries 
are all taken along with a single supposed Directive Injunction, that 
they become connected with the particular result with which, by them- 
selves, they have no connection at all. And what the supposed Directive 
Injunction does is to take in only those Actions whose particular forms 
have been duly ascertained; and thus when once the distinct form of 
each of the Actions has been ascertained, they come to be recognised as 
distinct from one another; and then it is not possible for them to be 
unified into one composite whole. 

Nor again, in the case of the words * dadátz' and * juhotz' do we find 
them forming part of any supposed Directive Injunction, because the 
only such injunction that we have is ‘yajéta svargakümah'; and this 
mentions the *yàga' (sacrifice) only. Nor can the word ‘yaga’ be said 
to indirectly indicate the Dàna' and the ‘Homa,’ because that would 
entail the word * yàga' renouncing its own signification; for if the word 
'ydga' were to signify the ‘sacrificing’ and at the same time indicate 
the ‘giving,’ then we would have the absurdity of Direct Denotation 
appearing simultaneously with Indirect Indication, For these reasons 
there can be no reasonable assumption of any combination. 

Thus, then, the fact of the roots being different making the words 
themselves different, it is cognised that the Bhavana is qualified (by the 
Root-Denotation). And this cognition is not found to be sublated by 
any Other cognition. Nor again can the denotations of all the three 
Roots be said to be identical, because while ‘ya@ga’ means the mere 
giving up of one's own ownership, ‘Homa’ means this géving wp plus the 
action of pouring into fire; and ‘ Dana’ means the creation of the ownership 
of another person over and above the giving up of one’s own. Nor can it be 
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held that ‘ Dana’ and ‘ Homa’ indicate the mere giving up of one’s own 
ownership; because the Direct Significations of the words are quite 
compatible with the sentences in which they occur (and as such there 
can be no ground for having recourse to Indirect Indication), 

Nobody knows of any such material as the ‘ Dakshinani,’ and hence 
on account of the word occurring along with ‘juhoti’ (which denotes 
the action of Libation), we must accept it to be the name of an Action. 
And then, with a view to avoid the sentence becoming absolutely meaning- 
less, we accept the Homa to be enjoined by the word ‘jwhoti.’ 

In the case of ‘dadati,’ if it were taken as laying down a material 
with reference to the 'yàga,' then, inasmuch as it would be necessary 
for the sentence containing that word to express the relationship of the 
giving with the given,—the gold and the person Aéréya (as the recipient ),— 
there would result a syntactical split ; and hence in this case the difference 
of the action of ‘Dana’ from that of ‘Yaga’ would be based upon the 
difference of the accessory materials, and not on that of mere difference 
in words (which is what is meant to be exemplified here); and hence . 
we should cite as example another ‘ dadati’ (7.e., other than the one occur- 
ring in the sentence cited in the Bhashya),—which would have either 
only one accessory material, or none at all. 


ees es er ew —— 


ADHIKARANA (2), 
[Treating of the difference in the Apürvas of the Samit and other sacrifices. ] 


Sutra (2): The repetition of the same word also (is a means 
of differentiation); because if there were no such specification, 
the repetition would be useless. 


After the Adhikarana treating of the differentiation of actions 
by means of different words, what comes in the mind foremost is the 
idea that ‘there can be no such differentiation when the same word 
is repeated’; aud hence it is that the Bhashya now introduces the 
Adhikarana with this Pérvapaksha. 

Having quoted the sentences—‘ samidho yajati; * tanünapütam yoiali,” 
ete.,— what the Bhashya does is to leave aside the words * samidhah’ and 
‘tanunapatam,’ etc., and then to put forward the question: ‘ The word 
‘yajati’ is found to be mentioned five times; and does it all express a 
single action, or do the five express five distinct actions ? " 

This way of putting the question, however, is objected to by some 
people, as follows: ‘The words ‘samit,’ etc., could be taken either as 
“ names of actions, or as expressing accessories of actions; and as these 
“two facts would duly differentiate the actions laid down by the sen- 
** tences in question, the mere repetition of the * yajat?' would have nothing 
“to do with that differentiation. There are six means available for the 
“differentiation of actions; aud each of these should be shown distinctly 
“as functioning in due accordance with the special capability of each ; 
“consequently in the case in question, so long as we have not set aside 
“the capability of the Accessory and the Name to differentiate actions, 
* it is not possible for the Repetition to have any influence in the matter, 
“which rightly lies within the jurisdiction of others. And hence, we 
" should cite another example. As a matter of fact, however, no such 
‘* example is possible, because, in the whole Veda, a verb is never used alone 
“by itself; and whenever a noun happens to be used, it must be either 
“as a Name or as an Accessory; and so there would be nothing in the 
“way of differentiation left to be done by the Verb. For instance, 
"in the case of all such sentences as ‘aindravayavam grhnati’ and 
“the like, we find that the Actions mentioned in them differ from one 
“ another, on account of the fact of each of those Actions being intimately 
“connected with a distinct Accessory of its own. And in the case of 
“such sentences as ‘bhinné jwhoti,’ ‘skanné guhoti,’ and the like, as 
“each of the Actions is mentioned in connection with a distinct occasion, 
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“they are regarded as different from one another, as shown under Sutra 
“ IT—iii—925: Aud in this case, as each ‘jwhoti’ serves the purpose of con- 
* necting the action of Homa with each particular occasion, it cannot be said 
* to be useless ; and as such, it cannot be the means of differentiating the 
* Actions concerned. Some people quote, as an example (of the differ- 
“entiation by Repetition), the sentences ‘ Pancagüradiy&shu tàn paryagni- 
* kriān, tan paryagnikrtan,’ etc., but they lose sight of the fact that the 
“ repetition in this case is merely descriptive of the same Primary Action 
“(and as such no differentiation is possible); nor do we find in these 
“sentences the word ‘yajati,’ a repetition of which would express a 
‘difference among the Actions. And hence we conclude that no example 
“of differentiation by Repetition is available,” 

We base our reply to the above side-objection to the Bhashya, on the 
very sentences that have been quoted by the Bhashya. Asa rule, when- 
ever a Noun appears iu connection witha Verb, it is almost always sub- 
servient to this latter; and hence it is the Verb, as the predominant factor, 
to which belongs the capability of expressing the difference or non- 
difference (of Actions). That is to say, those nouns that express an object 
of predication are subservient to the Verb, and as such, always following 
in its wake, they stand in need of the functioning of the Verb. Hence 
when the Verb has entered into the Primary Action, the noun also 
becomes either a name of the same Action, or mentions an Accessory 
for it; and if the Verb points to an Apürva, then the noun also belongs 
to that Apürva; and thus the difference or non-difference of Actions 
having been duly recognised (by means of the Verb), the words ‘Samit ' 
and the rest, coming in subsequently, become useless and indifferent 
(as regards the poiuting out of the said difference or non-difference); 
and it is for this reason that we leave aside these words, and take into 
consideration the Verb only. 

Question : "In that case, (1) the Name, and (2) the Accessory would 
*! never be the means of the differentiation of Actions." 

Answer : Certainly they would serve the purposes of this differentia- 
tion, in cases where the Verb does not operate (towards it) ; the examples 
of such cases, to be cited later on, are (1) ‘athaisha jyotih, etc.’ and (2) 
* vājibhyo vàjinam, etc,’ [iu (1) the differentiation being due to the nume 
and in (2) to the accessories]. Iu the latter sentence we do not find any 
verb; and in the former, though we do find a verb, yet, inasmuch as it is 
possible for it to become related to the Primary Action by way of serving 
to point out the connection ofthe particular Result with the particular 
Accessory,—the differentiation required will have been done by the 
names ‘jyotth, etc., which have a prior operation. Even in a case where 
the force of the verb makes its connection with the Primary Action impos- 
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sible, there is laid down an Accessory not otherwise possible; and in this 
case too the differentiation is done by the Accessory; as it will be shown 
(in the Adhikarana dealing with the Accessory as the means of differentia- 
tion), by the Bhashya after accepting the facts brought forward by the 
opponent—‘ this connection of the Deity and the Sacrifice being enjoined 
etc., etc., etc.’ (the sense of which is that the sacrifice having been enjoined 
in a previous sentence, what the repetition of the same does is to point out 
its connection with an Accessory, in the shape of the Deity). But a 
differentiation by the Accessory is possible, only when the Verb is found 
to have lost its differentiative potency ; and hence it is only right that 
first of all we should consider the Verb (as the means of differentiation). 
The Bhàshya puts forward the question in the form—‘ kimekamapir- 
vam ?’;—and this implies the question of the difference or non-difference of 
the Actions; orit may be taken as ‘“‘does the word ‘ yajatz,’ repeated fivetimes, 
lay down one Action and one ‘ Apūrva, or five Actions and five Apürvas ?” 


And on this question, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


* They indicate only one Apürva; because, as shown iu the previous 
“ Adhikarana, though the signification of the affix be the same, yet a 
*: difference in the Roots serves to differentiate the Actions ; when, however, 
“the Root also is the same, what would be there to point out the Actions 
“to be different ? i | 

“Further, on the utterance of the first sentence —' samidho yajati '— 
“an idea of the Action 'yàága ' presents itself to the mind; and hence when 
"the same Verb is pronounced again, the Action denoted by this is at 
“once recognised as the same that had previously come to the mind; and 
“ as such the repetition does not point out any difference in the Action. 

“That is to say, when the word ‘yajati’ has been once directly 
“heard, if it happens to be pronounced again, it is at once recognised 
"as the same word that had been previously heard, and no difference is 
*" perceived between the two words; so also in the case of its denotation 
“(which being comprehended once is always recognised to be the same, 
“ whenever that word is uttered). Andin the case in question, all that the 
“second ' yajat? ', though directly heard, does is to express over again that 
“same Action of yàga which has already been coguised (by means of the 
“first 'yajati'); and though, as such, it becomes redundant, yet it 
“cannot make the two ‘ yajati's ' distinct words; and in the same manner, a 
“repetition of the word, even though becoming otherwise superfluous, 
“could not make the meaning of one 'yajat;' different from that of the 
“other, For certainly ‘superfluousness’ (like Inconsistency) is not a 
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“means of right knowledye. Only that which the Veda lays down 
“should be accepted as the authoritative means of knowledge, by people 
“taking their stand upon the authority of the Veda. And in the case 
"in question, we find that the Veda, in using the same word ‘yajati,’ 
* distinctly points to a non-difference between the Actions; aud hence 
“he who would hold them to be different, would be going against the 
“authority of the Veda itself. Aud as a matter of fact, there is 
* nothing wrong in the admitting of the superfluousness of certain words, 
‘if such superfluousness happen to be necessitated by a higher authority. 


“Buat we have the following ways of avoiding the said superfluous- 
ness :— 

*(1) The word ‘yajati’ as repeated in the second and the following 
^ sentences, being touched by the supposed Directive Injunction dealing 
* with the Primary Action together with all its subsidiaries, could be 
*taken as not affording any meaning, but only as laid down for the sole 
* purpose of being verbally repeated. (And in this way there would be 
“ no repeated mention of the Action of ‘ yàga?). 

*(2) The repetition may be taken as only serving to emphasise the 
“same fact. We actually find that in ordinary parlance, people go on 
* repeating certain words (by way of emphasising)—even more than 
* twice—until the idea meant to be conveyed by them is fully compre- 
“ hended by the person to whom the words are addressed. So also, in the - 
“ scriptures, we find, in course of the story of 'Pancendra, that the old 
“ spinster asks for a husband five times. And though in the case of this 
* story, the person to whom the request was preferred was a Deity 
* (Indra) capable of playing pranks (whereby he. gave the spinster 
“five husbands, taking her repeated requests as distinct demands),— 
* yet, in the case in question, we have no such playful person to deal 
* with ; and hence we cannot take the five repetitions of the word * yajati ' 
* as denoting five distinct sacritices. | 

*(3) The Injunction of the Action being accepted to reside in all 
“the five utterances of the word 'yajati, the Action enjoined comes to 
* be one only ; just as though we find the injunction of the ‘ Jyotishtoma’ 
“in many Vedic Rescensions, yet we accept the ‘ Jyotistoma’ itself to be 
* one sacrifice only. Thus then, as when many words have the same mean- 
* ing, they come to be taken as optional alternatives, so we conclude that it 
“is the same sacrifice that is enjoined, at one time, by the sentence * samidho 
“yajati, and at another by the sentence ‘tanūnapātam yajati’ And 
“(in the case of optional alternatives, there can be no superfluousness 
“in the matter, which could lead us to take them as expressing distinct 
* Actions; because) when we find the Vrihi and the Yava serving the 
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“same purpose, we do not accept one of them to be useless, and as such 
“serving an altogether different purpose. 

“ (4) The subsequent sentences may be taken as laying down distinct 
“ Deities—‘ Tanünapát' and the rest—for the sacrifice; and thus too, 
"the repetition would not be useless. If the second ‘ yajatz’ enjoined 
“an Action, then alone could the word ‘ tanūnapāt’ be taken as the Name 
“of the Action; as a matter of fact, however, the second *yajati' only 
* refers to the same sacrifice that has been expressed by the first ‘ yajatz’ ; 
“and as such the word ‘ taniinapat’ cannot be a Name ; it must be taken 
* as laying down an Accessory (Deity) for the same sacrifice. And thus 
'* too, the repetitions cannot be taken as pointing out different actions. 

“And further, as a matter of fact, the same word or object, 
“even when appearing in places far apart, is always. recognised 
“as the same; and in this case it cannot be said that they are different ; 
“just as when a man returns home after a long absence, and recognises 
"his people to be the same as those he left behind him, they are not 
“ taken to be other than these. And when such is the case when they 
* oeeur in distant places, how could it be otherwise in the case in question 
"when the two sentences occurring close together, the impressions pro- 
“duced by them are still present in the mind while the second is uttered. 

*If there were a distinct meaning each time that the word were 
* pronounced, then the denotation of each word would consist of ever- 
“changing individuals (and not of an eternal class, as held by the 
Miméansaka). 

“ And further, in the case of the sentences in question there is no 
“such thing as the class ‘Sacrifice’ as apart from the Individual Sacri- 
"fiees, just as there is no class ‘gatva’ apart from the individual 
“letter ‘ga’); and thus the word ‘ yaga’ being restricted to an individual 
* Sacrifice, how could there be a different action (expressed by the word 
'*gyajati' in the second sentence for instance) P That is to say, 
"even though with a view to justify the repetition of the word, the 
“sacrifice might-be performed five times over, yet the Action would be 
“one aud one only; as we find that, though the Jyotzshtoma is performed 
“thrice, yet it is admitted to be a single Action (though in the case of this 
“latter we have a distinct Injunction of its being performed thrice). 
* In the case in question, however, we have no such ground for repeating 
“the performance; because all that the repetition of the word ' yajati,' 
“with ‘taninapat,’ etc., does is to lay down alternative Deities in con- 
“ nection with the same Sacrifice. 

* For these reasons, we conclude that in the case in question, the 
'* Sacrifice pointed out is one and one only.” 
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SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply :— 

The repetition of the same word would also be so :—i.e. exactly like 
different words, that also would be a means of differentiating Actions. 

Because, by its direct denotative potency, the Verb, in the first 
instance, lays down the Action; and it is only when this potency has been 
forestalled by another—4i.e., when the Action has been already mentioned 
by another word—, that it requires that Action to be referred to along 
with itself. 

If the mere fact of the ‘sacrifice’ continuing.in the mind of the 

* person (at the time that the second *gajati' is pronounced) were the 

sole cause of this latter ‘ yajati’ referring to the ‘sacrifice’ denoted by 
the former ‘ yajati,’ then alone would it fail to give us an idea of a different 
Action. Asa matter of fact, however, the mere fact of such continuance 
in the mind is not sufficient cause for making the second ‘yajati’ a 
secondary reference (to what has gone before) ; the fact is that it is only 
the particular form of such reference (Anüvàda) that is shown by the 
idea born of the context; and the generic fact that there is an Anuvāda 
is shown by the sentence itself. 

That is to say, when the Injunctive potency of the Injunctive Affix, 
is removed from the denotation of the Root, then, in that case, there 
being no potency for more than one Injunction, we look for a mere 
secondary reference to the denotation of the Root; and this want is sup- 
plied by the aforesaid continuance (in the mind, of the idea of the previously- 
expressed Action). And the removal of the Injunctive potency from the 
Root-meaning is due to the fact of the Injunctive potency having taken up 
another object for Injunction (and to the said continuance) ; as for instance 
in the case of such supplementary sentences as—‘ Vrihibhiryajeta,’ ‘dadhna 
juhoti’ (the verbs ‘yajeta’ and ‘juhoti’ are repeated only for the pur- 
pose of laying down other materials for the ‘ sacrifice’ and the ‘ Homa’ 
which have been laid down in the preceding sentences, and which are 
only referred to by the verbs in these supplementary sentences). In all 
these cases, where many objects are mentioned in various sentences,— 
inasmuch as itis not possible to have a multiplicity of Injunctive poten- 
cies,—we naturally conclude that there is only one object of the Injunc- 
tion, which one should be referred to by all the subsequent verbs; and 
when looking for that one particular object, we come to the conclusion, 
that it must be that which keeps continuing in the mind. And hence it 
is that in the case of the sentence ‘dadhna juhoti,’ as it is only the dadhi 
that has not been mentioned before, we take the Verb (‘ guhoti’) as only 
referring to a previously-expressed Homa, with reference to which the 
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sentence lays down a fresh material in the shape of the dadhi. When, 
however, there are not many objects meant to be enjoined, then, in the 
case of that sentence we do not look for anything that would be referred 
to by the subsequent verbs. And hence, so long as the sentence itself does 
not give us any general idea of the presence of such secondary reference, 
what useful purpose could be served by the said ‘ continuance,’ which 
depends upon a due fulfilment of the general idea of the presence of an 
anuvada, and which is the sole ground for admitting of a particular 
form of reference (Anuvada)? Thus then the definition of ‘ Anuvada’ 
is, not that ‘that which has been previously laid down, is referred to sub- 
sequently,’ but that ‘that (1) with regard to which there is an idea 
that it ought to be referred to, and (2) which happens to have been pre- 
viously laid down, is that which is referred to; and there can be no such 
Reference, when neither of these two conditions is absent—7.e., neither by 
the mere desire for reference, nor by the mere fact of its having been previ- 
ously laid down, Consequently then, though there is a desire for Reference, 
yet, inasmuch as the object is not one that has been laid down before, 
we cannot but admit it to be an Injunction of an Action with certain 
qualifications; and conversely, even though the object may be known 
to be such as has been previously laid down, inasmuch as there is no desire 
for a secondary Reference, we cannot but admit the Injunction to refer 
to a different Action altogether, notwithstanding the fact of the Root 
as well as the Affix being actually recognised to be the same (as in the 
case of ‘ yajati’). 

It has been urged above that the proximity of the previously- 
mentioned sacrifice being very strong, even if the word ‘ yajati’ were to 
be pronounced a hundred times, the idea of that sacrifice would not 
disappear. But all such disappearance would appear quite possible if the 
opponent only knew the comparative strength or weakness of the various 
means of knowledge. For iustauce, it is by Direct Signification that we 
recognise the Actions to be different, while it is by means of Proximity 
that they are cognised as identical; and hence for those who are cognisant 
of the fact of Direct Signification of the word being more authoritative 
of the two, how could the Actions appear to be one and the same? When 
the Injunctive word (‘yajati’) has not its injunctive potency thrown 
aside from its legtimate object, then it is taken up with the meaning of 
the Root and the Bhavana (signified by the Affix); and it is with regard 
to these that that word gives birth to an Injunction, which has for its 
object something not otherwise got at; and as such it tramples under 
its foot the idea of the sacrifice (mentioned by the second ‘ yajat?") having 
been already laid down (by the former ‘yajat:’); and thereby leads us 
to the conclusion that the object of this Injunction is such another Action 
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as is quite capable of being enjoined by it. And hence if this Injunction 
should follow the Direct Word, it points to a distinct Action; while if 
it should follow Proximity, then the Actions are identical. 

If, however, the Injunctive Word is taken up elsewhere—for — 
the laying down of the material, etc.—then in such a case, we admit 
of the Actions being identical, as pointed out by Proximity ; because in 
this case such an assumption is nob contrary to any higher authority. 

Consequently, it must be admitted that the idea of all the various 
Actions being identical is a mistaken one,—due to the fact of all these 
“sacrifices” imparting the same aid to the Primary Sacrifice, and as such 
being spoken of as ‘sacrifice’ in general. There is no ground for recog- 
nising each individual ‘sacrifice’ to be the same as the one mentioned 
before. That which is actually recognised as one in reality, there is no 
difference of opinion as regards the unity of that. For instance, in the 
different kinds of sacrifices—the * Pagu,! the ‘ Soma’ and the * Ishti’—the 
generic character of ‘sacrifice’? is one and the same, and itis only with 
reference to specific Individuals that we think of any difference among 
them. | i 2 
Objection: “ n the case iu question, it is the direct mention of the 
“same word ‘yajati’ which distinctly points to the identity of the 
* Actions ; and as such it cannot be said that the idea of oneness is 
“based upon Prowimity, and not upon Direct Word,” 

Reply : It is not so; because all that the Direct mention of the word 
*yajati? does is to give rise to the simple idea that what it speaks of 
is ‘a sacrifice’; and it has nothing to do with any idea as to whether i6. 
is the same as the one mentioned before or different from it. "That is 
to say, the second ‘ yajat?' does not mean that the ‘ sacrifice’ denoted by 
it is the same as that denoted by the previous ‘yayati’; and thus the 
denotation of the word being actually silent on this point (of difference 
or non-difference), people, not cognisant of the fact of the notion of 
identity being due to Proximity, ave led to the mistaken conclusion that 
the recognition of sameness is based upon Direct Word. 

Objection: “ Inasmuch as the word does not denote the Individual 
“ (according to the Mimdansaka), it is only the single ‘class’ ‘sacrifice’ 
“that would be denoted by the word ‘ yajati,’ whenever it may be used ; 
“and as this class is always one and the same, the sameness in question 
“must be admitted to be denoted by Direct Word.” 

Reply: It is because the Individual is not denoted by the word, that 
the Direct Word points out the Actions to be distinct. For instance, what 
are laid down are the Individuals (sacrifices) as qualified by the Class 
(‘Sacrifice’) and hence in the case of all Injunctions, all consideration 
of difference or non difference should be with regard to the Individuals, 
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That is to say, the generic entity, that forms the real denotation of the 
word (‘ yajati’ for instance), being incapable of being performed, it cannot 
form the object of an Injunction ; and hence in all cases it is the Individuals 
that form the objects of Injunctions. Hence it must be admitted that 
the sentence ‘ Samidho yujati’ lays down one specific individual sacrifice, 
aud * T'angnapütam yajati’ lays down another. And in the case iu question 
we have the Injunctions of five such distinct individual sacrifices. 

It has been suggested above that “just as there is no difference 
* between the letter ‘ga’ and the ‘ gatwa ' so, in the same manner, there 
* may be no difference betweeu the individual sacrifice and the class 
* * sacrifice,’ ” | : 

True, there is no difference; but it is only after we actually conclude 
from the very form of the Action that it is one only, that we can be sure of 
there being no difference; prior to such conclusion, we are absolutely certain 
of a difference. For example, in the case of the letter ‘ga,’ when we found 
it to form a member of the classes of ‘ Letter, ‘Sound’ and ‘ Pro- 
perty, —we concluded that the differences perceived in the various tones 
of the letter ‘ga’ itself, must be due to the specific properties of 
quickness, etc., which belong, not to the letter itself, but to the organ of 
its utterance; aud hence (there not being distinctin dividual ‘ga,’ we 
did not admit of any such generic entity as ‘ gatwa’ (the class * ga’); in the 
same mauner, when we find that all the sacrifices—down to the ‘ Samit '— 
form members of such classes as ‘ Entity, ‘ Action, and * Sacrifice,’ 
we conclude that each of these sacrifices does not become distinct, by 
" the mere fact of the time, place or agent of its performance being 
different; beeause these differences ave not in the sacrifice itself ; and as 
such are exactly in the same position as the properties of ‘ quickness’ ete., 
in the case of the letter ‘ga.’ ‘That is to say, the ‘Samit sacrifice’ 
performed on the Pawrnamüs; day is nothing distinct from the same 
sacrifice performed on the Amüvàsya day; so also a difference in the 
performer, or in the places of performance, does not make the Action 
different. 

But as a matter of fact, it is not that we admit of an actual differ- 
ence only in cases where the difference is cognised by direct sense- 
perception; because on this point there is no difference between the 
authority of Sense-perception and that of the Word (Vedic). Hence we 
must admit of a difference among Actions, only in so far as is shown by 
the six means (enumerated in the present Pada)—such as ‘ Different words’ 
and the like. Becanse in the case of the sacrifices—‘ Ishtz,’ ‘ Pagu,’ ‘ Soma’ 
! Éküha, ‘Ahina’ and ‘Satra’—the idea of difference among them 
that we have is never actually found either to be due to any extraneous 
properties or circumstances, or to be other than correct, Hence when 
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ihe individual ‘ Ishti’ etc. are always found to be the objects of Injunc- 
tions, the words giving expression to them naturally become regarded as 
different; and it is from these individuals that the Results follow ; though 
all of them belong to the single class ‘Sacrifice,’ and there are no sub- 
classes (as ‘ Ishtitva ' and the like). 

Objection: '* But such sub-classes as ‘Hkahatwa’ and the like are 
“admitted.” 

Reply: Not so; because the fact of many sacrifices being all called 
* Eküha, and recognised as such, is only due to the fact of all of them 
being performed in a definite period of time (one day) [and not to the 
fact of their belonging to any such class as ‘ Hkahatwa’]; just as the 
word ‘ Dandi’ (with stick) applies to many persons (not on account of 
‘all of them belonging to any such class as ‘danditva,’ but only on 
account of all of them happening to hold sticks). That is to say, certain 
sacrifices are called ‘kaha,’ because they are finished in a single day; 
those that take from two to eleven days are called *àhina'; those 
finished in twelve days are spoken of as both; while those extending 
from twelve days to a thousand days (‘samvatsara’ in this case has been 
explained as ‘ day’) are called ‘ Satra’; those in which the offering is of 
food-grains are called ‘Jshti’; those in which animals are offered are 
* Pagu’; and those in which the material offered consists of vegetables 
(leaves, plants, creepers, etc.) are * Soma.’ 

If, however, you insist on assuming subh-classes, that does not touch 
our position at all adversely. Thus, too, even if there happen to be such 
classes as ‘ Jyotishtomatwa’ etc., and if each performance of the sacrifice 
(*Jyotishtoma for instance) becomes a distinct sacrifice by itself, — then 
too our position remains unsullied. So also, conversely, if all sacrifices 
be taken as one only, on the ground of all of them only consisting of 
the offering of certain materials to certain Detties—then too, inasmuch 
as the performance of each would be distinct from that of the other, 
there would be no hindrance to their ordinary performance, etc. 

Objection: “In that case, the repeated performances of the Samit 
“ sacrifice would not be distinct Actions ; just as the repeated performances 
“of certain actions during the performance of the Jyotishtoma are not 
“ recognised as so many distinct actions." 

Reply: In all cases, the differentiation of Dharmas is based upon 
the difference in the Apürvas brought about by them, (and as a rule. a 
distinct Apūrva always follows from an Action each time that it is 
repeated). And it is on aecount of the following reason that in the case 
of the repeated performance of the ‘Samit’ sacrifice, we have an idea 
of each of them being a distinct Action, whereas in the case of the 
Jyotishtoma we take the difference to lie only in the repeated performances 
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(and not in the Action). In the former case we have an Injunction of 
the Action or performances of all the sacrifices distinct from one another ; 
while in the latter case, the various repeated performances are all in- 
cluded in the single name ‘ Jyotishtoma ' ; and hence though the character 
of ‘sacrifice’ belongs to each repeated performance, yet the character 
of *Jyotishtoma' does not belong to it; and thus it is that we come to 
look upon each repeated performance as a part of the one sacrifice 
‘ Jyotishtoma’; but such is not the case in the repeated performances 
of the ‘Samit, because in this case we do not have any composite whole 
made up of these performances (as we have in the case of the Jyotishtoma). 
And thus the conditions of the two are not identical. 

What is the special purpose of all this differentiation, we shall show 
later on under Sütras 11—17-20. 

Says the Bhashya: Hence the sacrifice has got to be repeated; and this 
assertion is in accordance with the view that the name ‘ Praydja 
belongs to all the five sacrifices (expressed by the word ‘ yajati’ repeated 
five times), just as the name 'Jyotishtoma' belongs to the repeated 
performance of certain Actions. Or it may be taken as referring to 
the fact that though the individual ‘ Sacrifices’ are distinct, yet, inasmuch 
as the word ‘yajati’ in all cases denotes the class ‘sacrifice’ (to 
which the individual sacrifices belong), we must take the performance of 
the five sacrifices to be the repetition of that of the single class ‘ Sacrifice. ’ 

An objection is raised in the Bhishya: “ It has been said that it is 
“ incapable of enjoining another object ; and the sense of this is that the 
“injunctive potency of the second ‘ yajati’ having been taken up in 
“laying down T'anünapüt as the Deity, there is no incompatibility of this 
“Injunction with that of the previous ‘ yajat:,’ an idea of which is 
still present in the mind.” i 

But in accordance with the rule laid down the Sūtra I—1v—4, the words 
‘ Samit’ etc. come to be recognised as names of sacrifices, on account of 
their relationship with the Deities pointed out by the words of those Man- 
tras which contain those words ( ‘Samit’ etc.), and which come to be 
employed in the Samit and other sacrifices, in the same order in which 
they are found in the text (that is to say, the first Mantra is employed 
in the Samit sacrifice; the second in the Zanünapüt, and so forth; and 
the words of these Mantras distinctly point out the Deities of each of 
these sacrifices); and hence, the Deity being already once pointed out, it 
cannot form the object of another Injunction by the sentence ‘ Tanüma- 
patam yajati’; and as such the injunctive potency of the sentence would 
be thrown aside from its legitimate object. 

This is what the Bhashya should have said in reply to the opponent. 
What it actually does, however, is to grant his contention, and then 


632 . — TANTRA-YÀRTIKA. ADH. II—PADA II—ADHI (2). 


crush him on his own ground. The sense of the Bhdshya is this: You 
accept the first *yajati' to be the Injunction of a ‘Sacrifice’ on the 
ground of this latter not being laid down before; but this is scarcely 
correct; because the ‘Sacrifice’ has already been enjoined in the sen- 
tence ‘ Dargapürnamüsübhyám yajeta’; and as such the first ‘ yajati’ 
also can be taken only as merely referring to the ‘sacrifice’ laid 
down before (just as you take the second ‘yajati’ as referring to the 
‘sacrifice’ laid down by the previous 'yajati') And then all the 
‘yajati, being mere references to the previously enjoined ‘ Sacrifice,’ 
what the words ‘Samit’ and the rest can do is to lay down either the 
material to be offered or the Deity to whom the offering is to be made ; (in 
connection with the ‘ Sacrifice’ laid down by the sentence ‘ Dargapurnama- 
sübhyüm yajeta’; but we find that both of these accessories of that 
sacrifice have already been laid down in the sentence ‘ Agneyo'shtakapülo ’ 
(where Agni is mentioned as the Deity and the cake as the material) — a 
sentence which is found directly connected with the original Injunction 
itself; and hence if it were to have these accessories pointed out by the 
sentences ‘samidho yajatt’ etc., this would be directly contrary to the former 
mention of the accessories (as the former sentence has not been found 
to mention the ‘Samit,’ etc., as either the Deity or the Material). Then, 
inasmuch as (according to you) it is absolutely necessary to make 
the sentence ‘samidho yajati' lay down the relationship of the Deity 
(Samit) with a certain sacrifice, —and this is impossible without 
another sacrifice (being mentioned by another 'yajat?' ; because the * yagàti ' 
in the same sentence you have taken as referring to another sacrifice) ; 
and hence, too, you have to admit the sacrifice denoted by one ‘ yajatz’ to 
be different from that denoted by another ‘yajati’,—even when you 
take the sentences as Injunctions of Accessories. Thus then, inasmuch as 
it would be impossible for each succeeding sentence to lay down the 
Accessory for the sacrifice laid down in the preceding sentence, all the 
sacrifices must be taken as different from one another. And as such all 
your trouble over the taking of the sentences as Injunctions of Accessories 
becomes wholly lost. As a matter of fact, however, no such Injunction 
of Accessories is possible in the case in question; because the material 
to be offered can never be spoken of by a word like ‘ samidhah ’ (Accusative 
Plural)—as we have explained under Sétras II—i—11-12; specially as the 
verb ‘ yajati’ can have no connection with a material which is mentioned 
by a word with an Accusative ending (as an Instrumental ending is what 
would be necessary in that case) ; nor can it be an Injunction of the Deity ; 
as we Shall show later on, under the Stra IX—i—9. 

Thus then, we conclude that the sentences under consideration must 
be the injunctions of distinct Actions. 


ADHIKARANA (3). 


[T'reatíng of the Relation of Subserviency between the Agháras and the 
Agneya, etc.]. 


Stra 3: The context refers to the Paurnamasi (as the 
principal), specially as none of the details are mentioned (of 
other sacrifices). 


The Bhàshya has quoted all the Injunctions of the Sacrifices, in 
connection with the ‘ Darga-Purnamdsa’; and then the question started 
by it is as to whether all the sacrifices enjoined are distinct primaries, or 
it is only some of these that are so. 

An objection is raised against this statement of the question of 
the Adhikarama: “The consideration of the question of primaries and 
“subsidiaries forms the subject of the fourth Adhyaiya; by what 
“connection, then, has it been introduced in this Adhyàya, which deals 
“wholly with the Differences of Actions? ‘That is to say, after having 
“dealt (in the foregoing Adhikarana) with the differentiation of Actions 
“by means of Repetition, it was necessary to consider the differentiation by 
“ means of Number; and yet how is it that having taken no notice of that, 
"the Bhashya starts a question which is of no use in the subject-matter of 
“the present Adhyaya ?” 

Yo this some people make the following reply: “ The question started 
“by the Bhashya forms a declared subject of the Adhyàya; because at 
“the very outset of the Adhydaya, the Bhashya on Sutra II—i—1 has de- 
“ elared —' after that the Primaries and the Subsidiaries will be taken into 
“ consideration.” - 

“ But this is scarcely correct; because in that place (7.e., the Vartika 
* on IL—i—1) we have rejected that interpretation of the Bhashya, which 
“we have explained in a different inauner ; we have shown there that it is 
“for the purpose of showing the difference among Apūrvas treated of in 
“Adhyaya ILI, that the question of Primaries and Subsidiaries was 
“introduced in the Bhashya on II—i—1. ‘The question of the relation of 
“subserviency between Actions, however, can in no way be connected 
“with the subject of the present Adhyaya. Specially as we shall devote 
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“a great deal of time and trouble for establishing such relations among 
« Actions—under Sutras IV—4v—-29-33. And the bearing of this Adhi- 
“ karana being quite clear, it cannot be explained in any other way. Conse- 
“quently the question of the relation of subserviency between Actions 
* need not have been considered here. Nor can any of the questions—' whe- 
“ther the sentences ya évam vidvün amavasyayam yajati and ya evam 
“ pidvān paurnamasyam yajati conjointly refer to the Primary sacrifices, or 
“they are the Injunctions of two independent Actions, and the other 
“ sentences are all Injunctions of Accessories '—have any connection with 
“the Adhikarana in the way that it has been suggested by the Bhashya. 
“And if it is these questions that are to be chiefly considered in the 
« Adhikarana, then there would be no use in introducing the question of 
* Relative Subserviency. And further, it has been shown above that 
* Difference of Words and Repetition are capable of pointing out Differ- 
“ences among Actions; how is it, then, that these have been brought in 
*by the Bhashya, as establishing the equal importance of all Actions ? 
To utilise the means of establishing Difference in establishing equal im- 
“ portance is certainly a very queer process of argumentation. Nor, in 
“the very body of the two Adhikaranas, do we find the conclusions and 
“the Premises stated apart from one another; and as such we cannot 
“bring in the Premises of the one to the proving of another conclu- 
“ sion.” | 

In view of the above objections we must justify the Bhüshya in 
the following manner: The present Adhikarana had to be introduced 
as dealing with the exceptions to the conclusion arrived at in the 
foregoing Adhikarana; and hence from among all the sentences quoted, 
we must take only two as the basis of this Adhikarana; viz., ‘ya evam 
amavasyadyam yajati’ and ‘ ya évam paurnamüsyüm yajati, And then the 
question comes to be this: Do these two ‘yajati’s lay down two entirely 
independent Actions,—or being qualified by the words *amüvüsya' and 
* paurnamast,’ which denote actions connected with the times expressed by 
these, the two ‘ yajati's only refer to the six primary Actions (the * Agneya’ 
and the rest that go to form the * Darga-Purnamasa’ sacrifice) ? 

Then again, the difference of the Agnéya and the other five Primary 
sacrifices from one another being established by the difference in their 
Accessories, that between the subsidiary Prayajas themselves being estab- 
lished by Repetition, and that of the subsidiary Aghdras by means of 
the difference of words,--the Bhashya has brought in the two declara- 
tions of ‘equal importance’ and ‘relative subserviency' only; such is 
the real upshot of the real Püvvapaksha and the Siddhanta of the 
Adhikarana, (That is to say, if the ‘ yajat’’s lay down independent 
Actions—as held by the Parvapaksha—, then all the various sacrifices— 
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the Agneya, etc., as well as the Prayüjas, etc,—would be of equal 
importance ; while if the two ‘ yajati’s be taken only as referring to the 
previous six primary sacrifices—the Agnéyu ete.,——then these alone would 
be the Primary sacrifices; as on account of their being referred to by the 
two sentences, and as being related to the enjoined times of the Amavasya 
and the Purnima, these two words would be taken as the names of 
these six saerifices, which aloue would, therefore, come to be connected 
with the Result; and in that ease the Praydjas, etc., would all become 
subsidiary to it). And these questions of ‘equal importance’ and ‘ rela- 
tive subserviency’ have not beeu introduced as forming integral parts of 
the Adhikarana itself; and so these two are not to be taken as embodying 
the Pürvapaksha nnd the Siddhànta, respectively. 

Thus then, the three stages in the position taken up by the Pürvapak- 
sha come to be these: (1) * The two *yajat?'s are independent injunctions ; 
(2) the actions enjoined by them aro distinct from any previously enjoined ; 
and (3) the Pray?jas and the Agharas are all primary actions of equal 
predominance ” ; and in these three stages tlie one that follows is the direct 
outcome of that which precedes it; and thus all three are inseparably 
linked up with one another. In the same manner, the three stages in 
the Stddhanta are these: (1) The two ‘ yajatz's only refer to the sacrifices 
mentioned before; (2) the Actions expressed by them are not different 
from the previously mentioned (Agnéya, etc.) ; and (3) The Aghüras and the 
Prayfijus are subsidiary to the Agnéya and the rest. And in each of these 
trios, each member is so inseparably connected with the others, that if one 
of them happens to be established as true, the others necessarily follow as 
its corollaries. And hence the Bhàshya, thinking that the desired purpose 
would be served by establishing any one of the three positions, has 
brought in the third and the last, because it is the final outcome of the 
preceding two, and as such necessarily leads up to them. And though the 

difference or non-difference (of the sacrifices expressed by the two ‘ yajati's 
from those previously laid down) would be implied by the truth or 
otherwise of the Siddhanta as put by the Bhashya, yet, towards the end 
of the Adhikarana, in summing up the whole discussion, the Bhashya men- 
tions the ‘ Difference or Non-difference,’ simply with a view to make it clear 
to the student (that this follows from the conclusion arrived at in the 
Adhikarana). 

Objection : “ How is it that having neglected the subject of Difference 
"and Non-difference, in the beginning, the Bhashya has thought it fit to 
“bring it in again, through the question of equal importance or relative 
“ subserviency ” ? 

Some people reply to this that it is only a method of exposition 
peculiar to the Teacher; for instance, in the foregoing Adhikarana also, 
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he spoke of the Diference of Apürvas (and through that, of the Difference 
of Actions). 

Or it may be that the ‘perception of the indicative feature'—in 
the shape of the fact of the Prayàjas occurring among the sub- 
sidiary sacrifices—that will be spoken of in the eighth sūtra below, 
is not capable of directly precluding all chance of the sacrifices being 
different (from the previous sacrifices)—(because all that the said feature 
indicates is that the Prayāja, etc. are not primary actions, and not 
that they are different actions altogether); and as such all that the 
said feature would do would be to set aside the ‘Equal Importance’ of all 
the sacrifices concerned ; and when this is set aside, there would follow 
the setting aside of the fact of the two ‘yajéta’s being distinct Injunc- 
tions by themselves, inasmuch as this latter has been shown to be tbe 
invariable concomitant of the theory of ‘Equal Importance’; and thus 
we find that the question of ‘Equal Importance’ has been brought in 
only with a view to utilising the fact urged in the sutras, which would be 
absolutely inoperative, if the question were only with regard to the differ- 
ence of actions. 

On this question then, there are two kinds of Parvapaksha: “ (A) 
“The Agnéya, etc., being all of equal importance, the two ‘ yajati’s men- 
“tioned along with the words ‘ Pawrnamüsi' and Amüvüsyà, are distinct 
“ Injunctions, and as such lay down sacrifices other than the Agnéya and 
* the rest, etc." (B) The two sentences—' ya évam vidvin paurnamaysan 
“yajatt’ and ‘amavasyam yajatt’—are the only injunctions of sacrifices, 
“all the other sentences quoted being only the injunctions of accessories 
* of these two sacrifices." 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 


First of all we take up that Parvapaksha which holds the two ‘sacr:- 
fices’? (enjoined by the two ‘yajati’s to be distinct from the Agnéya, ete. 
“ Inasmuch all the sacrifices in question are mentioned by different words 
* and also by repetitions of words, they must be all of equal importance. 
“ Though these two reasons—Difference of words and Repetition—are not 
“connected directly with the fact of ‘Equal Importance, yet they are 
“taken along with this, through the difference in actions (that these 
“would indicate), which is also implied in the assertion of ‘Equal 
‘‘Tmportance’;(as shown above). That is to say, the sacrifices denoted by 
“the two * yaj&ía's are shown to be different from those of the Actions 
“(mentioned along with the Düàrga-Pürnamüsa) that are not yaga (but 
“ Homa, etc.), by the difference in words; while they are shown to be 
“different from the yāgas, by the repetition of the word ‘ yajate’; and 
"hence they must all be taken as of equal importance. (That is to 
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“say, when each ‘ yajétu’ mentions a distinct sacrifice, all the sacrifices 
“mentioned in the passages quoted become independent of one another, 
“and as such all equally are primary sacrifices), 

"Nor could any special purpose be served by taking the two 
*yajgati's in question as mere references to the previously enjoined 
“sacrifices (because the only purpose taat is found to be served by such 
“references is the pointing out of fresh accessories) ; and as a matter 
“of fact we do not find any accessories in the shape of materials etc, 
" mentioned in the two sentences in question; and as such we cannot 
"make the injunctive potency of these ‘yajéta’s give up the function 
“of laying down the actions themselves. 

“Nor do we know of any such names—as ‘ Pawrnamüsya' or *Amà- 
^ vasya ’—as belonging to any particular sacrifice. 

“Though we find the verb ‘yajaté’ in the Present Tense, yet we 
“ ean take it as injunctive, by accepting it either as a Prayogavacana ( Divec- 
“tive Injunction), or Arthavada ( Balogistie word), or as in the * Let? Mood 
"(which has the injunctive signification though the form of the Present 
“ lense),—just as we have in the case of the sentence * Samidho yajati’ 
“(where the word ‘yajati, though in the Present Tense, is admitted 
“to have an Injunctive meaning). 

“ And though we find the sentences introduced by the word *yat',— 
“in ‘ya evam, etc.'—(which always precludes the injunctive charactev)—, 
“yet we can not very well deny its injunctive potency; because on 
“this point too it is exactly like the sentence ‘ yadagneyo shtükapülo, 
* etc., which has been accepted as an injunction. 

“ Norcan it be urged that ‘the two yajéta’s, though having the injunc- 
“tive force, are yet not the injunctions of independent actions, but 
“are only the alternative injunctions of the same sacrifices as those pre- 
“viously enjoined, just as we admit of the Injunctions of the same 
“ Jyotishtoma sacrifice met with in the various Vedas being only 
“alternative injunctions of the same sacrifice.” Because in the latter 
“case, the different Vedic texts are meant for different persons, and 
“as such the different injunctions of the same sacrifice would not be 
“useless, In the case in question, however, there is no such difference 
"in the character of the persons addressed, and as such the repeated 
“ mention of the word ‘yaja@té’ can serve no other useful purpose, save 
“the laying down of distinct sacrifices ; specially as they can not be taken 
"as eulogising any other injunction, because they are not capable of 
“ being taken along with any such other Injunction. 

“It may be asked—what are the Materials and the Deities of the two 
'" saerifices laid down by these two * yajate's ? And to this we make the 
“following reply :—'lhe butter kept in the Dhruva vessel is the material 
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* common to all sacrifices; and the Deities would be that which would 
* be indicated by the words of the Mantras recited at their performance ; 
* and thus, these two sacrifices being found to have their details fully 
“supplied, they must be taken as enjoined distinctly by themselves. 

* That is to say, we have the Vedic declaration that ‘the butter kept 
“in the Dhruva is used at all sacrifices, and hence just as we take this 
“butter as the material of the ‘ Upānçu’ sacrifice, so could we also do 
“with regard to the two sacrifices in question. And as for the Deity, we 
“find that in connection with Ajyabhdgas there are four Anwvaky@ verses 
“ mentioned in the same order as the Ajyabhayas ; two of these addressed 
“to Agni, and two to Soma. And in accordance with the authority of Syn- 
* tactical Connection, which is always stronger than that of Order, the said 
“ verses are separated from the Ajyabhdgas and joined on to the two sacri- 
“fices in question; and the Syntactical Connection that would authorise 
“such transference would be of the text—' Vartraghni paurnamasyam 
““anucyélé, vrdhanvalti amavasyayam’—because there are no other actions, 
“save the two sacrifices in question, that could be spoken of as ‘ Paurna- 
' mast’ and ‘ Amàávüsyà' (and ‘ Vartraghni’ and * Vrdhanvatz! are the names 
“of the two pairs of the said Anuwvakya verses), It may be argued that the 
“ sentence quoted only lays down the times at which the verses have to be 
“ recited, and they do not refer these verses to any actions. But, we ask, 
* —what would be the use of laying down the connection of the verses with 
“any particular time? Nor can the fact of the words ‘Paurnamasyam’ and 
“*Amavdsyayam’ having the locative ending be urged against us; because 
* we actually find many instances where sacrifices mentioned by words with 
“locative endings are accepted as primary ;—e.g. ‘ yéna karmanertsét tatra 
« jayàm guhuyat, where the principal action is that which is referred to by 
“t tatra? Thus then the two *Anuvàakyas—the Vartraghni and the Vrdhan- 
“ vatī—being found to serve the same purpose, they come to be taken 
“as optional alternatives. And then again (as the Anuvakya verses 
“are recited before the performance of the sacrifice, and as such could 
“not serve the purpose of indicating the Deity) it becomes necessary to 
"assume the corresponding Ydajya verses (which ave recited during the 
* performance, and as such are capable of indicating the Deity.) Or it 
“may be that the two Anuvakyads being simultaneously enjoined, they 
* may be taken (and used) conjointly; and thence we are led to the 
“conclusion that the sacrifice has two Deities connected with it; and con- 
“sequently it becomes necessary for us to assume two Yàjyàs correspond- 
“ing to each pair of Anuvakyads (which Yàjyàs would indicate the two 
“ Deities). Or we might assume a single Yàjyà with reference to the 
“single (joint) Deity Agni-Soma. Oragain, we might take one of the two 
“*Vartraghni’ verses, and also one of the two Vrdhanvati verses, as the 
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“required Yajyt in each case. And thus we find that in whatever way 
‘“wemight get at the Yijya, the apparent inconsistency of the declara- 
^ tion—in the Vedic text *Vartraghni paurnumasyam eto.,'—of the relation- 
“ship between the Muntra and the Sacrifice, leads us to conclude that in 
“the two sacrifices, Agni and Soma are the Deities concerned. Then as 
"for the Ajyabhayus, from which the Mantras (indicative of the Deity) 
“liave been separated, their Deities are already mentioned by a sentence in 
“the form of the Purakulpa Arthavada—‘ Yasyaikasyaicit | dévatayai 
" havirnircapannügyasyatva nau purastadyajan.’ ‘Then as far the Mantras 
“in connection with the Ajayabhagas, the Yàjyàs have already been laid 
“down (and these have not been separated from them), and the Anuvakya 
“Mantras (that have been removed elsewhere) also would come in, in 
“accordance with the direction :.‘ dagatayibhyah kartavyah ’; and thus there 
“is nothing incongruous in the way that we have dealt with the subject. 

“And thus even when the sacrifices enjoined by the two Yajati’s 
"in question are distinct from the Aynéya etc., they are found to have 
“ distinct forms of their own; and hence they must be admitted to be 
“distinct actions; and as such, there being nothing to show that the 
“results follow from the six primaries Agneyā and the rest only, (because 
“the only sentence that had been accepted as showing this was ‘ Ya evam 
“ etc., which, however, has been shown to be the Injunction of a distinct 
“sacrifice altogether), the character of the primary belongs equally 
“to all the sacrifices mentioned in the various sentences quoted (t.e., 
“to the Prayāja ete., the Ayhara etc., as well as to the Agnéya etc. ). 


PURVAPAKSHA (B). 


“Weadmit that the sacrifices are distinct; but we can not admit 
' of the fact of the character of the Primary belonging equally to all. 
“« Because the names ‘Amāräsyã’ or ‘Darga’ and *Paurnamüsz' would 
"apply only to some of the sacrifices, and not to all; aud the result is 
"spoken of as following from those that are qualifed by these names; 
“and as such there can be no equality in the character of all the sacrifices. 
“That is to say, the words ‘ Darga’ aud ‘ Paurnamāsa’ denote sacrifices 
“with a qualification (that of being named by these words); and as from 
“the sentence—' Darcapaurnamüsübhyaüm svargakümo yajéta '—it is clear 
"that it is only from such qualified sacrifices that the particular result 
* could follow, we must take these alone as the primary sacrifices ; and all 
"other sacrifices mentioned along with them (and without any distinct re- 
“sults of their own) must be accepted as the subsidiaries of these two." ! 


E me 


eS — ———————————— 


1 It may be noted that this second Përvapaksha is at variance with the Siddhanta 
only as regurds the difference of the sacrifices mentioned by the two ‘ Yajeta’s from the 
primary sacrifices of the Dar¢d-Purnamasa. 
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The upholder of Pürvapaksha (A) objects to the Pürvapaksha (B) 
on the following grounds: 

“That which is itself well known serves to qualify or specify that 
“which is less known; and hence in the case of the sentence—‘ Darga- 
“ purnamüsübhyam swargakamo yajeta’—the signification of the names 
“ < Darga’ and * Pürnamüsa? must be ascertained with reference to that 
“of the root * Yaji. That is to say, in all cases, where we have the 
“ Injunction of an action with a name, these two being recognised to be 
“ co-extensive, it is sometimes the particular signification of the root * yag: ' 
“ (sacrifice) which is defined or specified by the name; while at other 
“ times it is the sacrifice that defines or specifies the name. And between 
“ these two, that which happens to be the better known of the two, turns the 
* other to its own purposes. For instance, (1) in the case of the sentence 
“< Jyotishtoména yajéta’ we find that the name 'Jyotishtoma ' is better 
“known from beforehand,—on account of its being related to the three 
“stoma songs, called * Jyot’h’—; and hence this name serves to restrict 
“the signification of the root 'Yaji' in this case to the Somayàga, 
“after having alienated it from the Dikshaniyà etc.; and (2) in the case 
* of the sentence ‘ Rajasityena yajéta, the name * Rājasūya, not having its 
“signification pointing to any relationship with sacrifices, is taken up by 
“the root *yaji, whose signification has been well known from the previ- 
“ously mentioned. primary sacrifice, | 

“Thus-then, in the case in question, we find that the significations of 
“the two nouns (Darga and Purnamüsa), of the compound (Dargapirna- 
“ māsäbhyāãm), and of the dual number (in this compound), are not known 
“ beforehand (as in any way connected with the performance of sacrifices) ; 
“and hence the root ‘ Yaj?! cannot be taken as having its signification 
“ referring to (or) defined by that name. On the other hand, the root 
"*Yaji' is applicable to all sacrifices; and as such, through the mention 
“of the particular result (Svarga), it comes, in the case in question, to be 
“applied to the sacrifices mentioned in the context under consideration ; 
“and as such it would apply the word ‘ Dargapürnamüsa' to its own 
“ object (viz., all the sacrifices—primaries as well as subsidiavies—that 
“ happen to be mentioned in the context), 

“For these reasons, we conclude that in the word ‘ Dargapürna- 
‘“masabhyam’ no significance is to be attached to either the component 
“words, or to the compound, or to the dual number—because the 
“word is only a particular combination of letters, simply pointing out 
“ the instrument, or means, in connection with all the sacrifices mentioned ; 
“exactly as in the case of the word ‘ Ràjasüya. And as for the dual 
“number, we can explain it, in accordance with the rule * Supam supo 
“ bhavanti,’ as having been used in the place of the plural, or in that 
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“of the singular—this singularity being based upon the fact of all a 
‘sacrifices being taken as one complete whole. - 

“Objection: ‘How can the word ‘ Darcapürnamüsábhyam be said 
“to have its signification not well known, when, as a matter of fact, we 
“find that, from among the sacrifices mentioned in the context, there are 
“ some (the Agneya etc.) which are laid down in connection with the points 
“of time (Amavasya and Pirnamdsi) signified by the words ‘ Darga’ 
“and ‘ Pirnamdasa’; while there are others (the Ajyabhàga ete.) which are 
"spoken of in the dual number; and certainly the signification of the 
“ word ‘Darcapirnamasabhyam’ is well-known to be applicable to these 
“sacrifices. That is to say, a word renounces all its own meaning, and 
“ waits upon the signification of other words, when even a certain portion 
"of it is found to be unknown; in the case in question, however, we 
“actually find that certain sacrifices— Agn&ya etc.—are connected with 
“the time ‘ Ama@vasya’ and 'Pürnamüs;' (signified by the words 
“* Darga’ and ‘Pūrnamāsā’), while others—-the Ajyabhüga etc.—are 
“connected with the dual number (which we find in the word 
“* dargapirnamasabhyam’); aud under the circumstances, it is not proper 
“to speak of the signification of the word ‘ Dargapirnamasabhyam ’ 
“(being unknown as applicable to any sacrifices) and as such to be 
“ renounced.’ 

“To the above, we make the following reply :—It is the Base and 
“ Affiz (ie, the compound ‘ Dargapürnamüsa' and the dual termination) 
“taken as a joint whole, that can specify or qualify the root ‘ Yajati’ ; in 
“the case of the Agnéya etc., on the one hand, and the Ajyabhàga ete., on 
"the other, each of these is devoid of any connection with one -part 
“of the word. That is to say, though in the ' Agnéya’ etc., we find a 
“connection with the times denoted by the words ‘ Darga’ and ‘ Pürna- 
“māsa, aud as such the signification of the Base (Dargapürnamüsa) 
“would reside in them,—yet, inasmuch as these sacrifices are many, 
“the signification of the dual termination ( in * Dargapirnamasabhyam ’) 
“cannot apply to them; and as such the word ‘ Dargapürnamüsàabhyam ' 
“as a whole is incapable of applying to the Agnéya etc. And also, 
“thoagh we find duality in the Ajyabhdga etc., yet the Base ( Dargaparna- 
“ māsā) is absolutely inapplicable to these; and so the word as a whole 
“ cannot apply to these either. Nor is the co-extensiveness (of the sacrifice 
“and the 'Dargapürnamüsübhyàm') clearly mainfested either by the 
“meaning, or the context, or the use of different words; and as such 
“it is not possible for the name ‘ Dargapürnamüàsàübhyüm' to be taken as 
“ referring to the sacrifices,—either on the ground of the similarity 
“of certain letters (in accordance with the law of the corruption of names 
"by whieh a slight difference in certain letters does not completely 
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“alter the name), or by taking the word ‘ Dargapürnamüsübhyam? in 
‘its secondary signification as indirectly indicating the sacrifice. 

* Question :— Why can not we take the sentences (Ya enam vidvan 
"amüvisyayàm yajate and ya evam paurnamasayam. ete.) as laying down 
"these two independent sacrifices for the accomplishment of the result * 
“ For, even in accordance with the Siddhanta theory, these two words (yajaté) 
“will be said to lay down these two as composite actions (made up of the 
“six primary sacrifices) towards the fulfilment of the particular result. It 
"might be urged that the expression Darcapurnamüsü being different 
"from the expression Amavasyapaurnamasa, the actions referred to in 
“the sentence mentioning Svarga as the result could not be recog- 
* nised to be the same as those mentioned by the two ‘ Yajate'sin the 
“sentences in question. But this objection is equally applicable to all 
“ parties. For instance, for the upholder of the Pwrvapaksha also, what 
“are meant to bring about the result are the two composite sacrifices 
"named Paurnamüsya and Amüvàsyà; and certainly these are not recog- 
“mised to be the same as those in the sentence Dargapurnamasabhyam 
* svargakümo yajeta. If it be urged that in this case, though the names 
“are not the same, yet, the names would be applicable to the composites 
“because of their being performed at the points of time expressed by the 
“ words,—then, the relationship of the time is equally present in my 
“case also; the meaning of the sentences being that one should perform 
* (yajeta) the Paurnamüsa on the Pauwrnamüsi day, and the Amaviasya 
“on the Amavasya day.’ 

* Answer :—This cannot be; — this relationship of the time 
* being common to these two sacrifices, as also to the six sacrifices 
d Agneya and the rest, we do not see any reason why the result should 
“be attributed to these two only. That is to say, when all the eight 
“are equally connected with the particular time, there is no reason for 
“attributing the result to the two only. Gs | 

"It might be urged that from among these eight the result might 
* be attributed to any two sacrifices. 

“ But this would be most improper; because without any particular 
“reason, such attributing of the result to any two sacrifices would be a 
* most unauthorised procedure; and secondly, the relative subserviency 
“of these eight would become a matter of option; and this leading to a 
“great anomaly, could never be allowed. ‘That is to say, unless we find 
“a special reason for doing so, as long as we find the relationship of the 
“specified time equally present in all the eight sacrifices, those two that 
“ would be chosen out as leading directly to the result, would make 
“all the other six subsidiary to them; and inasmuch as these six have all 
“the marks of primary actions, there would be a very great anomaly. 
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“Tt might be urged that the said importance being a matter of option, 
“it could, by turns, be attributed to all the pairs concerned; but in that 
“ease, there would be another anomaly, viz. the same sacrifice would 
“at one time be the primary, and at the other subsidiary ; and further, 
"from among those having the characters of both the primary and 
“the subsidiary (as it is only that which is subsidiary in the Agnéya 
"that is said to be capable of being introduced into its corresponding 
“ Prayaja), a certain sacrifice would, in its subsidiary character, be liable 
“to be introduced in the corresponding Prayajas of the Agnéya etc. ; while 
“the same would, in its character of the primary, be incapable of 
* being so introduced; and thus there would be an eternal doubt as to 
“what should be really introduced into the Prayajas. And further, as 
“a matter of fact, all numbers subsist in the objects numbered, only through 
“a certain secondary property ; in the case in question, however, either 
* in the two independent sacrifices (meant to be enjoined by the sentences 
“in question), or in the Agnéya etc. we do not find in any part of these 
“ any such sub-class or secondary property, whereby we could recognise 
“their duality. Specially as whichsoever of them would be taken up, 
“its duality would be directly set aside by the plurality of other sacrifices 
“and also by the singleness of that sacrifice itself. And thus we do not 
“find the dual number applicable to any of the sacrifices in question. 

* In accordance with the Siddhainta, on the other hand, the two words 
“(Darga and Pirnamdsa) express two composite sacrifices; and as such 
“there being a distinct dissimilarity from the theory in which all the sacri- 
“fices are not taken as forming any composites, we find the requisite 
“ gub-property (in the form of the compositeness), and as such the 
“connection of duality becomes possible; and through this there would 
“be a relationship with the specified time also; and thereby ina way, the 
“application of the nouns ‘ Darga’ aud ‘ Pirnamdsa’ also becomes 
* possible; and thus in this case it becomes possible for the word ‘ Darga- 
‘“pirnamisabhyam’ to be taken as qualifying the sacrifice. In accor- 
“dance with the Pürvapaksha, however, this is not possible; because, 
“inasmuch as it does not admit of any composite sacrifices, the number two 
"ean not in any way be applicable (and hence it could never admit of the 
“result to follow from any two sacrifices) ; and hence the result must be 
“attributed to each and every one of the sacrifices mentioned in the context. 

** The following question might be put to us: ‘Why cannot we have 
“all the eight sacrifices, as qualified by the duality of the times Amavasya 
“and Pūrnamasī, as enjoined by the sentences in question (in this case 
“the duality pertaining to the points of time and not to the saerifices) ? 
“Just as in accordance with the Siddhānta, we have the six primary 
“ sacrifices enjoined with regard to the duulity of the two composites.’ 
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“To this the reply that we make is that such hazy processes can not 
* set aside the verb from each and every one of the sacrifices mentioned ; 
“ because it actually rests upon every one of these. And then, too, the 
“time being something entirely different from the sacrifice, the number 
“belonging to the former can in no case appertain to the latter. In 
“the Siddhanta, the case is different; as according to that, there is 
^no absolute difference between the component parts (sacrifices) and 
“the two composite wholes (to which latter the number belongs); and 
“ as such there is nothing incompatible in connecting the number of the 
“ whole with the component parts. 

* Thus then, we conclude that, in accordance with the Parvapaksha, 
“as the application of the names Darga and Pawurnamüsa depends upon 
* the signification of the root‘ Yajó, all the sacrifices in question must, 
“be admitted to be equally primary.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, the Satra makes the following reply : “ Prakarana "—that 
which is performed— would be the substratum of the words connected 
with ' Paurnamüsya' and ‘ Amavasya’; or the context would help these 
two words; and consequently we must accept that alone to be enjoined 
which is denoted by these. 

That is to say, in all cases, we find that the Injunctive word prompts 
us to certain specific sacrifices; and in case the sentences ‘ ya évam etc.’ 
are taken as enjoining independent sacrifices, as they do not make any 
mention of the material or the deity related to these sacrifices, people 
would never be found to take up the performance of such unspecified 
sacrifices. 

That is to say, the words ‘ yajate’ in these sentences, or the words 
* Amüvüsya' and ' Pürnamüása, do not denote sacrifice in general; nor 
do you (who hold the sentences to lay down two independent sacri- 
fices) ad mit of these words pointing to all the sacrifices in question. Then 
all that you can do is to make them lay down two independent sacrifices. 
But in that case, inasmuch as the details (material deity &c.) of these 
sacrifices are not mentioned, no one would be found to perform them; 
and hence the sentence would become wholly futile. If, however, they 
are taken as referring to the sacrifices mentioned in the context, then, 
the materials and the deities of all these sacrifices, as also the particular 
points of time at which they have to be performed, being found to be duly 
mentioned, the full form of the sacrifices becomes known; and as such 


the sentence becomes utilised (in pointing out the time at which they 
should be performed). 
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It has been argued above that the Material and the Deity of the 
four sacrifices are also clearly cognisable. But though it is true that 
the common material, Dhrawva, might be taken as the material to be 
employed, yet inasmuch as there is no mention of a Deity, the sacrifice 
remains as indistinct as ever. 

Nor is it possible for the Deity to be indicated by the words of the 
Mantras employed; because the Mantras in question are distinctly 
pointed out, by the Order in which they occur, to belong to the Ajayabhagas. 
Nor is it possible for this Order to be set aside by the Sentence; because 
in the case in question there is no direct antagonism between these two; 
because when it is possible for the sentence ‘V@rtraghni Amdvasyayam 
etc. '—to be taken in such a way as to be quite in keeping with the indica- 
tion of the Order, then we cannot but renounce, as untenable, any other 
theories that might entail a contradiction between the two. In the 
sentence ' Vartraghni amavasyayam etc.’—if the words ‘ Paurnamdasi’ and 
‘ Amüvüsya' denoted Actions, then the antagonism (between the Order 
and Sentence) could not be removed: (because in that case the Sentence 
would refer the Mantras to those Actions, while the Order refers them to 
the Ajyabhaga). As a matter of fact, however, these words only denote 
time; and as such there is no antagonism between the two. And when 
there is a common ground for both the Sentence and the Order, it is incum- 
bent on us to lend support to that theory which reconciles them. And 
further, at the very outset, the words ‘ Amdvdsya’ and ‘ Paurnamdasi’ 
denote particular points of time; and it is only subsquently (if the denota- 
tion of the time be found to be incompatible with the rest of the sentence) 
that they can indicate the Actions, through their connection with those 
times ; and hence by priority (and because there is nothing incompatible 
in it) we admit the words to be denotative of time. Because if the 
commonly recognised signification of time (by these words) were not 
compatible with the sentence, then alone could we reject it and take the 
words to be indicative of Actions. Then again, we find that the 
Locative termination (in the words ‘ Amàvüsyáyam and ‘ Paurnamasyam’) 
is more compatible with the signification of time (than with that of Ac- 
tion); because Time is always known as the Adhikarana (Substratum, 
Container) of Actions; andas it is not possible for Actions to be such an 
Adhiharana, the Locative euding, in that case, could hardly be explained 
in any way. It has been argued above tliat no purpose is served by such 
connecting of the Mantra with any particular time. But if tadarthya 
(being for the sake of) were the only relation possible, and if it were this 
relation that were asserted by us (as between the Mantra and the Time), 
then the said objection would be all right; but, as a matter of fact, the 
case is this: The Mantra appearing (by the particular Order in which the 
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Mantras are mentioned) to have been laid down as for the sake of the 
Ajyabhagas, it remains doubtful as to which Mantra is to be employed in 
which particular Ajyabhaga; and hence what the mention of the words 
‘Gmavasyayam’ and ‘ paurnamasyam’ (in the sentence ‘ Vartraghni’ etc.) 
does is to point out that the Mantra known as the ‘ Vartraghni’ is to be used 
in the Ajyabhaga performed at one time (the Amdvasy@), and that called 
* Vridhawuvati' in that performed at another (the Paurnamas?). 

Aud further, according to our theory, inasmuch as the Ajyabhagas 
are already known to have a particular Deity, the Injunction (of time) 
is found to serve a visible purpose (that of pointing out the time), In 
your case, on the other hand, it becomes necessary to make many gratuitous 
assumptions. That is to say, in all cases, the relationship of things is 
ascertained by means of their mutual requirements; hence the 
Ajyabhagas, that have their Deity already known, standing in need of 
Mantras capable of pointing out that Deity, would at once take up such 
Mantras, and it would not require any very great effort on our part to 
connect the two. In your case, on the other hand, the sacrifices denoted (by 
the sentences in question) being altogether new, their Deities are not known ; 
and as such they do not stand in any immediate need of Mantras (indica- 
tive of those Deities); hence it becomes necessary for you to make 
the following assumptions: (1) you will have to assume the Mantra, 
and its duality, thereby makiug the single Injunction have many meanings ; 
(2) you will have to assume the existence of many Deities indicated 
by those Mantras, while it is not necessary for a single sacrifice (which is 
held to be enjoined by the sentence in question) to have more than one 
Deity or more than one Anuvadkya; (3) there is an assumption of a 
Yajya verse (not found in the Veda) (4) as also fresh Puronuvakyds, not 
mentioned in the Veda, for the Ajayabhagas. It has been declared above 
that “one of the two Vüàrtraghnis, as also one of the two * Vridhanvatis’ 
would be the Yajya, while the other is the Anwvàkya. But this is 
scarcely possible, as the taking of any of these as Yàjyà would be 
contrary to the fact of their being named ‘ Anwvükya.' 

Further, since you admit the potency of pointing out the factors 
to be employed in the particular sacrifice, to the Sentence, and to the 
Mantra,—and since the Sentence (‘Variraghni amüvasyayüm, etc.’ does 
not speak of the instrumentality of the Mantras (Vàrtraghni and Vrzdhanvati ) 
in the sacrifice, it becomes necessary for us to assume the recitation 
of these Mantras to have certain invisible results—just as we have in 
the case of the recitation of the ‘Vaishnavi’ verses; and as such the 
Mantras could not be taken as serving the visible purpose of pointing out the 
Deity ; specially as the Mantra is not required at all by that which has to 
be pointed out. And under the circumstances, instead of assuming a 


— 


RELATION OF SURSERVIENCY RETWEEN AGHARAS AND AGNEYA, FTC. 647 


Deity to be indicated by the Mantra, it would be far better to assume the 
Mantrus to exert an indirect influence towards the accomplishment of 
the Action, On the other hand, the Ajyabhagas being two, and they 
also being recognised as having two Deities (Agni and Soma),—the 
Mantras indicative of those Deities are actually required by them (for 
the purpose of lending authority to their cognition); and these Mantras, 
heing pointed out as to be used at the sacrifice, by the indications of the 
Mantras themselves, as also by the order in which they happen to be 
mentioned,—they come to serve a distinct visible purpose. And thus, 
the Mantra and its duality etc., all having been pointed out, what remains 
to be done by the sentence ('Vürtraghni, etc.) is to lay down distinct 
restrictions with regard to the time at which the various Mantras are to 
be used ; and this process is certainly much simpler than that involving 
the above-mentioned endless assumptions. 

Nor, in this case, does the said sentence become altogether useless . 
because the aforesaid restriction with regard to time cannot be accom- 
plished by mere Proximity (and hence the use of the sentence lies in this 
restriction). 

For these reasons there can be no Injunction of the Deity, through 
the sentences brought forward; because these have been shown to have 
no connection with the matter. And hence the sacrifice held to be en- 
joined by the sentence ‘ Ya evam, etc.’, not having its details of material 
and Deity clearly mentioned, it cannot be taken as one different from those 
previously laid down. 


Question: ‘What would be the use of making the sen- 
“tence ‘Ya evam, etc.’ a mere reference to the other sacrifices—Agneya 
“and the rest? Because an Injunction that fails to enjoin anything 
“expressed by a word, by its part, or by a sentence, can never be of any 
* use in matters relating to Dharma, (and hence as in the case of Reference, 
“the sentence in question would not contain any of these injunctions, it 
“ could not be of any use in regard to Dharma). 

Answer: Just as the sentences laying down the various sacrifices 
(Agnéya and the rest) form parts of the Joint Direction (‘ Dargapürna- 
masabhyam svargakiimo yajétu’), so also do the two sentences in question 
(‘ Ya evam, etc.’); because it is these latter alone that render the Dual 
number (in ‘ Dargapiirnamasabhyam') compatible with the whole thing. 
That is to say, firstly, it is only when the two sentences in question have 
spoken of the Primary sacrifices as two composite wholes, that the Dual 
number in 'Dargapürnamüsübhyüm ' becomes possible ; and herein lies 
a distinct use of the two sentences; and there is no such rule as that 
it is only an Injunctive Sentence that can be of use; specially 
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as we find many nou-Injunetive sentences (such as the Arthavada) 
serving useful purposes, in association with Injunctions ;—secondly, the 
mention of the various sacrifices—Agnéya and the rest—extending over 
many sentences, they can never be spoken of as ‘two,’ except by the 
two sentences in question (‘ya evam, ete.’). And it is with a view 
to this fact that the Bhashya has mentioned, as the Siddhanta, the fact of 
there being a Relation of subserviency among the sacrifices, which 
necessarily follows from what we have explained above. Otherwise, it 
would have been impossible to bring forward the theory of the two 
sentences in question merely referring to the previous sacrifices, until 
the chance of uselessness urged in the second sūtra (in favour of the 
repetition of the same verb denoting distinct Actions, to which the case 
of the sentences considered in the present Adhikarama is meant to be 
an exception) has been removed by showing the distinctly useful character 
of the reference (by the two sentences in question to the previous 
sacrifices). 

Thus then, it must be admitted that there is a distinctly useful purpose 
served by taking the whole sentence as merely referring to the previous 
sacrifices; and there is no incongruity in this theory. 

Question: ‘* How is it possible to speak of many distinct sacrifices 
* as one or two composite wholes ? " 

Answer: It is quite possible; just as many trees located in one 
place are spoken as a single composite ‘forest,’ so though the sacrifices are 
many and distinct, yet inasmuch as they are all performed at the 
same time, they can very well be spoken of as a composite whole. "That 
is to say, when we see many trees in a place, we have an idea of a 
composite whole, and we come to think of them all as ‘a forest’; 
in the same manner, when we find many sacrifices performed on a single 
day, it is only natural that we should come to think of them as a single 
composite whole; and it is only on account of the singleness of this 
composite whole that we have the singular number in ‘ paurnamüsim.' 

Though, as a matter of fact, the words ‘ Paurnamüs;' and ‘ Amavasya’ 
really denote the component sacrifices, yet they take the singular ending, 
on account of the singleness of the composite whole indicated by these 
sacrifices; and these words are not the names of the composite wholes 
themselves. Because it is only on account of the co-extensiveness (of the 
‘sacrifice’ as signified by *yajéta' with the name * Darga’ and * Purna- 
masa, mentioned in ‘ Darcapürnamüsübhyüm * ), that we take these words 
to be the names of sacrifices; and certainly the character of sacrifice 
belongs to the individual sacrifices * Agnéya’ and the rest, and not to the 
composite whole made up by these, That is to say, in the sentence 
‘paurnamasim yajati' (or in 'dargapürnamüsübhyüm yajéta’ ), inasmuch 
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as the sacrifice denoted by the root ‘yaji’ is found to be co-extensive 
with the name ' paurnamüs?, we conclude that‘ Paurnamüsi is the name of 
a sacrifice; and the character of sacrifice does not belong to any composite 
whole made up by the Agnéya, etc., but to the individual Agnéya, etc., them- 
selves; and hence just as the root ‘ yay’ (sacrifice) is applicable to each 
one of these sacrifices, so also is the name in question. Nor is it possible 
for the whole composite to appear at one and the same time, because at 
the time that the Agnéya, etc., are performed, they are performed inde- 
pendently of one anothér; and hence at that time there does not appear 
any idea of their forming a composite whole. And hence even in 
consideration of the time of actual performance, we can say that the name 
belongs to each individual sacrifice. 

And further, if the two words were the names of the composite 
wholes, independently of the component sacrifices, then the Directive 
seutenee-—' Dargapirnamasabhyam svargakamo yajéta’—would also lay 
down the composite wholes towards the fulfilment of the particular 
result; and in that case, the component sacrifices not being the means of 
bringing about that result, there would be a single Apürva proceeding 
from the composite whole itself; and thus there being no individual 
Apirva with each individual sacrifice, there would be absolutely no use 
of performing (or laying down) so many distinct sacrifices, And further, 
the actions laid down in connection with the various sacrifices, all tending 
towards a single Apurva, there would be no restriction as to which action 
should be performed iu the course of which particular sacrifice; nor 
would each of the sacrifices be connected with any specific method of 
performance ; and consequently, there would be no use for the consideration 
(in subsequent Adhyayas) of the questions as to the repetition of the 
Actions performed in course of the Agnéya in another sacrifice; and 
further the ‘ Sauwrya,’ for instance, being a form of the ' Agnéya,’ there 
would not be any method of performance applicable to it; as there being 
uo such method applicable to the Agnéya only, the only method that would 
be available would be that of all the three Primaries (Agnéya and 
the rest); aud as the ‘ Saurya' is not a form of these three, any such 
method could not be applicable to it; nor again could we have such 
declarations as—' The Paurnamasi has only one cake, ‘the Amāvāsyā is 
without the sānnāyya, and so forth; because the number of cakes would 
be the total of all that are employed in all the sacrifices that go to 
form the composite whole, and that number could not be applied to the 
lesser numbers—‘ one,’ etc.,—because the number would be exactly like 
the number ‘ thousand,’ which is not applicable to any part of itself. 

We meet with such declarations as—‘ because of the composite whole 
not being enjoined,’ and ‘because the composite whole is an accessory,’ 
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and so forth ;—we must conclude that such words as those in question 
signify the component parts (and not the whole); as otherwise, being 
denoted by the word, it would be the composite whole that would be 
enjoined ; and as such, being directly connected with the result, that woulc 
be the Predominant Action (and as such both the above declarations 
would be false). e 

For these reasons, it must be concluded that the words * Paurnamáüsi ' 
and ‘Amdvdsya’ denote the individual sacrifices as qualified by the 
two composite wholes. And, though, these sacrifices being many, the 
name would have to take a Plural ending,—yet ‘the singular number 
is due to the indication (of the single composite whole by the individual 
sacrifices) ; and it is with a view to this that the Bhashya has declared— 
samudayagabdatayavakalpayishyate (It would be taken as indicating the 
composite whole). So again, the Bhàshya declares—bhavati hi bahinamé- 
kavacanüntah samuddyapékshah (the singular ending in the case of many 
things is possible, as referring to the composite whole) ; where the Bhashya 
also has spoken of only an ‘ apeksha@ ’—indirect influence—of the compo- 
stte whole, and it does not speak of this latter as being actually signified 
by the word. The words ‘ crowd,’ ‘ forest’ and the like can be taken as 
similar instances, only when these also are taken as signifying the compo- 
nent individuals as qualified by the composite whole; if, however, they 
signify the composite whole, then they can serve as instances only so far 
as the singular ending based upon the singleness of the composite whole 
is concerned. ar" X 2 Jl o ANM 

From the above it also follows that the words ‘Darga’ and 
' Pürnamüsa' are synonymous with ‘ Ama@vasya’ and ' Pürnamüsi' re- 
spectively (because only under the above conditions could we have the 
dual ending in ' dargapürnamüsabhyàm ’). 

Thus then we find that the reference to the composite whole (formed 
by the sacrifices), by the two sentences in question, has its use in making 
possible the two singular endings (in 'paurnamasim and ‘ amavasyam’), 
as based upon the fact of these two names indicating two composite 
wholes; and this will be explained later on, under sūtra IV -1V— 384. 
And the words ‘ Darga’ and ‘ Pūrņamāsa ’ also following the duality of the 
composite wholes, come to refer to the same (i.e., to the Amāvāsyā and the 
Paurnamāsī) ; specially as there is much similarity between the words 
' paurnamasi’ aud ‘ pirnamas?’; and on account of the word ‘darga’ 
appearing along with ‘parnamdsa’ (while ‘ Amāvāsyā’ appears with 
‘ Paurnamast’), the word ‘darga’ also comes. to be synonymous with 
‘amavasya’. Or it may be by the figurative method of ‘contrary expres- 
sion’ that it would be easier to get at the comprehension of the Ama@vasya 
by means of the word ‘ Darga '—just as the blind is spoken of derisively: 
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as ‘one having eyes’; because it will be declared later on that ** because 
the moon is not seen on the Amàvasyà, therefore, the Amavasy a is (derisive- 
ly or figuratively) spoken of as ‘darga’.”’ So also at the close of the 
' Anvárambhaniyà ' sentence, it will be shown that the words ‘darga, 
and 'amüávüsyà ' are synonymous. 

Thus then, the Result being found to follow from only those sacrifices 
that go to form the composite wholes, all the sacrifices other than these 
must be taken as subsidiary to them (the former ones, the Agnéya and the 
rest, being taken as the Primary Sacrifices ; and as such they are not all of 
‘equal importance ’). 


Question: ‘When all this has been fully dealt with in the present 
“ Adhikarana, there is no use for “it nen the same discussion in the 
“Fourth Adhydya,” 

Answer: There is nothing very wrong in this: Because it is only 
when the conclusion in the present Adhikarana has been arrived at, that the 
possiblity of the root ‘yaj7i’ pointing to all the sacrifices mentioned in the 
context gives rise to the corresponding Adhikarana in Adhyàya IV, 
and the Siddhanta too of that Adhikarana would be arrived at only by 
the help of the present Adhikarana; otherwise the  Pürvapaksha 
would have to be admitted as the Siddhanta; hence the Adhikarana intro- 
duced in the fourth Adhydya is only by way of a deduction from the 
present one. | 

There is yet another useful purpose served by the Reference 
(Anuvada) in question. It is by means of that alone that we get at the 
direction—‘ The Amārāsyā is to be performed on the Amüvüsyá day and 
the Pawrnamasa on the Paurnamüsa day,’ which mee down the time for the 
performance of the two sacrifices in question, — 

Against this, the following objection might be urged: “Even this 
“direction is absolutely useless, because the time for the performance is 
" duly pointed out by the sentence which originally enjoined the sacrifice— 
“viz: the sentence ' yadagneyo ' shtakapalo amavasyayam paurnamasyanca- 
"eyuto bhavati.” — | 

To this we make the following reply: In the sentence that we have 
found, we find the time forming part of the means (of accomplishing the 
Result); whereas in the original Injunctive Sentence, we find it, very 
differently from this, connected —— various iae independent T one 
another. 

That is to say, in the original Injunetive Sentence, we find the Time 
mentioned in such a way that it is connected with the Primary sacrifices 
—Agnéya, etc.,—independent of one another, and wholly devoid of their 
subsidiaries. In the sentence that we have brought forward, on the 
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other hand, the Time is mentioned by words with the Instrumental 
termination; and hence it forms pai$ of the Means (of the accomplish- 
ment of the particular result); and the instrumentality of these has 
been cognised as belonging to the Primary Sacrifices together with 
their subsidiaries, as connected with one another, jn accordance with 
the Directive Sentence (‘Dargapirnamasabhyam evargakamo yajēta’) ; 
and hence any further mention of the Instrumentality of these would not 
be necessary ; specially as they are laid down only with reference to the 
particular Time. And inasmuch as what is meant to be so connected 
with Time is the Trio of Primaries, together with the subsidiaries, and 
connected with one another, one of these trios being connected with the 
Paurnamást, and another with the Amavasya day. And the relationship 
of the sacrifices is such that the moment that one of the trio having been 
begun is being completed,—at that very moment, the other two are also 
taken up; and thus each trio comes to be performed as forming a single 
action. If they were to be performed in accordance with the time laid 
down in the original injunctive sentence, then each of the three would 
come to be performed by itself, separately from the subsidiaries. And 
thus there is a distinct difference between the two ways of taking the 
sentences. 

Objection: “In that case, as the result would be brought about by 
* the two trios with all their subsidiaries, there would as great a necessity 
“ for the two Trios being performed together, as there is of the performance 
“of the subsidiaries along with the trio of Primaries; and hence just as 
"the subsidiaries of one trio are recognised as to be performed at the 
“time of its performance, so also would the one trio—the Pürnamüsi— 
"have to be performed together with the Amāvāsyā (on the Amāvāsyā 
* day), and vice versa; and hence both of these would come to be performed 
“on both days. Nor would such performance be contrary to the restric- 
“tion of time in the original injunctive sentence, because the Paurna- 
"müsa would be performed on the Paurnamasi day (and also on the 
" Amāvāsyā). For if one performs the Amüvàsyà on the Paurnamasi day, 
“it does not follow that it can never be performed on the Amavasya day ; 
* so also with the Paurnamüsa. Nor does the original Injunctive sentence 
“prohibit the performance of the sacrifices on days other than those 
"mentioned therein; because all that the sentence does is to lay down 
“the performance of the sacrifice on that particular day." . 

To the above we make the following reply: That sacrifice of which 
the specific time is not known, and of which the specific form does not 
disappear (in the absence of such knowledge of its time),—if the time of 


such a sacrifice is said to depend upon something else, there is nothing 
wrong in this. i 
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That is to say, the Amāvāsyā sacrifice, having its time duly mentioned 
in the original Injunction, does not look out for another time, in the shape 
of the Pauwrnamast day, which it would get at, by means of its association 
with the Paurnamāsī sacrifice; and similarly the Paurnamāsī sacrifice 
would not look for the Amāvāsyā day; and under the circumstances, 
if these two trios (the Paurnamüsa and the Amāvāsyā) were performed at 
any other times, such performance would not be in keeping with the correct 
forms of these sacrifices as laid down in the original Injunctions ; and as such 
they would altogether cease to be the * Darga’ and the * Pawrnamasa’ (as not 
performed on these days). As for the subsidiaries, however, any parti- 
cular time for the performance of these is not mentioned ; and as such they 
look forward to the mention of such a time; and consequently, there 
being no chance of an incompatibility with the time mentioned in the 
original Injunction, there is no impediment in the way of their being 
connected with the time that is indicated by their peculiar associations. 

Ou this point we have the following objection: “The subsidiaries 
"always being performed at the time that their respective primaries are 
“ performed, we would have a clear idea of their time, even without such 
“a sentence (as that ' amavasyayam amavasyayaya, etc.), and hence this 
“sentence cannot be admitted to have anything to do with the pointing 
“out of the time of the subsidiaries.” 

To this objection we make the following reply: That the time for the 
subsidiaries is the same as that of the Primaries is not declared by any 
mantras ; on the other hand, it is this very sentence (that you have objected 
to) that forms the basis of that assertion. 

Objection: “Those (subsidiaries) that are far removed (in point 
“ of time) cannot in any way help the Primary." 

Reply: Whence have-you got such a law that it is only when a 
certain thing is in close proximity with another, that it can afford any 
help? For it is only in accordance with the declarations in the scrip- 
tures that we ascertain whether or not one Action will help another. 
Hence unti! we have met with a declaration to the effect that it is only 
proximate objects that can render any help, there can be no authority for 
asserting that that which is remote cannot help. 

Objection: ‘The performance of the Primary together with the 
“ subsidiaries is pointed by a sentence other than what you bring forward. 
“For instance, we have the sentence—‘ ya ishtyà pagund soména yajéta sa 
"amvüsyayà paurnamasya yajéta,—where the word ‘Ishti’ has the 
* Instrumental ending; and being laid down with reference to the time 
“of the performance of itself together with all its Component Sacrifices 
“and subsidiaries, the required mention of the time is got at by that 
“ means." 
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Reply: True, it is got; but the desired performance is not accom- 
plished. Because the word ‘ishti’ refers either to the whole collection of 
sacrifices (Primaries and Subsidiaries) or to each of them singly; and it 
never refers to any ‘trio of sacrifices’; consequently, a performance 
based upon that word would be altogether different. That is to say, it is 
ascertained that the word ‘ishti’ does not refer to any ‘trio’; and thus 
the word applying to each sacrifice (as ‘ishti’ is etymologically equivalent 
-to ‘sacrifice,’ *yajfa'), it would follow, from the sentence you have 
brought forward, that each one of the sacrifices, singly, would be per- 
formed on one Amüàvüsyá or on one Pürnamüsi day. (That is to say, one 
sacrifice would be performed on one Amüvüsyà and another on another 
Amüvüsyà) ; and as such a proper performance of the sacrifices will not be 
accomplished. It might be urged that—''the word ‘ishti’ might be 
applied, by a particular convention, to all the saerifices Agnéya and the 
rest, and the word would thus be as applicable to each ‘trio’ 
‘as itis to the Soma.” But thus too, inasmuch as the Directive sentence 
—' dargapürnamüsübhyám svargakamo  yajeta'—is one only, both the 
composite sacrifices the ‘Darga’ as well as the ‘ Paurnamüsa' would be 
performed either on the Amāvāsyā or on the Pürnamási day; aud in this 
there would be a contradiction of the restriction of time laid down in the 
original Injunction. It might be urged that, *in deference to the original 
‘Injunction (and also to the signification of the sentence we have brought 
forward), we can accept the two points of time as two alternatives,” But 
then also, just as in accordance with the original Injunction, each Primary 
Sacrifice would be performed alone by itself upon a distinct Amavasya 
day,—so also, inasmuch as the Subsidiaries are not differentiated as 
to some of them belonging to the ' Amavüsya' while others belong to the 
Paurnamdasa, the performance of all of these Subsidiaries would be done in 
any one place only. And hence, the sentence that you have brought 
forward cannot serve the same purpose that is served by the sentences 
f Amavasyam amavasyaya, elc. ; and as such it can be of no use with regard 
to the Primary Sacrifices ; hence all that it could do would be to connect 
‘the particular time with the other modifications of the Primary Sacrifices. 

Objection: “The performance of all the sacrifices, together, as one 
“action, could very well be brought about by the sentence—' samé darga- 
:“ plrnamüsübhyàüm yajéta’; because inasmuch as no significance could be 
“attached to the place (denoted by the word ‘same’=on level ground), all 
“that the sentence does is to show that all the sacrifices (the Primary 
“along with its subsidiaries) have to be performed together. (Because 
“the sentence speaks of * dargapürnamüsa as the means; and they could be 
* mentioned as the means only when accompanied by all their Subsidiaries, 
“as urged above by the Siddhünti himself).” Ue 
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Reply: All that the sentence quoted does is to point out that the fact 
of the ground being level (sama) applies equally to all the Sacrifices ; and 
hence the sense of the sentence would only be that in all the sacrifices one 
should have a single level platform, and not many platforms. That is to 
say, even when the sacrifices are performed separately, as they are 
not performed in different places, the mention of a place applies commonly 
to allof them. It might be argued that, “ the common application that the 
sentence would imply being that on account of the peculiar relationship 
between the Davca and the Pürnamasa, one of them becomes connected 
with the level platform at the same time that the other does.” But in 
that ease, inasmuch as all the six primary sacrifices are mentioned 
simultaneously, it would be necessary to perform them simultaneously 
also; and this would be incompatible with the restriction of time laid 
down in the original Injunction. If, however, they were to be performed 
in accordance with the original Injunction, then it would be necessary 
to bring about an association of all these sacrifices,—each of which would 
be connected with the prescribed time,—with reference to the ‘level 
platform’; and as such the whole performance would end with the per- 
formance of the six Primary Sacrifices only; and as for the Subsidiaries, 
they would have to be performed, as not restricted by the time specified 
for the Primaries (because the original Injunction does not prescribe the 
time for the Subsidiaries) ; and as such they would come to be performed 
between the performances of two Primaries (7.e, between the two 
Améavasyds on which the two Primaries would be performed). And further, 
as it is only right for the Subsidiary to be repeated with each Primary, 
each Primary with its Subsidiary would be completed by itself (and there 
would be no composite sacrifice}. 

It might be argued that, ** we should connect all the sacrifices with the 
level platform simultaneously, only leaving off that margin of time which 
would be contrary to the prescription of the time in the original Injunc- 
tion.” But in that case, both the ‘trios’ being performed on one 
Amāvāsyā, or on one Paurnamüsi day, the Subsidiaries would be performed 
in proximity to any one of them only. Or again, it would also be possible 
for the Subsidiaries to be performed on any day during the fortnight (be- 
tween the Amāvāsyā and the Purnamüs;). Because in a way the whole of 
this fortnight would be the time for the performance of the Primary ; 
because all that can be meant by the Injunction that the Subsidiaries 
should be performed at the same time as the Primary is that they should 
not overstep the time-limit of the Primary, and not that they should be 
performed close upon it; because this latter would not be possible. And 
thus then, even the sentence that you bring forward would not accom- 
plish the desired performance, 
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The above arguments also apply to the case of the sentence 'darga- 
pürnamüsübhyüm  svargakámo yajēta ' (ue, even this sentence cannot 
serve the purpose of pointing out the time); because like the place 
(mentioned by ‘samé’ in the sentence brought forward by the opponent), 
the Result also cannot form the object of a sentence; and hence what this 
sentence would lead to would be the performance of all the Primary 
Sacrifices—connected with one another and accompanied by all their 
-Sübsidiaries—at one and the same time, and thus, too, the desired method 
of their performance would not be achieved ; and a single result would be 
brought about by Sacrifices performed at different times. 

It might be argued that—''the sentence may be taken as directly 
“laying down that at the time of the actual appearance of the result, we 
“ should perform, simultaneously, all the Primary Sacrifices, together with 
* all their Subsidiaries, which would show how, and by means of what, the 
“appearing Result could be brought about; and as such there would be 
“ no difference of time in the performance of the sacrifices.” 

But in that case, too, we would have an anomaly in the shape of the 
simultaneous performance of two composite sacrifices. Or, on the other 
hand, in consideration of the original Injunction, each of the sacrifices would 
come, as shown above, to be performed on distinct Amavasya days. Nor 
is the time of the actual appearance of the result perceptible to us; 
as that time also is specified only by the time of the actual procedure of 
the sacrifice. Thus then, in consideration of the time prescribed in the 
original Injunction, we would conclude that the time of the appearance 
of the Result would be that time which is taken up by the actual per- 
formance of the Primary and its Subsidiaries; and that the said 
simultaneity would be only so far as that time is concerned; and thence 
the completion of all the Primaries with their Subsidiaries would rest 
either in the six Primaries—the three Paurnamāsas and the three 
Amavasyas, or in the two composites (Darga and Pawrnamüsa) only. 
And then the Subsidiaries would come to be performed, either along with 
any one of the two Composite Sacrifices, or on any day mms; the fort- 
night, as shown above. n 

For these reasons we conclude that even this sentence— Dassin 
masabhyam svargakamo yajeta’—cannot bring about the performance of each 
‘trio, together with its Subsidiaries, at the proper time; and this must be 
got at by means of other sentences,—such as the one we have pointed out 
above, wiz: “ amāvāsyāyām amavasyaya, etc.,’’ which thus comes to serve the 
distinctly useful purpose of pointing out the time for the perta of 
each of the two ‘trios,’ ete., ete. E . y. 

Objection : “ 1n that ease, the mention at me in _— or igini Injune- 
tion would be superfluous.” 


d 
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Reply: Why should it besuperfluous? Just look for & moment upon 
what follows : If the original Injunction did not mention the connection 
of the sacrifices with & particular time, then there would be no ground for 
taking the sentences * ya erdm etc. as references to the two composite 
sacrifices ; that is to say, the words ‘ Paurnamüsya ' and ‘ Amavasy@’ in the 
sentences ‘ya evam etc.’ —are held to refer to sacrifices connected with the 
times expressed by these words. And unless we had a mention of the 
time in the original Injunction, we could never know which sacrifices are 
referred to by these words. And this being unknown, as the sacrifices 
denoted by ‘yajuté,’ in the sentences ‘ya evàm etc.’, would not be specified 
by the words * Darga’ and * Pürnamüsa' as comprehended in their true signi- 
fication, the sentences ‘ ya evam etc.’ would have taken in all the sacrifices 
mentioned in the context ; and as such all these equally would be Primaries. 
Consequently, it becomes necessary that the sacrifices should have been 
previously conneeted with particular points of time. It is on account of this 
being absolutely necessary that even though the sentence *à7yasya ma nau 
upüngüu paurnamasyam etc.’ forms part of a * Purdkalpa Arthavada’ (and as 
such is not a pure injunction), yet it has been quoted by the Bhàshya as the 
original Injunction of the Upangu sacrifice, (which is the one next to the 
Agnéya), simply because the sentence contains the word ‘ paurzamasyam, 
and as such connects the Updngu sacrifice with a particular point of time 
(which is not done by the sentence which is the real original Injunction 
of the Upüngà). 


Sūtra (4): Also because we find a peculiarity (in the 
shape of the appearance ofthe subsidiary Prayaja in the modifica- 
tions of the Primaries) ; (we cannot hold all to be equally Primaries); 
because they (the Prayajas) could not appear in them (the 
modifications) if all were equal. 


If the sacrifices mentioned by the sentences ‘ya evam etc.’ were dis- 
tinct from all others, then the Aghara and the other Subsidiaries would all 
equally be Primaries ; and hence, in accordance with the sūtra VIII. i, 20, 
the subsidiary Prayàjas etc., also, like the Agnéya and the other Primaries, 
would enter into the instrutmental factor (in the bringing about of the 
principal result) ; and as such they would no longer be able to supply the 
want of the method in the Bhavana (bringing about) of the modifications of 
the Primary, which has its Instrument or Means already laid down; and as 
such these modifications would no longer take into themselves these Praya- 
jas etc.; they are actually found to be taken up by these modifications; as 
otherwise we could not have a text enjoining ‘ Krshnala’ as the material to 
be used at the Prayàja, when performed in connection with the modifications. 
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Consequently. in order to establish the fact of the Prayàja ete. being 
subsidiary to the Agnéya and the rest, we must take the two sentences in; 
question ns referring to the previously mentioned Sacrifices. 


Sutra (5): Objection: ** The sentences (*yadagneya 
*é ete?) lay down accessories, because of the direct men- 
€ tion (of the root ‘ yaji' in the other sentences).” 


* If we accept distinct sacrifices to be laid down by the sentences 
“ * Ja evam etc.’, then we have the following advantages : (1) The singular 
* number in the word ‘ paurnamüsim ' becomes quite explicable with refer- 
** ence to the noun itself, without having recourse to any indirect indication, 
* by the word, of the composite of sacrifices. (2) If we accept these 
** sentences as Injunctions, we have a further advantage, viz : the root ‘ yapi’ 
“is found to be directly mentioned, and it is not necessary to infer it 
* from the mention of the Deity (as you have got to do in the case of 
* holding the Injunction to lie in the sentence 'gyadügneya ete.) (3) In 
* your case the sacrifices enjoined by these inferred * yājis’ being more than 
“one, their Apürvas would also be more than one ; and thus in compari- 
"son with the process of taking the sentences as referring to the before- 
* mentioned sacrifices, that of taking them as independent Injunctions is far 
‘“ more advantageous. As for the appearing of the Praya?as in the modifi- 
“cations (urged in the preceding Sütras), it can be explained, either by 
“qualifying the injunction of Krshnala in the performance of the 
“ Praydjas in the modifications, by adding the condition ‘in such cases 
‘where there are sentences that must be taken as anuvada’,—or by taking it 
“as laying down a material for the Prayája occurring in the Primary it- 
66 self." E 

* It is with reference to all this that the opponent says (in the Bhsahya): 
“ These two alone are the Injunctions of Sacrifices; all other are mere 
* injunctions of the accessories." 


The opponent next proceeds to meet the objection that these two 
Sacrifices have no details, Materials or Deities, mentioned : “The words 
“< Amüvüsya' and ‘ Paurnamasi,’ occurring in the sentences 'yadügney- 
“ o’shtakapalo etc.', refer to the sacrifices enjoined by the sentences ‘ ya evam 
‘etc.’ ; and as those sentences—‘ yadagneya etc.'— distinctly lay down the 
“ Deities, etc., we have the Deities of our two sacrifices mentioned . 
“directly by the Vedic sentences themselves.” 


Sutra (6): Reply: But they are Injunctions; as 
otherwise many accessories would be declared simul- 
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taneously; because if they appeared after the sacrifices 
had been enjoined, then their such appearance could be 
only for the sake of the accessories; and as such we 
would have to admit of an injunctive word with each 
accessory. 


The sentences ‘ yadagneya ete.’ cannot be taken as laying down the 
accessories of the sacrifices enjoined by the sentences ‘ya evam etc.’ Be- 
cause it is a well-recoguised rule that when the Action is one that has been 
already enjoined (by a previous sentence), we cannot lay down more 
than one accessory with regard to it; as itis only when the Action has not 
been otherwise enjoined that even a number of accessories could be laid 
down by a single effort (of that Injunction). 

That is to say, in all original Injunctions of Actions, the Injunctive 
Affix proceeds to enjoin only the Bhavana, because it is only this factor 
that is not got at by other means. And so long as this Bhavana is not fully 
equipped with all its factors, by means of the Denotation of the Root, and 
the other factors in the sentence (denoting the various auxiliaries of the 
sacrifice), it cannot be brought to action ; and hence until all this has been 
fully laid down, the Injuuction is not complete. And when it so happens 
that by the apparent inconsistency of the generic character of the auxili- 
aries that are recognised as constituting the factors of the BAhàvana,—this 
inconsistency leads us to look for a specification of the said auxiliaries,— 
then it is that the Bhavana comes to be specified by those specifications 
which are implied by the Instrumental case-endings found in the same 
sentence, and which also are on the look-out for the Bhavana (as the 
object to be specified). And in the case of each word, the Class, Gender 
aud Number, that belong to an object,—all these come to be recognised, by 
means of the direct signification of the particular case ending, as auxili- 
aries to the Bhavana; because all these (Class, etc.), on account of being 
expressed by the same word, have among themselves the relation of the 
qualifieation and the qualified, and are not recognised as belonging to, or 
depeuding upon, one another (aud as such must be concluded to form part 
of something else ; and that is the Bhavana). And thus it is that all words, 
near the Bhàvanü, or removed from it, fall in with the Bhàvana, notwith- 
standing their remoteness or proximity,—in the way that we have 
explained under the Adhikaurana on Anushanga in the foregoing Pdda of 
this Adhyaya. And itis only then that, having got hold of a Bhavana fully 
endowed with all its qualifications, the Injunction becomes complete. 

And as in all such cases the Injunction laysdown the qualified Bhavana 
by a single effort, it does not entail any such anomaly as the assumption of 
. various potencies in the Injunction. Because it is only when the direct 
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functionings of words are multiplied that it becomes very complicated ; and 
when the words end in expressing a single fact, then there is nothing in- 
compatible in the indirect implication of many things. That is to say, the 
direct Injunction having been once utilised in the laying down of the 
qualified Bhàvand,—if it were taken again to directly function towards the 
laying down of something else, then it would be necessary to repeat the 
Iujunctive word over again; and this being incompatible with the Veda, 
would not be warrantable; when, however, the Injunctive word has 
ceased its functioning with once having laid down the Bhavana, then, on 
account of the apparent inconsistency of its own signification, it would 
give birth to (7.e., indirectly imply) other Injunctive words expressive of 
such qualifications (as would be necessary for removing the said inconsis- 
tency); and in this the original Injunctive word would not have to give up 
its one form as appearing in the Vedic text; although it would serve all 
_the purposes that would be served by various repetitions of itself. 

And though in this manuer the Injunction of the qualification would 
appear after the original Injunction of the Bhavana itself, yet, in accordance 
with the law laid down under the Adhikarana on ‘ Akrti’ (in the first 
Pada of the first Adhyadya), the qualifications themselves will have 
appeared before that. That is to say, though, asa matter of fact, the 
Apparent Inconsistency due to the fact of the Bhavana being qualified, 
appearing subsequently, leads to an idea of the Injunction of the qualifica- 
tion, long after that of the original Injunction (of the Bhàvana),—yet, in 
accordance with the rule arrived atin the Adhikarana on ‘ Akrti,’ as itis 
impossible for the Bhavana to be qualified, in the absence of the qualifica- 
tions themselves, it must be admitted that these must have been full- 
fledged entities from before ; as it is through these alone that any idea of 
the Bhavana being qualified could be brought about. 

All these Injunctions (of qualifications), pointed out by the apparent 
inconsistency of a perceptible fact, operate either simultaneously or one 
after the other. And thus we find that if we admit a sentencé to be the 
Injunction of a fresh Bhavana, then it becomes an easy matter to get 
at the Injunctions of its accessories, by the help of the original Injunction 
of the qualified Bhavana, which is capable of giving birth to various Injunc- 
tions. 

On the other hand, however (if the sentence be taken as only referring 
to a Bhavana previously enjoined by another sentence), this is not possible. 
Because, as a rule, it is only when the Primary is carried to a place, that it 
draws with itself all its accessories ; while if it is one of the accessories that 
is carried, it does not carry with itself another Accessory, because these two 
are not so intimately connected. That is to say, when the Bhavana is such 
as has been got at from another sentence, then the Injunctive word in the 
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sentence in question cannot enjoin that Bhavana over again—as a 
repeated injunction of the Bhavana would be as useless as the powdering 
of that which has already been powdered ; and then, not performing its in- 
junctive function, it does not become the means of giving birth to various 
Injunctions with regard to things connected with that Bhdvand; as it is 
only when the Injunctive word enjoins the qualified Bhavana that it makes 
possible the assumption of such Injunctions ; and this is not possible in the 
case in question ; hence the Injunctive Affix is found to be such as has 
its direct expressive potency quite inoperative (towards the injunction of 
the Bhavana); and hence, in accordance with the rule laid down under 
the sūtra ‘dnarthakyat tadangeshu,’ that Injunctive Affix comes down 
from the Bhavané and directs itself towards the auxiliaries con- 
nected with it. And then those qualifications of Class, Gender and 
Number, which qualify the auxiliary expressed by a single word, serve to 
point out that auxiliary,—exactly in the way that we have explained in 
the case of the Injunction of a qualified Bhavana : and as such these qualifica- 
tions are all enjoined ; and hence, in the case of a single word, even though 
the Bhavana has been enjoined by another sentence, it is possible to have 
the Injunction of many things (in connection with it). When, however, 
there is a combination of many auxiliaries mentioned by many words (as 
in the case of the sentences ‘ agn@yoshtakapalak etc.’),—then, in that case, 
there being no sort of relationship among these auxiliaries themselves, 
the words expressing them also remain unconnected (with one onother) ; 
and hence when the Injunction betakes itself to one of them, it has 
nothing to do with any other; and when it would betake to this latter, 
it could not have anything to do with another, and so on ; because of all of 
them being wholly unconnected with one another. For these reasons it is 
not possible, in this case, to have the one implied by the other, as we had 
in the case of the Injunction applying to the Bhavana. 

Thus then in this case, the original Injunction not giving birth to other 
Injunctions, the former, being one only, would be wholly taken up in the 
laying down of one auxiliary ; and then the declaration that it lays down 
another also, would not be possible, unless we meant to repeat the original 
Injunction; this would entail the anomaly of all these repeated 
Injunctions being of human origin (and as such having no authority). 
This is what is meant by the second half of the su/ra, which means that if 
the sentence were taken as laying down an action that has been already 
previously enjoined, as such laying down could only be for the purpose of 
mentioning the accessory, the Injunctive word would have to be 
repeated for the sake of the Injunction of each one of the accessories, 

The Bhashya says :—' parasparasambundhe cásati etc.’ (when there is no 
mutual connection etc.) ; and this is meant to show that when there is no 
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such connection, there is no apparent inconsistency that could serve as thé 
ground for having an injunction of the qualified Bhavana. 

Even in everyday life, we find that when the chief man—the king, for 
instance, is carried toa place, he always carries with himself all his invari- 
able attendants ; whereas when one of these attendants goes to a place, no 
other attendant moves a single step; for the carrying of each 
attendant, it becomes necessary to make a fresh effort; and it is absolutely 
" impossible to move all the attendants by a single effort; hence it is im- 
"possible for many accessories to be taken up by a single Injunction. 

It is this fact that the Bhashya proceeds to explain in detail: The 
sentence ‘ dgnéyoshtdkapalak etc.’ cannot be taken as laying down the 
ashtakapala with reference to the Paurnamdasi sacrifice (held to be enjoined 

by the sentence ‘ya évam etc.’) ; because the mention of the form of the 
Ashtakapala has still got to be made; and as such mention could be got at 
with very great difficulty, how could the sentence serve the purpose 
of laying down any other object ? This is what is meant by the assertion 
(in the Bhàshya) that * there being no relationship of the word bhavati, there 
4s no connection (of the sacrifice) with G@gnéya’ [that is to say, in the 
sentence ' ashtakapülo bhavati’ the word *bhàvati' denotes the existence of 
the astakapala, and as such the Paurnamasi is connected, by means of this 
sentence, with the astakapala, and not with the Agnéya, because this latter 
is in no way connected with the ‘bhavati’|. If, however, the sentence be 
taken as laying down the Agnéya with reference to the Pawrnamasi sacri- 
fice, then too, we have the same difficulty of having a mention of the actual 
form of the Agnéya ; and as this difficulty in both cases is exactly similar, 
the Bhashya has not noticed it in connection with this second alternative, 
and has only pointed out the fact of the sacrifice, in this case, not having 
connection with the ashfükapála. Even when we take the sentence as 
meaning that ‘the Agnéya qualified by the Paurnamüsi sacrifice is 
-ashtakapfla,’ or that ‘the ashtakapala qualified by that sacrifice is Agnéya,’— 
in any case we are faced by the following difficulties: (1) the mention 
of the origin of that Agnéya or Ashtakapala which is described ; (2) the 
difficulty of connecting them with the Pawrnamüsi sacrifice; (3) the 
mention of the origin of that (Agnéya or Ashtakapala) which is enjoined 
(with reference to another) ; and (4) the difficulty of connecting the Agnéya 
aud the Ashtakapala with each other; and thus the whole thing would be- 
come too complicated. If the word ‘ paurnamüsi' be taken with both of 
them at one and the same time, then, in the first place, it would be necessary 
for us to have origins for both; and secondly, we would have to assume a 
mutual relationship among them. Nor can the two be said to qualify 
‘€or restrict) each other—as is done by the various qualifications mentioned 
In the sentence ‘arunaya pingükshyü ekahayanya gava soman krinati'; 
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because that would entail the anomaly of having a qualified Injunction. 
Consequently, it must be admitted that it is the Paurnamas?, as unaffected 
by the Astakapala, that is connected with the Agnéya, or thatit is the 
Paurnamüsi, as unaffected by the Aynéya, that is connected with the 
Astakapala; and as such there can be no connection between the Agneya 
and the Ashtakapala. 

With a view to meet this difficulty if one were to take the sentence at. 
the very outset, as laying down the material (Ashtakapala) and the Deity 
(Agni mentioned iu the word ‘ Agnéya’) of the Paurnam/üsi sacrifice, then 
he would have to face the following difficulties : (1) the mention of the 
actual forms of these two (Agnéya and Ashtakapüla), (2) the injunction of 
one in regard to another, (3) the connecting of these two with one 
another, when both are enjoined at one and the same time; (4) and then 
over and above all these, the connecting of these two with the Paurnamast 
sacrifice (which is held to be enjoined by another sentence—* Ya évam eto.) 

And then, for the purpose of meeting these difficulties, it becomes 
necessary to take the sentence ‘ yadàgneyah etc.’ as only laying down the 
connection of the Ashtakapala in connection with the sacrifice, with reference 
to the Deity mentioned in some other sentence : this is what is meant by the 
Bhashya, “ kena cit ügnéyah sankalpitah " ; some people take this sentence 
as meaning that “if one were to bring in the Agn&ya that had been given 
away by another performer" ; but this does not appear correct, because 
such bringing would be tantamount to stealing, in the midst of his per- 
formance, the material prepared by another person. "Therefore, we must 
take the word 'sankalpitah ' as containing a double causative affix, —the 
meaning of the sentence thus being “if we take Agnéya as laid down in 
another passage,—for instance, the one that contains the word ‘ rukkamak’ 
(desiring a bright complexion, etc.). 

In reply to this argument it is said that in that case, Bic word Agnéya 
(as understood from that other sentence) being taken as simply mentioned 
(in the sentence 'yadàgneyah ete.) for the purpose of establishing the 
connection of the Ashtakapala (with the Paurnamasi sacrifice), then it is 
not known what is the Deity in the Pawrnamasi sacrifice ; and if it be held 
that the Agnéyz is laid down with reference to the Ashtakapala as qualified 
by the Paurnamüási, then there is a syntactical split; and in this way 
we can go on showing the endless syntatical splits consequent upon all 
the various constructions that could, in accordance with the opponent's 
theory, be put upon the sentence—the constructions that have been shown 
under the Adhikarana on Akrti in Pada i, of Adhyaya I. 

Thus then in the sentence ‘ Agnéya etc.’ we must have the injunction of 
the connection of a material and a Deity; but this connection is not 
possible with regard to auy sacrifice that may have been previously 
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enjoined by other sentences; and hence, in accordance with the sūtra 
* gunagcapirva-sambandhak ’ we must admit a distinct sacrifice. to be 
actually enjoined by this sentence (‘ yaddgneyah etc.’) ; and then we have 
the same ‘ripavacana (non-mention of the form)’ that was urged in 
the third sūtra ; and as such the sentence ‘ ya évam etc.’ must be taken 
as only referring to the sacrifices enjoined by the sentence ‘ yadagnéyak, 
etc.’ And by this we are forced to have recourse to indirect indication, eto., 
for the purpose of explaining the singular ending (in * Paurnamasim’). 
, And further, the sentence *yadügneyah etc.’ cannot be complete until 
it lays down an action not laid down by any other sentence; and so long 
as its own fullsignification is not complete, it cannot require the aid of 
another sentence. That isto say, that ‘the Ashtakapala becomes’ is not 
a functioning by the human agent ; nor is it possible for a sentence to lay 
down only the functioning of a cake ; because such functioning would not 
have the character of any particular Bhavana. And thus it being 
necessary to assume a particular functioning of the human agent, we 
naturally fall upon the assumption of the sacrifice. And though when a 
functioning (that of the cake) is actually perceptible, itis not quite right to 
assume an inferred one,—yet, in the case in question, the sentence being not 
incomplete, and (as such not standing in need of another sentence) the mere 
fact of the root * yaji’ (signifying the sacrifice) being found in the sentence 
containing the words ‘amāvāsyā’ and ‘ pawrnamasi’ (v.e., the sentence 
‘ya 8vüm, etc.’), which is not in close proximity to the sentence in question, 
cannot preclude the aforesaid inferential assumption. And when the 
‘sacrifice’ has been inferred, the sentences ‘ ya évam etc.’ are found to have 
the exact form of mere description (or rene ; = for i reason 
they are actually admitted to be as such. ~~ : 
And further, because in the sentence ‘ yadagneyo etc.’ the word me 
is co-extensive with (refers to) the Action (of being, of the cake), while the 
‘yat’ in the sentence ‘ ya évam etc.’ refers to the agent,—and as it is the 
latter kind of ‘yat,’ and not of the former, that precludes the injunctive 
function—the mere presence of the word ‘yat’ in the former sentence 
cannot be in the way of its being taken as an Injunction. On this, 
we have the following declaration:— When connected with the verb, 
the word ‘yat’ does not disable the Injunction; when, however, it is 
connected with the Agent, then it distinctly points to the fact of the 
sentence being a mere reference to something that has been enjoined in & 
previous sentence." 


Sittra (T): The mention of these also is like that. 


If the Amavasya were a single sacrifice, then the two materials—the 
Sannayya (Curd and Butter) aud the Oshadhi (Herbs)—would be 
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optional alternatives; and then, why should there be any mention of the 
preparation of one of these before the other, (as it would be necessary to 
employ and prepare only one of the two alternative materials) ? 

When there are various sacrifices, then the Sannayya and the Oshadhi 
come to be taken as both forming the materials to be offered in various 
sacrifices, and as such all the various materials having to be prepared for 
the Amàvüsyà sacrifice, it becomes quite relevant to speak of the prepara- 
tion of one of these before the other, —which would be entirely irrelevant 
in any other case. 

And further, in accordance with the Pérvapaksha, over and above the 
three sacrifices, there would be a fourth (in the shape of that enjoined by 
the sentence ‘ya évam etc.’); and as such the passage quoted in the 
Bhàshya would refer to them as ‘uttarāni’ (in the plural), and not as 
‘uttaré’ (in the Dual) (which refers to the two composite sacrifices, the 
Darga and the Paurnamasa). 


Sutra (8): Also because we find (in the Veda) indica- 
tive words. 

If the sentences ‘ya évam etc.’ enjoined two distinct sacrifices, then 
the number of sacrifices would be more, and if they enjoined accessories, the 
number would be less than ‘ thirteen ' and ‘fourteen,’ which are the num- 
bers that are mentioned in connection with the Libations in the Darga and 
the Paurnamasa. Because these numbers could be possible only if in the 
Paurnamasa there were three, and in the Darga two, primary libations 
(and this would not be the case if the sentences ‘ya évam etc.’ are taken 
either as the Injunctions of eet sacrifices, or as the Injunctions of 
Accessories). 

For these reasons we conclude that the — S ‘ya évam ete.’ 
merely refer to the two previously mentioned composite sacrifices, To this 
effect, we have the following declaration: ‘“‘(1) Because the enjoined 
saerifice has uo form (material, etc.), (2) because the words of the sentence 
directly denote the sacrifices mentioned in the context, and (3) because it 
is only in these latter sacrifices that we find distinct forms and details, — 
we must admit the sentences ‘ya évam etc.’ to be mere references to the 
two composite sacrifices laid down in the preceding sentence." 
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ADHIKARANA (4). n 
. [Treating of the First Exception to the foregoing Adhikarana. | 
| PURVAPAKSHA. 


Stra (9) : : ** The case of the e age i i" the 


Paurnamas?.”’ a 


The following three Adhikaranas treat of the exceptions to the general 
rule arrived at in the em Adhikarana. — 

[There is one sentence :—‘ 7am va eladyajnasya kriyaté lm puro- 

dagau, upancuyajamantara yajati, and then we have a set of sentences— 
* vishnurupiimcu yashtavyoyamitvdya, prajapatirupangu — yashtavayo' jümi- 
tvaya, agnishomàvupangu yashtavyavajamitvadya’; aud on these there arises. 
the following question: does the expression ‘ upānçuyājam’ in the first 
sentence only serve to speak of (refer to) the whole batch of sacrifices men- 
tioned in the latter set of sentences? or does it serve to lay down an in- 
dependent sacrifice by itself? And on this question, we have the purvapaksha 
embodied in the sūtra ; and in support thereof we have the following argu- 
ments. | 

“ To the sentence ‘ Mui ete," apply all the conclusions arrived 
“at in the foregoing Adhikarana,.” 

* Because, inasmuch as the sacrifices ita down in the latter set of 
* sentences have their accessories in the shape of the respective deities duly 
“ mentioned, while that which is mentioned in the first sentence has no 
‘such accessory mentioned, we cannot but conclude that this latter 
‘sacrifice depends upon the former sacrifices, 

“That is to say, in the three sentences, we have the affix tavya with 
“the verb; and as such they have the character of absolute Injunction, 
‘and hence, if we were to assume these sentences to enjoin independent 
“sacrifices, then we would render ourselves open to all the aforesaid objec- 
‘‘ tions of the details of these being unknown, and also of the neccessity of 
“ having to assume many unseen factors.” 

“ And further, we find each of the latter three sentences mentioning the 
‘‘removal of the evil effects of the jami (a technical flaw in the perform 
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“ance of a sacrifice, explained below); and it is with regard to this flaw of 
“the jam that the first sentence mentions the wpüncü sacrifice. That is to 
“ gay, looking at the whole section, from the first sentence to the last, 
^ we find that the mention of ‘jam’ (in the first sentence) and the 
“ * removal of ami’ (mentioned in the last three) form one subject ; and 
'* from this it is clear that it is the last three sentences that contain the real 
“ Injunetions, whereas in the first sentence we do not find any distinct 
“ Arthavada or Injunction (by which it could be taken as containing the 
** Injunction of a sacrifice), Then again, the special purpose served by the 
“ first seutence referring to the whole set of the three sacrifices (laid down 
"in the latter sentences), is that it is only thus that any one of the three 
“ sacrifices (laid down by the three sentences) can be taken as a sacrifice in- 
“dependent of the other two; itis only by making the first sentence (which 
“ mentions a definite point of time, in the shape of thé interrim between 
* the offerings of two cakes) supplementary to the last three sentences, that 
“all the three sacrifices becoming connected with that particular time,— 
"^ each of them comes to be taken as an independent primary sacrifice. 
" The Bhashya has represented the opposer of the Pürvapaksha as 

“ bringing forward the objection that the first sentence might be taken as 
“laying down a sacrifice with the upānçū as its accessory (and as such the 
* sacrifice laid down by it cannot be said to be without a definite accessory). 
'" And some people take exception to this sentence of the BAàshya, on the 
“ground that the Deity and the Material to be offered being the only two 
“ accessories of a sacrifice, one ‘ upānçù’ cannot rightly be spoken of as such 
"an ‘accessory.’ But this is not a very effective objection ; because any- 
“thing that characterises or specifies a sacrifice (distinguishes it from other 
" sacrifices) is its accessory ; and there is no doubt that the ‘upangu ’-ness 
“ (ġe. the quietness with which the Mantras are recited) serves to dis- 
“tinguish a sacrifice: and as such it can very well be spoken as an 
* ' accessory? ” ` ie o b dues: dae op! e 

“The Pürvapakshin meets this objection by declaring that such a word 
“as upàncüyaja cannot very well, etc. And the sense of this is that 
“if the word ‘ upàngayája' be etymologically explained in a way that 
“ would point out upānçu as the distinguishing feature of the sacrifice, 
“de, if the compound be explained as upānçū :jyate yah sa—then 
“the resultant word would be ‘upānçūyāga’ and not ‘ upangiydja,’ 
'" in accordance with Panini's sūtra VIL—iii—52. While on the other hand, 
“if the word ' «pàáncüyàja ' be taken as the name (of the whole set of three 
"sacrifices, and not as layiug down the accessory of an independent 
" sacrifice), inasmuch as no etymological explanation of a name is 
* necessary, there would be no room for the grammatical anomaly—the 
“ word being taken as a complete whole by itself." 
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* The opponent brings forward another objection— »àünvévam sati etc. 
* And the sense of this is that even when the word is taken as a Name, then 
“in accordance with the sūtra I—iv—4, the applicability of that name 
“ (upānçūyāja) to the set of three sacrifices would depend solely upon the 
“ presence in each of these three sacrifices, of the feature of upüngu-ness,— 
* which presence is laid down by the sentence ‘ vishnurupüngu yashtavyah’ 
* etc, : and then the cmm — and — "M——— — 

“ cannot be avoided." : 
| “ The Purvapakshin replies to this objection na — ing seer it is not 
“ necessary for us to take the word ‘ upānçuyāja’ as referring to the set of 
“ three sacrifices, as this reference can be made by the word ‘ yajate’ in the 
“same sentence (and all that we mean is that the first sentence only 
“ refers to the three sacrifices). Then, too, it is only in the case of an 
“ Injunction that it is necessary for each word to fit in with the particular 
“sacrifice ; while in the case of the Name, the applicability of this word is 
“made to rest upon the fact of the root ‘ yaji' only referring to the set 
* of three sacrifices; and thus there being even a slight ground of 
“ similarity, there would be nothing incongruous in the applicability of the 
“ Name (and hence it is not necessary to have recourse to an etymological 
“explanation ; and hence no ve be no occasion for ila qund 
* anomaly )." ; | 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sittra (10): But ét is an Injunction, because of there 
being no other sacrifice mentioned in the context, 


The sentence ‘upānçūyājam yajati ’ is the Injunction of an indepen- 
dent sacrifice ; and it is not a mere reference to the set of three sacrifices 
mentioned in the three sentences. (1) Because there being no other 
sacrifices mentidned in the context, the sentence cannot be taken as a 
mere reference; and (2) because no sacrifice is actually enjoined by the 
sentences ‘vishnuh etc.’ 

In the case of the sentence mentioning the Vaiçvānara sacrifice, we 
find that from beginning to end the text treats of ‘twelve cakes, and 
hence the mention of the numbers ‘eight’ and the rest come to be taken as 
forming part of the ‘ twelve’ ; and as such the sentences mentioning these 
smaller numbers are not taken as separate Injunctions of those numbers. 
In the same manner in the case in question, we find that the Injunction is 
introduced by the words ‘jāmi và état’ which describe a certain flaw in 
‘the sacrifice ; and it is clear that such mention of the flaw must have 
some bearing on—and be needed by—a certain enjoined sacrifice ; 
consequently it appears that the sentences ‘vishnuh etc.’ speaking of 
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the removal of that flaw serve the purpose of eulogising that enjoined 
sacrifice. When it so happeus that between the offering of two cakes 
there is no other action to be performed, then we have what is called the 
flaw of ‘jamz’; and hence the mention of the ‘removal of jāmi’ must be 
taken as eulogising that action which would be laid down as to be per- 
formed between the two offerings; and from this it follows that in the case 
in question, what has to be eulogised is the sacrifice Upangu, which is dis- 
tinctly laid down as to be performed “in the interrim”; while in the 
sentences 'vishnuh etc.’ we find described the ‘removing of the ‘jam’ 
which is the eulogy required by the aforesaid Upānçu sacrifice; and 
consequently we disregard the injunctive character of these sentences, 
because their injunctiveness is nowhere found to be required; and hence 
all of them come to be taken as mere eulogistic sentences. Specially as 
we do not find the *iuterrim " mentioned as the time, in the sentences 
‘vishnuh etc.'; and as such the ‘jamz,’ with a mention of which the 
context was introduced, not having any direct connection with these 
sentences, these cannot be taken as embodying the Injunctions of any 
actions for the removal of that ‘j@mi’; and hence too the “removing of 
jami” mentioned in these sentences cannot be taken as eulogising 
these latter Injunctions. On the other hand, that action, which is 
mentioned directly in connection with the time “interrim,” is distinctly 
found to be the object of Injunction by the sentence that begins with the 
mention of 'jümi' ; and then on this ground, the other sentences come 
to have their use in eulogising that Action; under the circumstances, 
it is scarcely right to accept an Injunction i: would entail the assump- 
tion of many imperceptible elements. | 

And further, in the case of the sentences * eishnuh TM these being 
taken as connecting the sacrifices with Vishnu etc., the ‘ sacrifice’ would 
be indirectly implied as subordinate to that connection; and so long as 
a directly-expressed sacrifice is available (in the sentence ‘ upangum etc.’) 
it is not right to accept an indirectly implied sacrifice to be en- 
joined. 

That is to say, the affix ‘ tavya’ in ‘ yashtavyah’ is in the passive, and as 
such the predominant factor in the sentence is ‘vishnu’ to whom the 
‘sacrifice ’ is subordinate (the sentence meaning etymologically that Vishnu 
is the objective of the sacrifice) ; and the performability of the sacrifice could 
be only inferred indirectly from the sentence,—the factor of the ' sacrifice ' 
being extracted out of the word “ yashtavyah " ; and this would be scarcely 
proper; because we have a direct Injunction of the Sacrifice in the sentence 
“antara yajati'. Even though it were possible for the sentence ' vishnuh * 
to be taken apart from the sentence ' antarà yajati’, yet all that they could 
do would be to lay down the Deities for that sacrifice which is laid down 
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as to be performed “ in the interrim " (in the sentence ‘ "i etc. )i ; and 
they could not lay down distinct Actions. | — 

As a matter of fact, it is not possible even for ise Deity "i i me 
down by such sentences. Because the word ‘yashtavyah’ in these does not 
signify either the Deity or that to which something 4s given; because all 
that they actually signify isa material subordinate (belonging) to the 
sacrifice ; consequently what we have to do is to take the potency of the 
objective as the predominant element ; and as such what the word would 
signify would be whatis signified by the Accusative case-ending ; and 
certainly that does not establish the character of the Deity. Because 
the root 'yaj?' meaning ‘to give away, its actual objective is that 
which is given away ; and hence the only possible explanation would be that 
the Deity approached by the object given away, comes subsequently to be 
indirectly connected with the Sacrifice. But iu this way, the words come to 
have two objectives; and hence, in accordance with the sūtra ‘samaptih 
cabdarthak,’ [II—iv—23] what happens is that the objective, in the shape 
of the thing given away, is set aside, and another, in the shape of the Deity 
worshipped, becomes manifested; and the verb thereby coming to be re. 
cognised to have only one objective (in the shape of the Deity worshipped ), 
it is only after its Dative potency has been wholly suppressed, that the 
Deity could be spoken of as the objective, asin the sentence ‘ vishnum 
yajatz' (in the Active voice) or ‘ vishnuryashtavyah’ (in the Passive). And 
certainly in this we do not find any denotation of the Deity ; all that we 
find is that the character of Deity (of Vishnu) is indirectly indica by the 
apparent inconsistency of its abode character. 

Objection: “ The root ‘yaji’ signifying the worshipping of a Deity, 
* the word signifying the objective of that root would be synonymous with 
“the word ‘ Deity’; and hence it is scarcely correct to say that in the 
“sentences quoted the Deity is only indirectly indicated.” 

Reply: As a matter of fact, the root 'yajé' does not directly signify 
the worshipping of a Deity ; because if that were the case, then Hymning 
also, which is a kind of worship, would come to be denoted by the root 
‘yaji’; but we shall show later on that when there is a Hymning of the 
Deity, that Deity cannot be said to be thereby worshipped, in the way that 
the guest is worshipped. That is to say, at the time that one is hymning a 
Deity, even if he be engaged in actual worship, it is not said ‘sa yajaté.’ 
And inasmuch as, in this case of Hymning, the actual form of the sacrificial 
Deity (namely that of being one to whom an offering is made) is not 
present in the Deity hymned, that Deity does not attain the character of 
an object of worship, like the Guest. And further, that the root ‘ yaji’ does 
not signify wor elias we shall show -— amy in Adhyàya IX. Even when the 
root ‘ya?’ is taken to mean ‘giving’, the Deity to whom the gift 
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is made cannot be said to have the character of the objective; as for 
instance, the Teacher who is worshipped by means of gifts is not found to 
have the character of the objective. 

Objection: “ In that case, the word mentioning the Deity would 
“always have the Dative ending (and then how would you explain the pres- 
“ ence of other case-endings in words actually mentioning the Deity) ? " 

Reply: The sampradanatva (the principal. element in the Dative) of 
the Deity is never of the same precise type as that of the Teacher; be- 
cause the Deity is not the actual receiver of the gift (not having a body, 
etc.).. And further, we do, in certain cases, find the Dative ending with 
words mentioning the Deity, for instance, ‘ yadabhyam grihitva somaya 
yajate etc.’ But, in all cases, the Deity has got neither the precise 
character of the sumpradina (receiver of the gift), nor that of the 
particular objective ; nor by itself could it be either the receiver of the 
gift or the objective, with reference to the root * yaj?' (sacrifice). Then the 
character of one of these two is attributed to it, simply because, while being 
actually found to help in the accomplishment of the Action—and thereby 
having the character of the ‘ka@raka’ (Instrument)—there is no seventh 
ease that could fit it exactly. Nor by itself, in the form that is signified 
by the word expressive of the Deity, does the Deity become related to the 
denotation of the root ‘yaj7.’ Under the circumstances, even though the 
actual receiving of the offering is not present in the case, yet by the mere 
fact of the offering being made with regard to it, we assume the presence 
of the complex conditions of the Dative ; and hence speak of the Deity in 
the Dative; and at times, the character of being reached, that belongs to 
one with regard to whom the offering is made, is assumed in the case of 
the offering ; and as such the Deity is, sometimes, spoken of as the objective 
of the whole root ‘ yaj?.’ 

Thus then, (1) ina case where we find an Injunction wherein the Deity 
is mentioned in the Dative Case, for instance, ‘ somaya yajaté,’ we must ex- 
plain it as meaning that ‘ the offering should be made to that Deity, as if 
creating its right of ownership in the object offered’ ;—(2) when we 
meet with an Injunction in which the Deity is mentioned as the objective 
(for instance, vishnuryashtavyah), its meaning is that it is the Deity refer- 
ence to whom should be made for making the offering. It is for this reason 
that in a case where the only action of the Offerer lies in referring to (or 
thinking of) the Deity, and there is no actual offering made, we find the 
direction ‘hotaryaja’ (where all that the Hotri priest does is to think of 
the Deity to whom the offering has been made). 

Thus we find that both of these—the Dative and the Objective character 
—apply to the Deity only indirectly. And of these two again, we find that 
the character of the Dative is more closely related to the Deity (than that 
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of the Objective), because it is the Dative alone that is an invariable con- 
comitant of the action of giving, though its complete applicability has been 
found to be open to objection; while as for the Objective, we find that it is 
present also in actions other than giving, and as such not being a necessary 
concomitant of the action of giving, it is not so closely related to the Deity. 
Hence it is concluded that the character of the Objective of the root 
‘yagi’ is not fully applicable to the word ‘Deity’, just as the character of 
_the Deity too is not found to be wholly applicable in the case in question. 
Because, asa rule, the Deity is always mentioned either by the use of the 
word ‘Deity’ itself, or by the use of a word with a nominal affix which 
signifies the Deity; and never by means of any of the case-endings. For 
instance, when laying down the appearance of the Nominal affixes signifying 
the Deity, the words that Panini employs are notin the forms ‘ idama- 
gnaye ! (with the Objective euding) or ‘ tēna kritam’ (in the Instrumental) ;— 
that is to say, in all the rules laying down the use of Nominal affixes, we 
find that its use is laid down by means of words with those very case- 
endings, which themselves are capable of signifying the same meaning 
that is meant to be expressed by the Nominal affix laid down; for 
instance, we have such rules as (1) ‘tad vahati' (with the Objective), 
(2) ‘tena krtam’ (with the Instrumental), (3): ‘ tasmat hitam ’ (with the — 
Dative), (4) ‘tata āgatak’ (with the Ablative), (5) tasyapatyam (with the 
Possessive-Genitive), and (6) ‘tatra bhavak’ (with the Locative);—in the 
case of the Deity, however, we find that the appearance of the Nominal affix 
expressive of the Deity, is laid down by such words as * sa'sya devatà,' and 
not as ‘ tasyat idam’ (with the Dative) or ‘ta@manéna’ (with the Objective). 
And hence we conclude that the Deity is not denotable by any other means 
save by the actual mention of the word ‘ Deity’ itself, or by the Nominal 
affixes specially laid down as expressing the Deity. 

Thus then, it must be admitted that the sentence ‘ —_— 
yashtavyah' does not serve the purpose of pointing out a Deity. And 
consequently, in taking this sentence as au independent Injunetion, we 
would have to get at the requisite Bhavana only by undertaking all the 
trouble of assuming a Deity. And certainly in comparison with all these 
assumptions, it is more reasonable by far to take the sentence as a mere 
Arthavada (of the sacrifice laid down in ‘ antavà yajati '). 

On the other hand, in the case of the sentence ‘ antara yajati '—though 
it might be argued that it is an injunction of the time (of the sacrifice) as 
the *interrim ",—and as such it cannot be taken as laying down the 
sacrifice itself,—yet, as there is no other way' of taking it, we take the 
sentence to be an Injunction of the sacrifice as qualified by the particular 
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even as an Arthaváda like the other sentences (* vishnuh eto.).' 
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EXCEPTION TO ADHI (3). 673 


Objection: “But we have shown above that the sentence * antara, etc. 
“has its use in speaking of the three sacrifices (to Vishnu, etc.) as one 
“composite whole". 

Reply: How the sentence cannot serve this purpose we shall show 
later on, when explaining the sūtra 'anyarthadarganat ' [11—111—29]. And 
further, in this sentence we find that inasmuch as the ' interrim ? is a point 
of time, it cannot form the predicate of a sentence; and as such (the 
' jnterrim ’ not being an object of Injunction), we admit the Action to be the 
object of the Injunction contained in the sentence; and then too, as we find 
that the sacrifice in question, that could be connected with the time, is not 
Jaid down (in any other sentence), we have also to admit the sentence 
(‘ antarü, etc.’) to be the original Injunction of the sacrifice also. That is to 
say, in the sentence in question, we find that a distinct self-sufficient 
Bhavana, with all its accessories, is laid down with reference to a point 


of time (the “interrim”) which, by itself, could be the predicate of the 


sentence ; and we do not find any such Bhavana denoted by the sentences 
‘ vishnuryashtavyah, etc.’ ; and hence there is nothing incongruous in accept. 
ing the former sentence as the original Injunction (of that Bhavana). 

Even if the sentences ‘ vishnuk, etc.’ could be taken as injunctions of 
sacrifices, the particular sacrifice laid down by the sentence ‘ antarà, etc.’ 
must be an entirely distinct one ; and this sentence could not be taken as 
merely referring to these sacrifices. Itis with a view to this that the Bhashya 
has declared—karmdantarasya vacakah syat. As there is nothing incompatible 
in the Deity being an object of Injunction, the sentences ‘vishnuk, etc.’ could 
be taken as laying down deities for the sacrifice (enjoined by the former 
sentence); and thus too we find that it is these sentences (‘vishnuh, etc.’) 
that serve the purpose of referring to a previously enjoined sacrifice (for the 
purpose of laying down its Deities), and not the former sentence itself. 

Even if these sentences are taken as Injunctions of Sacrifices, though 
there is an original sacrifice (in the shape of that enjoined by the sentence 
‘antara, etc.’), yet there are no such original sacrifices as have Vishnu, etc., 
for their Deities ;—this is what the word ‘ aprakrtatvat’ in the sütra means. 

Or the Bhashya— karmüntarasya vacakah syat’—may be explained in 
the following manner: the sentence ‘ antar@, etc.’ would denote only that 
sacrifice which is enjoined as distinct from the Agnéya and the rest. 
Consequently on account of the time “interrim’”’ not being capable of 
forming the predicate, it must be admitted that the sentence is the 
absolute Injunction of a sacrifice; and as such the other sentences must be 
mere Arthavidas. And as for the Injunctive affix (in antarà yajāti), it 
would be functioning more closely when laying down the denotation of the 
root with reference to something else (in the shape of the particular point 
of time). 
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674 TANTRA-VARTIKA, ADH. II—PADA II—AUHI (4). 


Says the Bhashya—sa tu vidhiyate upanguyagasambandhak ; and the 
sense of this is that the word upançuyājam lays down an accessory detail of 
the sacrifice (viz., that the sacrifice is to be performed with mantras quietly 
recited). 

Against this view it has been argued that “the word * upangu-yàjam ’ 
* cannot be taken in that sense, as in that case tiaa am of the word would 
“ become ‘ upanguyagam.,’ ” 

And in reply to this we urge that this ai applies -— to the 
opponent also; because in the case of all words, what is desired first of all 
is the cognition of the relationship between the word and the meaning it 
denotes; and it is only after this cognition that we come to ascertain that 
meaning to have the character of an Injunction or that of a mere Reference. 
That is to say, when the fact of a certain meaning being denoted by a 
certain word has been duly ascertained, it is only then that the object thus — 
denoted comes to be taken either as Injunction or as the enjoined, as the 
referred to or as the reference; in all these cases, however, the relationship 
of the word to its meaning continues to be the common factor, and as this 
relationship always remains constant, whatever its character might be 
(and it is only on this latter point that we differ), the excellences or 
defects in that relationship would be equally applicable to both of us; and 
hence any such defect should not have been urged against any one of us 
only. 

On this point, it might be argued that—“ as a matter of fact we find 
* that a descriptive reference is made even by such words as are not 
“ directly expressive of the object described ; but no injunction is ever 
“ found to be brought about by means of non-expressive words ; and as such 
* the objection is not equally applicable to both of us.” 

To this we reply that in our case also, the sacrifice being enjoined by 
the word ‘ yajatz,’ the word ‘ yàja could be taken as referring to it ; and 
the upüngutva mentioned along with ‘ yaa’, being taken as connected with 
the aforesaid Injunction, there would be no incongruousness at all. 

Nor could the word ‘ wpainguyaja’ be taken as the name of a sacrifice 
according to the sūtra I—iv—4 ; because ‘ wpangu-tva’ has not been enjoined 
by any other text. For Nene it cannot be taken as enjoined by the 
sentences 'vishnuh, etc.’; because these have been shown to be mere 
Arthavüdas ; nor by the sentence 'wpüngu paurnamasyam’; because this 
sentence is wholly taken up by the laying down of the time (pawrnamüsi), 
and it is not capable of further injunctions. Therefore, we must admit it to 
be enjoined by the word ‘upānçu’ occurring in the original Injunction 
itself (* antarà, etc.) ; this will be pointed out in the next sütra also. 

As for the removal of the flaw of *jümi, this is known to be possible 
in various ways—for instance, (1) by means of a material, (2) by 
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accentuation, or (3) ky means of a Deity. And hence in the case in question, 
when it is found that a ‘jamz’ has occurred, we find that for making it up 
some sort of a sacrifice—whether to Vishnu, or to Prajapati or to Agni- 
shoma, or to some other Deity—is enjoined ; and then no definite Deity 
being recognised, as the one to whom the requisite sacrifice has to be 
offered, the Veda, meaning to show the fact of the Deities of the sacrifice 
being various, mentions Vzshnuh and some other well-known Deities ; and 
hence though in the sentences in question Vishnu etc. are not the only 
Deities to whom the sacrifice has to be offered, yet the mention of these, 
though only by way of eulogising (the sacrifice through these well-known 
Deities), may, somehow or other, be taken as laying down the accessory 
(Deities) of the sacrifice. 

The Bhashya represents another party declaring that—*' these sacrifices 
(to Vishnu $c.) are enjoined in the teats of other rescensions of the Veda.’ 
But no such texts are cited; and if any weight could be attached to 
such vague assertions, then there would be nothing that would want 
a corroborative proof; and further, we find that in Adhyaya X, sütra 
49, the question of the Deity has been raised, and answered in sūtra 52, by 
showing that the Deity is one that is indicated by the words of the mantra 
employed; and all these discussions would be futile if we had auy 
such texts as declared by the opponent. And as a matter of fact, 
that the opponent himself had doubts on the point of there being such a 
text is clearly shown by his own half-hearted declaration—“ even if they be 
not laid down by such a text, etc.” 

Then the opponent has declared (in the Bhashya) that—“ the property 
of ‘ upānçu’ having been laid down, some action is performed in honour of 
Prajapati, during the sacrifice.” But this too is scarcely correct ; because 
that would upset the syntactical order of the word; as we have no such 
sentence as that ‘ that which is upānçu belongs to Prajapati ’,—the sentence 
that we have is in the form * that which belongs to Prajapati is upancu.’ 
Therefore the mere property of ‘upānçu’ cannot point to the fact of be- 
longing to Prajāpati. 

Then again, the Bhashya itself declares that we actually cite the teat 
enjoining Agni and Soma as the Deities. And against this assertion, the 
following objections have been raised: ** The sentence cited in the Bhashya 
“cannot serve the purpose of laying down the Deity, because it is neither 
“the Dative ending, nor the Deific-nominal affix, nor the words of a mantra 
“(which three are the only meaus of mentioning the Deity). (2) Be- 
“cause Agni and Soma made a certain declaration, what would that 
“matter £o the sacrificer, who would remain in the dark as to that declava- 
“tion pointing to him the Deity to be sacrificed to? (3) The sentence 
“being a distinct injunction of the time (Pürnamüsi ), it cannot serve the 
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“ further injunctive purpose of laying down the Deity; and if it be taken 
“as the Injunction of the Deity, it would have to renounce its injunctive- 
“ ness with regard to the time; and then the sacrifice could not be referred 
“to by the word 'Paurnamüsi'; and not being expressible by the 
“word ‘Paurnamast’ (and thereby having no connection with the 
* sentence ‘ dargapürnamüsablujám, etc.) it would cease to be a primary, 
“and become a subsidiary sacrifice. The author of the sūtra also, in 
* Adhyaya X, has brought forward the sentence cited as an Injunction of 
“time, with the sole aim of showing that the ‘ Amavdsyd’ is not an 
* Upanguyaja.” 

In answer to these objections we have the following arguments: It 
has been found that the Deity is indicated by the words of the mantra. 
In the order of the upānçuyāja, we find mentioned the mantras dedicated to 
Vishnu, Prajapati and Agnishoma, as also the pairs of Yajyas and Puronu- 
vükyüs; and as all of them serve the purpose (of pointing out the Deity 
for the Upanguydja), they come to be taken as optional alternatives ; and 
consequently, the choice of a Deity also becomes optional. And it is that 
section of the Veda where these mantras appear which has been spoken of 
as the ‘mantra ’-section of another Rescension of the Vedic text. In 
fact, even in the ‘ Adhvaryava’ section we find the mention of the Yājyās 
and the Anuvakyds, in the shape of the Haütra; and the mention of 
‘another Rescension’ may be with reference to this fact (of the Hautra 
appearing in the Adhvaryava). And the mention of the qualification 
‘upangu’ too is for the purpose of showing this fact of the mantra belong- 
ing to another Rescension (viz: that of the Yajush ; as itis the Yajush that 
is recited quietly), Otherwise if another Deity (that of the Rk for instance) 
were to be brought into the U pānçuyāja, then it would have to renounce 
its own characteristic of loudness (belonging to the Rk) and to take up 
the foreign characteristic of quzetness (belonging to the Yajush) ; and this 
would entail a great incongruity. It would be very incongruous again 
if we assume another Deity in place of Agnishoma. In the case of 
Vishnu and Prajüpati, however, we find that their properties are quite 
close to them, and hence there is no incongruity in this case (that 1s to 
say there is no incongruity if we assume another Deity in place of Vishnu, 
etc. ; and hence though the objection applies to the Pürvapaksha, it does 
not apply to our case). 

The declaration of the Bhashya-—‘ tatha’ gnishomayostu, etc.’—means 
that no injunction of the Deity being possible, the Deity is accepted 
according to circumstances; and hence in the sentence laying down 
Pirnamasi as the time, a reference to Agnishoma strengthens the introduc- 
tion of the Deity (without which the,said Reference would be wholly in- 
consistent). 


EXCEPTION To. ADHI (3). 677 


Sutra (11): Because of the mention of the Property. 


That action (is enjoined by the sentence ‘ antara, etc. °) in connection 
with which we find the property of ‘ wpancu’ mentioned in the sentence 
‘ upānçu paurnamasyam yajan’, which serves the purpose of laying down 
the time (Pawrnamdasi) for the sacrifice. But this sentence is not the 
original injunction of the said property ; because the sentence not em- 
bodying an injunction of a sacrifice, the said injunction of the property 
would involve the injunction of many things (which is highly objection- 
able). And for this reason we must take the sentence ' upángu paurna- 
müsyüm, etc.’ as only describing that which has been enjoined by the 
sentence ' antarà etc.’ 


Sutra (12): Because of the mention of the * Prage. 


We find the sentence 'Ardayamupünguyüjah', which eulogises the 
Upaneu sacrifice as if it were (prüya) the principal limb (heart) of the 
Sacrificial Person; and thus clearly shows that it is a Primary (and not 
Secondary) sacrifice. 

Question : ** But how does the pürvapaksha make the Updangu a sub- 
*" sidiary sacritice ? ” 

Answer: The Upānçu being (according to the pürvapaksha) taken as 
referring only to the three sacrifices to Vishnu, etc., as one composite 
whole, it is the Agnishomiya sacrifice alone that would come to be enjoined 
as to be performed on the Paurnamas? ; that is to say, in that case, the men- 
tion of ‘ Pirnamisa’ would point out, as leading to the particular result, 
only that one sacrifice—connected with the particular time—and having 
Agnishoma for its Deity— which is mentioned by the sentence ' tavavruta- 
magnishomau, etc.’ And inasmuch as the sacrifices to Vishnu aud Prajapati 
are subsidiary to that sacrifice, the whole sentence declaring the primary 
character of the Upānçu sacrifice (viz.: ‘hrdayamupanguyajah’) becomes 
incompatible and incongruous. 

Objection: “ In your case also, there being the anomaly of various 
" optional alternative Deities, the character of the Primary would belong 
“to the sacrifice only when Agnishoma would be the Deity sacrificed to ; 
" and hence, even according to you, the mention of the everlasting 
* Primary character of the Upānçu is not altogether compatible.” 

Reply: This does not touch our position; because we do not find the 
sentence 'tüvavrütüm, etc.’ enjoining any connection between the time 
(Paurnamüàsi) and the deity (Agnishoma) ; and as for the Action itself, 
which is meant to be indicated by the time and deity,— it is found to exist 
in other places also (for instance, in the sacrifices to Vishnu, etc.). 

That is to say, if the sentence were to lay down the connection of 
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Pawrnamüsi with the deity Agnishoma alone, then such connection would 
not be present in the case of Vishnu or Prajapati being the deity. What, 
however, the sentence actually does is to mention the counection of the 
time with the Action qualified by the deity Agnishoma. And in every case 
we find that when the qualification is absent, the qualified object becomes 
cognised by itself, as we shall "dd under the sutra—* anapayagca kalasya 
lakshanam hi purodagau.’ — | 

Nor is it possible for the same Action to be the primary at one time, 
and subsidiary at another, Such double character would be possible only 
if there were many Upüngu-saerifices ; but this multiplicity of the Upangu 
is not possible; in view of the singleness of the Upānçu sacrifice, we must 
admit, as an Injunction, only the sentence ' upünguyüj amantarà yajate ` 
(and not the sentences ‘ vishnurupüngu yashtavyah, etc.’ ). 


ADHIKARANA (5). 
[Treating of the independent character of the Aghara, etc. ] 


Sutra (13): “The words * Agharam’ and * Agniho- 
tram’ (are mere references) because they are without 
accessory details.”’ 


[This adhikarana is based upon two sets of passages. (1) We have the 
sentences ‘ 4rdhvamüghürayati, ‘santatamagharayati, and ‘ rgumaghara- 
yati, followed by ‘ aghairamagharayati’ ; and (2) we have the sentences 
* dadhnà juhotr,’ and ‘ payasá juhoti, etc.’, followed by ‘ agnihotram guhoti’. 
And the question is as to whether the two sentences ‘āghāramāghārayati ’ 
and 'agnihotram juhoti' lay down actions totally distinct from those men- 
tioned in the preceding sentences, or they only refer to those same actions ? 
And the position taken up by the Pürvapaksha is that the sentence 'ághüram- 
agharayati’ only refers collectively to the set of actions mentioned by the 
sentences 'ürdhvam, etc. ; and so also with the sentence *agnihotram 
juhoti?. Nor can this Adhikarana be said to have been included in the 
foregoing one; because] The 'àghàra ' and the * homo that present them- 
selves to the mind, on the utterance of the sentence ' 4rdhvamüghürayati ' 
and ‘ payasü juhoti", are exactly as they are pointed out by these sentences ; 
nor in this case is there a suppression of the Bhāvanās of the ‘ yaga’ and 
the * homa’ by the supervening character of the material; as we have in 
the case of the sentence * vishnurupüncu yashtavyah. And further, in the 
ense in question the various sentences eannot be taken together as forming 
a single sentence (as in the previous Adhikarana); nor does any of the 
two parties admit of the fact of the sentences being mere eulogistic ones ; 
and hence the Injunction would be an absolute one, of the Action, just as 
(in the previous case) you hold it to be that of the Accessory. 

That is to say, we do not, as in the case of the sentences ' vpüngu, 
etc, admit the fact of all the sentences in question forming a single 
sentence; nor do they serve the purposes of glorification ; and hence 
according to both parties, the sentences come to be accepted as Injunctions ; 
and the only question that arises is a8 to whether the Injunction is one of 
the Accessory only, or that of the Action as accompanied by that 
Accessory? And on this we have the following— 


, 
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PURVAPAKSHA. 


* The Injunction is one of the Action. Because the Injunetiveness, 
“being mentioned by the Affix, can never belong to the Noun. It may be 
“urged that the Injunction of the Noun would follow from the Bhavana; 
* but in that case, it would be the Bhavana that would be enjoined first. 

“That is to say, the Injunctive character does not rest with the 
“words ‘dadhi’ and the rest; and being expressed by the Affix, that 
“character could not be related to the Curd, etc. except by means of 
“the Bhavana and the Root-meaning. For we have no such sentence as 
** dadhni-yat’ (the ‘yat’ being the injunctive affix only, apart from the 
“ Verbal Root); the sentence that we have is ‘ dadhnà kuryat’ where the 
“relationship of the dadhi with the affix is through the root ‘kr.’ Thus 
“ then, the performability of the dadhi, etc., being due solely to the Bhavana 
* and the Root-meaning,—how is it that these letters are denied to be the 
* objects of Injunction ? For, certainly, without the injunction of these, we 
* can never point out any injunction of the Accessory. Because no sooner 
* do we proceed to show such an Injunction than the Injunction of the 
“ Bhāvanā and the Root-meaning presents itself forcibly. Consequently we 
“must admit that what is enjoined is either the Homa or the Bhavana as 
qualified by the dadha, etc. 

“ And then, each of these Bhàvanüs, being duly recognised as having 
* distinct accessory details of its own, the very fact of their following one 
“after the other, points to the fact of their forming a single collective 
* whole; and it follows that it is this collective whole that is referred to 
“by the sentence 'agzzhotram 3uhoti, And the use of this reference lies 
“in the unification of the Injunctions of the Means and the Result of these 
“sacrifices. And thus dadhi and the other materials, each belonging to a 
“ distinct Action by itself, we are saved the undue necessity of taking them 
* àg optional alternatives. 

* [n the same manner, in the case of the sentences ‘ irdhvamaghara- 
“yati, ete. etc.’,—though we do not find the material or the Deity of these 
“ mentioned, yet, in accordance with the rule laid down in connection with 
“< upānçu ', qualifications of ‘ardhva, etc.’ may be taken as specifying 
* differentias; and through these those Actions being taken as having 
"their accessories mentioned, it is only the action mentioned by the 
“sentence 'üghüramüghürayati' that remains without a mention of its 
“ accessory details; and as such, being wholly incapable of attracting men 
"towards itself, it has to be taken as a mere reference to the pre- 
“ viously mentioned sacrifices. And in this case too, the use of such 
* reference lies in the unification (of the three sacrifices) which is necessary 
“ for the purpose of the employing in them of the mantra ‘ida urdhvo 
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*adhvara, ec ; and the connection of the single Deity mentioned in the 
“sentences ‘ tasyagharamagharya, ete.’ 


|. Sūtra (14): ** Also because of the application of the 
“names (* aghara? and *agnihotra?),? 


“ And further, names are employed only with a view to pointing out 
“a certain definite peculiarity; and in the case in question we do not 
* perceive what these peculiarities are (that are pointed out by the names 
' t aghàra ' and ‘ agnihotra’ unless we take them as referring to the fore- 
“going sacrifices), If the name ‘ agnihotra’ were taken only as pointing to 
“ Homa in general, then, inasmuch this is already known, it would not be 
"any new Action (mentioned by the word). And as already known, there 
“is nothing in it that has to be known; and as such no injunction of that 
“ would be possible.. 

“Then again, Actions, not having the character of Nouns, could never 
“be connected with the Accusative ending (i.e., if the word ‘agnihotra’ 
“lays down an Action, it could not take the Accusative ending). As for 
“the collective whole (formed by the various actions), this can very 

“well serve as the objective, because such a whole is aotaally brought 
"n by the constituent actions. 

“That is to say, the presence of the Accusative in the words 
““agharam’ and ‘agnihotram’ would be possible only for a Noun that 
“would be wanted by the Verb; and certainly the actions of ‘homa’ and 
“< aghüra* could never want to get at themselves ; because such self-activity 
“ would be incompatible. As for the collective whole (of Actions), how- 
‘ever, inasmuch as it is mentioned apart from the constituent. actions, by 
“ means of another word, it can very well be spoken of as something to be 
“accomplished ; just as in the case of the sentence ‘ odanpükam pacati’ the 
“particular kind of cooking is wanted by the generic cooking mentioned by 
“the Verb; and as such it is spoken of in the Accusative. | 

“ Objection: “ The whole having no existence apart from the parts, it 
“can never have the character of something to be accomplished; aud as 
“such, even in this case, the Accusative ending is not proper ”’. 

“ Reply: Not so; because the whole is something that is actually 
“brought about by a conglomeration of the constituent Actions. It is only 
“from the constituent parts taken together that the whole cannot be held to 
“be different; from each of them individually, however, there is no doubt 
"that the whole is totally distinct; and it being impossible for the whole 
* to be accomplished without the individual constituents, there is nothing 

“incongruous in the Accusative character of the former. 
“ Objection : “ All such words (as ‘ agnthotra’) have been on a form mer 
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* occàsion shown to be expressive of the constituent actions; and hence 
“the undue self-activity of these constituents remains as incongruous 
“ as before." 

* Reply : This does not affect our position ; because even though the 
“noun may directly denote the parts, it could be taken as indirectly in- 
“dicating the whole; and as such, like its singleness, the accusative 
* character also of the whole could very well be perceived. Nor is it 
** possible, as in the case of the cooking, for the same action to be expressed 
* by the Verb and also by the Aceusative, through its two-fold character 
“of the general and the particular; because in the case in question, we En 
“ not have the general and the particular actually mentioned. . 

“ The above arguments could be applied, on behalf of the siddhanta, 
“to the case of the sentence ‘ puurnamdasim, etc. ; and hence also it 
“follows that like the word 'paurnamüsi' ‘ agnihotram’ also should "i 
* taken as a mere reference to the foregoing sacrifices. 


Sutra (15): * Because of its not being Prakrta (related 
to the Context).” | E 

* Objection: * Under sūtra II—ii—5, the view was stated that the 
* Action would obtain its accessories from the other sentences, which 
* are Injunctions of accessories only ; and in the same manner, in the 
"ease in question, the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhoti ' may be taken as the 
“ originative injunction of an Action, which would have its accessories as 
“ mentioned by the sentences ‘ tandulair juhoti ’, * dadhna juhoti, ete.’ 

“ Reply: This cannot be; because in the case cited the doubt as to 
“the particular words being mere references rested upon the words 
“ ! paurnamüsya* and * amávüsyà ' occurring in the sentences themselves; 
“in the case in question, on the other hand, we do not find the word 
“< agnihotra’ in the sentences ‘ tandulair juhoti, etc. ; the word ‘ywhotc’ 
* that we do find in these is common to all Homas ; and as such cannot be 
* taken as pointing to the injunction of the Agn?hotra alone. 

“ Objection: ‘The particular Homa would be indicated by the: panse 
“ karana, (Context, or mutual want).’ 

“ Reply: Not so; because of there being no prakarana. That is to say, 
“in the originative sentence (‘agnihotram juhoti’) we do not find any 
“< prakarana’ of Actions; because it is only after the action has been 
“connected with a particular result, that there arises a prakarana (or 
“ desire) of knowing how that Result is to be brought about by means of 

“that Action ; and as such the Prakarana could only proceed from the 
— d£ sentence that would sum up all the three — of lin: — 
‘in connection with the Action in question. 

“The following may be urged against us: ‘The Agnihotra enu be 
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“connected with its Deity and Material, when it would appear in the 
“assumed sentence you speak of (and thus it would be an Action by 
* itself ).' 

“Tn reply to this it is urged that an Action that has its accessory 
“details unknown, could never be enjoined with reference to a definite 
“result; and hence it is only such actions as have their details fully 
“known that can be mentioned in the aforesaid assumed sentence, (and 
“ these Actions are the various actions mentioned by the different ' juhotz's). 

“ Objection: ‘We have such sentences as tasyagharamagharya, etc., 
“ida urdhvo, etc., ügháram, etc.,—which are found to point out the 
“ material and the mantric Deity ; and as such the mere mention of the 
“name (Aghüra) would point out its accessory details.’ 

* Reply: Not so; because the word ‘ dghara,’ apart from the denota- 
* tion of its verbal Root, cannot serve the purposes of a specification. A 
“name expresses a peculiarity only in that case where the name has 
“í been applied with a distinct reference to a certain peculiarity. In the 
“case in question, however, we have in close proximity such sentences as 
'* * grdhvamagharayati’, where the literal denotation of the verb is found to 
“ be quite pm ; and * such even in the sentence ‘ äghāramāghāra- 
“yati, the word ‘agharam’ cannot be taken in any other sense, save the 
“literal one of pouring; and as such it cannot js taken as ^i pea to 
“any particular pouring. | | 

“ Objection : * The par ticular num would E got a at from the Pra- 
“ karana.’ 

“ In reply to this, we have the present sūtra, which means that the 
*‘aghara is not the ‘ prakrta’; because it occurs in a context dealing with 
“the Darga-paurnamüsa : and certainly the Prakarana of one Action can 
* have no application ig the case of another, 

“ Objection: ‘The particular action could be pointed out by means of 
‘ proximity.’ | 

“In reply to this also we have this same satra,—the sense being that 
* what you say is not possible, because it is only the superior authority of 
* Syntaetical Connection that can establish a relationship with something 
“ not occurring in the same context. And thus there is an agreement be- 
“tween Syntactical Connection and Context, when the originative sentences 
“ themselves are admitted to have within themselves the mention of the 
“material and the Deity. It is only when even a slight detail of the 
“ Action is meutioned, that the character of the Action being thereby duly 
“ascertained, other details come to be connected with it, in some way or 
“another. And in the cases in question, we find that in regard to each 
* of the actions, we have such details as ' ?$rdhva,' etc , and ‘ tandula', etc. ; 
“ whereas we have not the slightest details mentioned in the two 
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“gentences ‘ agharamagharayati ' and ‘ agnihotram juhoti.’ Consequently 
* these two sentences cannot but be taken as merely rotos to the 
* former Actions.” aS 


| .. SIDDHANTA., —— 
Sutra (16): They are injunctions (of independent 
Actions) ; because the words distinctly express something 


to be performed; and the repetition of the same words 
és for the purpose of laying down the accessory details. 


The Bhashya speaks of the sentences being the Injunctions of other 
actions ; though what is meant is that they are Injunctions of Actions; 
hence this assertion of the Bhüshya should be taken as os above js 
p. 486 of the text, Translation, p. 674). 

It is clearly perceived that the words ‘äghārayati’ (in ' aghara- 
māghārayati °) and  juhoti ' (in ‘ agnihotram juhoti’), not having their 
Injunctive potency taken up by any other word, cannot but distinctly 
express the injunction of definite actions. Nor can it be urged that the 
actions of ‘ Aghüra' and ‘Homa’ are already enjoined by the sentences 
' 4rdhvam, etc.’ and ‘ dadhna,’ etc.; because the Injunctive potency of 
these sentences is taken up by the laying down of the accessories in the 
shape of ‘ardhva’ and ‘ dadhi’, which are not laid down by any other 
sentence; and as such we cannot very well discard the idea of these 
sentences merely referring (by the words ‘ a@gharayati’ and * juhot? °) to the 
actions of Aghára and Homa (enjoined by the two former sentences). 

Nor is the law of ‘ Qualified Injunction’ (sūtra I—iv—9) applicable to 
these sentences, because of the saving clause ‘if they are not enjoined by 
another sentence.’ It is this that is meant to be shown by the Bhashya :— 
In the case of the sentences ‘ irdhvam, etc.’ the injunction of the action of the 
Aghara and Homa could not be indirectly indicated by the expressed relationship 
of the ‘dadhi’ and * érdhva’; because so long as we have direct injunctions of 
these actions (in the sentences ‘ Ggharam, etc.’ and ‘ agnihotram, etc’), they 
cannot be taken as indirectly indicated, etc. And the sense of this is that so 
long as we have direct Injunctions, we cannot have them as indirectly 
indicated by any relationships ; or that so long as we have an Injunction of a 
member of relationship, the other sentences may be taken as laying down 
accessories, and as such. we cannot accept mere relationship. Consequently 
it is not possible for the actions of Aghüra and Homa to be indicated by 
the injunctions of relationships, independently of the two sentences 
(* aghàram, etc,’ and * agnihotram, etc.) ; and as such on the mere strength 
of any such indication, these latter sentences cannot be taken as mere 
references. to previously enjoined actions, . jc a il 
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It may be argued that—''no Injunction could ever give up the 
Bhavana and the Root-meaning, and betake itself to the Dadhi (as held 
by you)". This is quite true; but we do not dissociate the Injunction 
from the Bhàranà altogether ; what we mean is that the accessory —dadhi— 
is touched by the Injunction as pertaining to the Bhavana ; specially as the 
case-ending (in * dadnà ') serves to throw that accessory iuto the Bhavana. 

Thus then, the upshot of all this is that, whenever we come across 
an Injunction of a qualified Action, what we have to consider, in the first 
instance, is what factor of the object of Injunction is such as has been laid 
down elsewhere, and what is not so; and when this has been duly dis- 
eriminated, the Injunction comes to be taken as pertaining wholly to 
that factor which has not been laid down elsewhere; in the case of 
the sentence ‘ dadhnà juhotc’, as the object of injunction is the action of 
Homa as qualified by Dadhi, when we find that the Homa has already been 
laid down by the sentence ‘ agnzhotram juhoti °, we conclude the Injunction 
in question to pertain to the Dadhi only, and the Bhavana and the Root- 
meaning (denoted in ‘dadhna juhotc’) are said to be mere references to 
those enjoined elsewhere; and it is never said that from the very begin- 
ning the sentence ‘dadhn@ guhoti’ enjoins only the accessory with 
reference to the previously enjoined Bhavana and Rool-meaning. - 

Thus then, it is this subsequent restriction of the Injunction with a 
view to explain which, to people of dull intellects, our Author has laid down 
a sort of a rule which is not very accurate ; and some people have been led 
to regard this to be the actual view of the author himself : and as such with 
a view to lead people astray, just as they themselves have been led astray, 
these people laid down the following eight methods of the Direct Injunction 
(of Actions), where the one that follows is held to be weaker in its authority 
than the preceding one: (1) the injunction of the Root-meaning; (2) 
the injunction of the qualified Root-meaning ; (3) the injunction of the 
Root-meaning with reference to something else; (4) theinjunction of the 
qualified Root-meaning with reference to something else; (5) the injunc- 
tion of something else with reference to the Root-meaning ; (6) the injunc- 
tion of the Relationship of the Root-meaning with the other two ; (7) the in- 
janction of the Relationship of the Affix as qualified by the Root-meaning 
with the other two; and (8) the injunction of the Relationship of the 
other two, apart from the Root-meaning. 

Now then, as an instance of (1), people cite the sentence ‘ agnihotram 
juhoti’. But this is scarcely correct ; because it is never the case that the 
Injunction renounces the Bhavana and betakes itself to the Root-meaning ; 
nor does a man ever engage himself with anything other than the 
Bhavana ; because it is the Bhavana wherein is centred the activity of the 
agent; while the Root-meaning often rests in the Action only; as for 
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instance, the offering (which is the meaning of the Root in ' juhotz ) rests 
in the partition of the cake (offered); and certainly the action of one can 
never be performed by another; consequently it must be admitted that the 
meaning of the Root ‘hū’ as qualified by the dadhi, etc., is enjoined only 
as specifying the particular Bhavana (and not independently by itself). 
And it has been already explained under sūtra II--i—1 that the Root- 
meaning is never enjoined as something to be accomplished (but only as an 
Instrument); and when itis not an Instrument (but something to be 
accomplished), it does not stand in need of another object to be accom- 
plished ; and as such it could not be enjoined, by any other sentence, with 
reference to any definite Result. 

As an instance of (2), they quote ‘soména yajéta’; but here also, in 
accordance with the method laid down under I—i-—25, the Root-meaning 
and the various objects spoken of in the sentence, bearing no definite 
relationship among themselves, just like the ‘ redness,’ ‘one year old ’, ete. 
in the sentence ‘ arunayā, etc. come to help one another only after they 
have been connected with the Bhavana; as we shall show further on, in 
the beginning of Adhyéyas VII and IX; and as such there can be no 
Injunction of the qualified Root-meaning. And if the ‘yaga’ (the Root- 
meaning), having the character of the Instrument towards the Bhavana, 
were to be an objective to the material offered, then we would have the 
anomaly pointed out under süíra I—iv—8; and — there can be no 
Injunction of the qualified Root-meaning. 

As an example of (3) they quote ‘ vrihin mms ; but in this case 
we are cognisant of no such relationship, as ee vrihin' ; (be- 
cause both are kürakas and as such cannot be related) and hence both of 
these being related to the sense of ‘karoti? (the sense of the sentences 
being ‘prokshaneia vrihin kuryat), it is not the meaning of the Root 
(‘proksha’) that is enjoined with reference to the vrīhi. If its Injunction 
be spoken of as referring to the Bhavana, then such injunction of the 
Bhavana being present in all cases (there would be no difference in the 
various methods of Injunction): consequently the present method of 
Injunction could not be any weaker, on the ground of its having a 
qualified object ; and as such there is no reason why it should be given the 
third place. 

As an instance of (4) they cite ‘dagapavitrena graham sammürshti ' ; 
but the arguments urged against the last two apply to this also; and 
hence it is not right to accept the Injunction of the qualified Root-meaning 
with reference to something else. 

As an instance of (5) they quote * dadhnà juhoti’; but in this case 
also the words do not signify that the person does the dadhi in the Homa 
(‘dadhi-homé karoti’); because the Homa is neither expressed by the word, 
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as a place ; nor is it so, in the actual state of things; nor is the dadhi some- 
thing to be done, because it has always the character of the Instrument. 
This method of Injunction is more authoritative than the two methods of 
qualified Injunction; because so Jong as the Injunction of one only is 
possible (as in the present instance), it is not right for it to appertain to 
many; and as for the anomaly of the Injunction pertaining to something 
removed from it, this is common to both parties ; and as such cannot be 
brought forward against any one party only ; and the remote object is ad- 
mitted only because of the impossibility of a more proximate object; and 
where both (the Remote and the Proximate) are accepted, the anomaly of 
the simultaneous acceptance of two contradictory objects, as also of the 
simultaneous possibility and impossibility of the same, would be admitted, 
only because there is no way out of it; and in cases other than these, it 
would not be any more complicated than the Injunction of the qualified 
Root-meaning ; and as such this should have been placed in the fifth place. 
In fact it should have been mentioned either immediately after the Injunc- 
tion of the pure Root-meaning, or after that of the Root-meaning with 
regard to something else. 

As an instance of (6), they quote ‘ prākāçau adhvaryavé dadati,’ where, 
it is held, the relationship of the Prakaca with the Adhvaryu is enjoined 
with reference to the meaning of the verb *dadàt'. But this is scarcely 
correct ; because such an interpretation bespeaks a sad want of a due un- 
derstanding of the syntax of the sentence ; as in all sentences that which is 
introduced by the word ‘ yat’ isthe subject, and that whichis mentioned by 
the word ‘ tat’ is the Predicate. Consequently, in the sentence in question, 
if it were meant to enjoin the relationship of the Prākāça and the Adhvaryu, 
in that which is given (‘yat dadàti?), then inasmuch as this latter clause 
would refer to all ‘ givings’, the sentence would come to mean that all 
sacrificial gifts are to be transformed into the Prakdga; and as for the 
capability of enjoining more than one thing (£e, the Adhvaryu and the 

 Prüküga), it has not been denied in the case of the action being an en- 
joined one. Whenever a relation is enjoined, it always implies the 
members related ; in the case of the injunction of the Root-meaning, how- 
ever, there is no relative member to be laid down; for otherwise the 
Relative would be subordinate to the Relationship, and not to the Action. 

Here it may be argued that—“ the affix accompanied by the Root- 
meaning, while laying down the Relationship, would lay it down with refer- 
ence to the Root-meaning.” If this be meant, then the next two (7 and 8) 
methods of Injunction would be included in this; and it would be useless 
io speak of them separately. Either in the sentence ‘ vayavyam ¢veta- 
mülabheta ' (cited as an instance of 7) or in * dadhnendriyakümasya juhuyāt ' 
(cited as an instance of 8), the Affix accompanied by the Root-meaning 
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does not lay down the Relationship; asa matter of fact, the root * alabha,’ 
being uttered only as a mark of the Primary Sacrifice in question, does 
not in any way help, by its colouring, in the injunction of the Relationship 
between the material (¢veta) and the Deity (Vayu) ; nor can this-rela- 
tionship be accomplished by means of the root ‘dlabha’; because the 
Deity and the Material appertain to the sacrifice (and not to the alambhana, 
touching killing). If, in the accomplishment of the relationship, the Root 
didanything besides the bringing about of the utterance of the affix, then, 
in the case of the injunction of the Relationship between the Dadhz and the 
sense-organs, why should the Homa have been left out? Or again, why 
should the Homa be taken only as pointed out by the context? Therefore 
we conclude that there can be no injunction of the relationship of something 
else, with reference to the Root-meaning. And as shown above, we should 
deny the fact of the Root-meaning being a place, and also that of the karaka 
(or thing) being something to be done. And it has already been explained 
that prior to the connection of the Bhavana, there is no injunction of even 
the Relationship, with reference to the Root-meaning. 

Thus then, we cannot take the sentence as laying down the 
Relationship with reference to all givings. If the giving be taken as 
qualified by the Adhvaryu, or the Adhvaryu be taken as qualified by the giving, 
even then, as these would be a qualified reference, there would be a syntac- 
tical split. If the reference be to the Adhvaryu alone, then, though the 
giving would certainly be implied by the Dative ending (in ‘ adhvaryavé’), 
yet, inasmuch as the peculiar relationship between the object given aud the 
person receiving the gift would not be possible without the verb ' dadàti ', we 
would have to assume the latter ; just as the verb ‘ yajāti * has to be assumed 
from the relationship of a certain material with a Deity ; and hence there 
.can be no form of the sentence, wherein there could be a relationship of 
the other two, with reference to the Root-meaning. As a matter of fact 
in the case in question, the giving and the Adhvaryu being such as have been 
laid down elsewhere, what the sentence in question does is to lay down only. 
the two Prakdgas; and in this case the injunction of the Relationship i I 
implied; and hence it is not right to bring this forward as a distinct 
method of Injunction, This will be further explained under the 
‘ Jaghanyüdhikarana ' (sutras III—ii1i—20-22), where it is shown that where 
out of two things, any one is such as has not been previously laid down, 
it is this latter that is enjoined with reference to the former (which has 
been enjoined elsewhere), and their Relationship is implied ;—while in a 
case where both are such as have been laid down elsewhere, or where none 
of them is so, we have the injunction of the Relationship only. 

In all these three (the sixth, the seventh and the eighth) cases, the fact 
of the Relationship being implied by the Affix is common ; and as such there 
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can be no difference in the strength or weakness of their authority, Nor 
is it possible for us ever to be faced by a contradiction of these three 
methods, when all of them happen to apply to the same cases—where a 
knowledge of their comparative strength or weakness could be of use to 
us; and hence the mention of these in a definite order does not serve any 
useful purpose. 

Thus then, in all cases, we must, in accordance with the present 
Adhikarana, admit the injunction to be of the qualified Bhavana; and 
whatever else may be found to be mentioned in the Bhashya, it must be 
taken only as a means of making clear, to the dull intellect, what is not 
easily intelligible to it in the strictly accurate form, 

The mention of * proximity’ and ‘ remoteness’ is with reference to the 
fact of the objects spoken of being the qualifications of the Bhavana, 
wherein the injunction all along rests. 

Question: “ How could the Bhavana be enjoined when it is already laid 
down by another sentence ? ” 

Answer: The Bhavana qualified (as it is in the sentence in question) 
has never been laid down before; and hence it would be in the qnalified 
form that the Bhavana would be enjoined ; and what it really comes to is 
that the Injunction is for the sake of the qualification, as we shall explain 
later on. 

Objection: ** In that case, the injunctive word not functioning over the 
* qualifications, if it were to lay them down through the Bhavan, then, even 
* in the case of the injunction of an action that has already been laid down, 
“it could lay down many qualifications, in the same manner as it does in 
“the ease of an action never laid down before; and as such a case would 
* not be amenable to the law that ‘when an action has been enjoined, what- 
“ ever is mentioned is for its sake, and hence particular qualifications would 

“ be mentioned for particular actions,’ ” 

Reply : This does not affect our position ; because even thongh the in- 
junetiveness appertains to the Bhavana, there is always a distinction made 
as to whether it is for the sake of that Bhāvunā only (or for that of some- 
thing else) ; and it is only when there are many qualifications that there 
occurs a split of the sentence. That is to say, in a case where the In- 
junctiveness pertaining to the Bhavana is taken as being for the sake of 
the Bhavana itself, the injunction of the qualification comes to be 
implied by it; and in this case we do not perceive any syntactical split. 
When, however, the Injunnctivness is ascertained to be for the sake of the 
qualification of the Bhavana, then, inasmuch as this wonld entail the removal, 
to a distance, of the Bhavana, which naturally has had a proximate position, 
—there being a contact of many qualifications, the injunction could be of 
that qualification alone, for whose sake it would have been ascertained to 
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be, and'not of any other, even though this latter may be located in the same 
place,—just as the eye does not pertain to touch, etc.; and thus there 
would be the necessity of splitting up the sentence into various sentences. 
And we have already shown that even though the Injunctiveness, in all 
cases, extends over the same place, yet, in point of fact, it is actually 
moving from one place to the other, and resting itself upon one object after 
the other, And thus we do not find any incongruity in this, 

As for the objection that in the case of the injunctions of the Abhyu- 
diteshti and the Prakaga, there would be the anomaly of the Injunction 
serving various purposes,—this is applicable to all parties; and as to how 
it does not apply to us, we shall show under the sections treating of those 
subjects. . . | | = 


(0) 


[The Vārtika now proceeds to deal with certain questions and answers 
set forth in the Bhashya.]} 


—_ oe 


(The author has declared that the sentences ‘ dadhnā juhoti ete.’ serve 
the purpose of laying down the qualification of the Bhavana of Homa, 
and on this the objector puts the question). 

“ The qualifying word might very well qualify the object denoted by tt ; 
“but as a matter of fact, we do not, in the case in question, perceive any 
* functioning of the qualification. And the sense of this is that so long as the 
* qualification is not directly laid down, the Agent could not engage him- 
“self in it; and as such even if he would perform the particular 
“sacrifice, without taking any notice of that qulification, he would feel 
* that he had done his work." 

In reply to this objection, the Author puts the question —What would 
happen then? And this question refers to the fact of the Injunction being 
in the form of a sentence. The author proceeds to make his point clear 
by adding —even though the qualification would be inoperative, the meaning of 
the word would be duly ascertained. This latter sentence of the Bhashya 
may also be taken as emanating from the objector, who is cogitating over 
the matter in his own mind. l 

It is with a view to this that we have the next Question and Answer. 

Question: “ What would be the use of the proximity of the word denoting 
“ the qualification (when the Qualification will have been expressed by the 
* Injunction) ? ” 

. (And the answer to this is that zt may be taken as useless). 

Question: “ How cana word of the Veda be useless? This question 

“refers to süira I—ii—8.”’ 


Answer ; When there is actually no use, what else could we say? And the 
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inner purport of this is thatitis the objector who makes the word useless, 
by denying all functioning of the qualification, According to our theory, it 
serves a distinctly useful purpose; and as such it cannot be said to be 
useless. 

Objection : “In that case the injunction of the qualification would rest 
“ upon the authority of syntax,—that is to say even though the Injunction, 

“pertaining to the qualified Bhavana is a direct one, yet, in the way you 
“ put it, it would come to rest upon the authority of the syntax.” 

Answer: So long as we have a certain fact expressed by direct Assertion, 
we do not have recourse to the implications of the syntax ;—that is to say, we 
may have that (1.¢., Bhàvaná) itself as the object of the Injunction, 
through which the Qualifications come to be enjoined. 

Objection: “ True, it is so; but when that Bhavana is not meant to be 
“ enjoined, then we could have the Qualification as the object of the Injunction, 
' In support of this the transference of the Injunctive ney will be 
“dealt with under the sūtra ‘na cedanyena gishtak’ (I—iv—9).”’ ! 

Answer: Why should it not be meant to be enjoined ? This question is 
put with a touch of pity for the opponent; or it may be when as an 
assertion of the Author himself. 

The Bhashya concludes—Thus it is proved that the repetition of * dadhna 
juhoti’ is for the purpose of laying down the qualifying materials. The sense 
of this is that, * because of its proximity ’—7.e., because of the fact of the 
qualification having entered into the Bhavana, it becomes an object of 
Injunction ; or that because of the proximity of Qualification, there is a 
transference of the Injunctive Potency ; or that because of the proximity 
of the Injunction (by another sentence) of the Bhdvan&.and the Joót- 
meaning (of 'juhoti "), the Injunction (in the sentence in question) is that 
of the Qualification, specially as there is no incompatibility between Direct 
Assertion and Syntax. 

Says the Bhashya—The utterance of ‘ juhoti’ (in the sentences ‘dadhna 
juhoti’, etc.) is with a view to referring to the previously enjoined Homa, for 
the purpose of connecting it with the materials (dadhi, etc.), Though the 
mention of the word ‘juhoti’ was quite clear, yet the Author has 
explained it only with a view to show that by that he refers to all verbs 
under similar circumstances (for instance, ' aghàárayati ' and the rest). 

Question: “If the word ‘juhoti’ only serves to refer to the Homa, by 
“what word is the qualifying material enjoined ? ” 

Answer: You should not run away with the idea that I declare it to be 
enjoined by the word ‘dadhi’. This bearing of the sentence is to be ex- 
plained in the manner shown under the Adhikorana on * Vajapéya’ (I—iv 
—6-8). The answer is that in the word ' Juhotz ' (in ‘ dadhnà juhoti’) the 
affix serves the purposes of enjoining (the qualifying material), and it is 
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only the Root that serves to refer to a previous Homa, (and thus there is no 
difficulty about the said Injunction). 

Question: “ If the words are injunctive, when the object in question has 
* already been laid down, why should they be pronounced again? That isto say, 
“ when the Bhavana has already been previously enjoined, how can there 
“ be another Injunction (of the same) ?" | 

Answer: The words are pronounced again for the purpose of laying down 
what is expressed by the whole sentence (* dadhnà juhotc’), Inasmuch as the 
material dadhi is expressed by the single word ‘ dadhi’ it cannot be said 
to be expressed by the sentence; and hence what the answer means is that 
what is enjoined is the Bhavana as qualified by dadhi (as it is this that is 
actually expressed by the sentence in question). 

Thus then we conclude that the sentences ‘agnihotram juhoti’ and 
‘aghiramaghdrayati’ are the injunctions of Actions. This should be ex- 
plained in the same way as we have pointed out above (teat, p. 486, trans- 
lation, p. 674) with regard to the ‘ upangu ’. 

[We now proceed to meet the arguments brought forward by the 
Pürvapaksha]. 

(1) As for the names ‘ Agnihotra’ and ‘ Aghara’, they can be explained 
as serving the purpose of pointing out the peculiarity indicated by the 
verbs ‘juhoti’ and * aghürayatt' ; and in the present instance, they serve to 
distinguish the two actions in question from all other actions (of Homa 
and Aghàra), on the ground of these two being enjoined. 

(2) As for the absence of the accessory details (as urged under sūtra 
15), we find that the Material and the Deity are distinctly pointed out by 
the context, Nor can it be urged that there being no method mentioned in 
the injunctive sentence (there would be no contest) ; because nosuch method 

would be looked for until the relationship with the Result had been estab- 
lished. 

(3) Nor is it impossible for us to have the Injunction of the Result 
with regard to an Action of which the Material and the Deity have not 
been laid down, Because the Result might very well be laid down with 
regard to the Homa only, of which the Material and the Deity might be 
mentioned later on ; and there would be no incongruity in this. 

(4) Asa matter of fact, in similar cases, we do admit of reference to 
previously enjoined actions. But the acceptance of this Reference always 
depends upon the fact of the action referred to being one that has been 
already enjoined (or mentioned); and as such it always stands in need of 
recognising the Action as the same as that which has been previously 
enjoined. 

(5) The mere fact of the Aghira being mentioned in another Pra- 
karana does not do away with all the intervening Prakaranas of the Aghara. 
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Because even in the case of the Aghara (as laid down by the sentence 
* üghüramghürayati "), the conjugational affix always raises in us a desire 
to know the Object, the Instrument and the Method of the Action ; and hence 
it is quite possible for the Material and the Deity to be indicated by the 
Prakarana (as the said desire could be fulfilled ouly by an indication of 
these). 

Then again, your theory would necessitate the assumption of many un- 
seen factors. Because you make each of the sentences —' dadhnà juhoti, etc. 
and ‘ ürdhvamāghārayati, etc,’—lay down an independent Action ; and we do 
not find any deity laid down either for the Homa of Dadhi, or for the 
ürdhva üghàra, ete ; and in the case of the sentence *ürdhvamüghürayauti? 
the material too is not mentioned; and inasmuch you hold each of them 
to be the injunction of an independent action, they could not be taken 
as laying down the materials, etc., for one another. 

For these reasons it must be as we have put it. 

(6) It has been argued above that in the sentence ‘ agn?hotram juhoti,’ 
if the first word were to express an action, then, inasmuch as an 
Action could never be the objective, the accusative ending (in ‘ agni- 
hotram’) would be wholly inexplicable. In reply to this we urge that an 
Action ean be the objective of such verbs as ‘ sankalpa’ (determination) 
and the like; and as such the accusative ending in ‘ agnéhotram’ could 
be explained as with reference to the ‘determination’ implied by the 
word -— ; and as such there i is nothing i incongruous in D accusative 
ending in ' agnzhotram '. 

Objection: “In connection with Agnéhotra, we: find the sentences— 
“* yadugnaye ca prajüpalayé ca sayam juhoti *, and ‘ yatsuryáya ca prajāpatayē 
"eg prüluh'; and inasmuch as these distinctly lay down more than one 
“Accessory (Deity) for the Action, it becomes open to the arguments 
“brought forward under sūtra II—11—0. In fact some people actually 
* adinit this as an inevitable fact. And it is only thus that we have a dis- 
“tinction between the Agnzhotra offered in the morning and that offered 
"jin the evening,—a distinction which is clearly pointed out by the 
“injunction that ‘the offering in the evening should not be precisely the 
* game as that offered in the morning. Nor, in this case, as in the case of 
"the using of the various vessels at the Jyotishtoma, can the evening 
“ Agnihotra be taken as a part of the morning one; because each of these 
“is found to be complete by itself. Itis thus alone that it becomes 
“ possible for the whole procedure of the morning offering to be repeated 
“wholly in the evening offering, exactly as in the case of the ‘ Darga- 
“ Pirnamasa,’ Otherwise the single performance of the procedure in the 
“morning would have sufficed for the evening offering also, in accordance 
“with the law laid down under X—1ii—1-12. Nor is there any useful 
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* purpose served by making the two Agnihotras one and the same. Hence 
*t we conclude that the sentence * agnihotram juhoti' is a reference to the two 
* offerings collectively (though it may not be one to the Homas laid down 
« by the sentences * dadhna juhoti, etc.) ” 

To this we make the following reply : 

We do not find any useful purpose served by such reference to the 
two offerings collectively ; and as for their unification in the sentence 
laying down their performance, we could get hold of one, exactly as we do 
in the case of the * Rajasiya, That is to say, the reference to a number of 
actions collectively is always based upon the fact of their unification ex- 
pressed in words that speak of them collectively ; and in the same manner, 
we could also in the case in question have a reference to the two Agnihotra 
offerings necessitated by such unification, iu the sentence ‘ agnihotramjuhnyat 
svargakamak’ (and the necessary reference having been accomplished by this 
sentence, there is no useof having them referred to again by the sentence 
* agnihotram Juhoti ') And just as in the case of a Rājasūya, all necessary 
reference is accomplished by the single sentence ‘rājasūyēna svr?jyakümo 
yajéta', and no other sentence is wanted for the refereace,—so would it 
also be in the case of the Agnthotra. 

Objection: “ In that case, inasmuch as the name ‘ Agnihotra’ would 
* apply to all Homas, the Result, Heaven, mentioned in the sentence *agniho- 
“tram juhuyāt svargakamak’ would pertain to all these Homas; and con- 
“sequently even those Homas that are offered into Fires other than those 
“used at the Agnihotra would become endowed with the character of 
“a Primary Sacrifice.” z 

Reply: But by what means would this primary prm of such 
Homas be seb aside by the mere fact of the word ‘ agnihotram " serving the 
‘only purpose of.a collective reference to the Homas (mentioned in the 
sentences ‘dadhna juhoti, etc. ? In the case of the sacrifices called by the 
names ‘ Paurnamüsya' and * Amüvasyà', we find that the requisite differ- 
entiation is made by the Fires specified by these names; and there is no 
such means of differentiation in the case in question. 

Question: “ The name * Agnthotra’ may be taken as ‘that wherein the 
offeriny 4s made to Agni’; ; aud this would serve as a aw aha 
teristic." 

Answer : That will not do; because even nee Hania that are offered 
into other Fires have the same Agni for their Deity. And further, this 
interpretation would land you in another difficulty: namely, that the 
morning libations of the A gnihotra being offered (to Surya and Prajapatz. 
and not to Agni) would cease to be directly called * Agnihotra ' D and as such 

would become a mere auxiliary to the Agnéhotra. 

Thus then, we find that VEM we take the word ‘ Agni ilg as a 


AGHARA AND AGNIHOTRA ARE INDEPENDENT ACTIONS. 695 


mere reference to the other Homas or not, it does not make any difference 
with regard to the objection urged above (as to the primary character of 
all Homas). Asa matter of fact, if the Homas offered into other Fires be 
different from the Agnihotra, or if in all Fires (that of the Agnihotra as also 
the other fires) the same action (of offering) be repeated,—in any case, all 
that the word 'agnihotra' would express would be (1)a proximity (to the 
action laid down by the originative Injunction), (2) the presence of Fire, and 
(3) the character of Homa; and hence all the Homas that would fulfill 
these three conditions would be related to the particular Result, aud would 
all equally have the primary character, l 

Thus it is that, according to certain Vazdikas, the word ‘ Agnihotra’ 
is applied to all these Homas; for we find that having laid down four 
libations each in the Garhapatya and the Anvāhāryapacanīya Fires, and 
two in the Ahavaniya Fire, they sum up all these in the sentence ‘one who 
knowing this performs this fully equipped grand Agnihotra, etc., etc.’ 

For these reasons, the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhoti’, having no other 
useful purpose to serve, must be taken as the true Injunction of the Action 
(of Aynthotra). And thus alone would it be possible for us to take the 
sentences laying down the libationsinto the Garhapatya, etc., as pointing 
out the accessories (in the shape of the various Fires) of the <Agnihotra, 
just like the sentences ‘ dudhna juhoti, etc.’; and thereby we would have 
done away with all grounds for taking those libations as Actions different 
from the Agnihotra; because inall these libations 1 we recognise the same 
original action of the Agnzhotra. : : ! 

Question : ** Inasmuch as all these Fires appertain to ibe same Action, 
“why should not they be taken as optional alternatives, just like the 
“ materials dadhi, tandula, etc. P ” 

To this some people make the following reply: ‘They are not so 
“taken, in consileration of certain transcendental uses; that is to say, 
“inasmuch as the libation could be poured on the bare ground, with- 
“ out any particular receptacle, in the shape of a duly sanctified Fire, the 
“specification of the Fire must be taken as with a view to certain tran- 
“ scendental results; and as many such results could be possible, the Homa 
“ jg repeated in each of the Fires (and not in one only).” 

We do not accept this explanation; because if such be the case, then 
there would be nothing to preclude the presence of the Ahavaniya Fire at 
the libation that is laid down to be offered at the place where the cow with 
which the Soma has been purchased puts its seventh step (because in this 
case also a transcendental result could be possible). It may be argued 
that in this latter ease Homa is mentioned only once, and hence the Fire is 
precluded from the ‘ seventh step Libation’; because its presence would 
necessitate an unwarranted repetition of the Homa; but then the same 
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could be said of the case in question also (because in this also the number 
of libations is specified), Hence the explanation given does not save us 
from having to take the various l'ires as optional alternatives. 

Therefore the only ground that we have for taking all these Homas 
into the various Fires as collectively forming the ‘ Agnihotra’ lies in the 
sentence ‘the fully equipped grand Agnihotra, etc., aud also in the law 
laid down under sūtra XII —ii1i—30. 

Otherwise, if the transcendental result were the only ground, the 
particular Apirva, or transcendental result, would follow from the Fires 
only when these would be made the receptacles of the offerings; and as 
the place of the receptacle would be occupied by one Fire, there could be 
no room for any other. ‘That is to say, though the presence of the Fire 
may be for the sake of certain transcendental results, yet, on account of 
the Locative ending (in the word expressive of the Fires), such results 
could be accomplished by the Fire being made the receptacle of the offering ; 
aud then, as the receptacle is a visible thing, so long as the place would be 
occupied by one Fire, there would be no room for another ; and hence in 
this case the various Fires cannot but be taken as optional alternatives. 

Question: “ Why cannot the various Homas be taken as different ac- 
“ tions, on the ground of the differences in the number of libations, just as 
* we have in the case of the sentence ‘ (sra Ghutirjuhoti’ 9 ” 

Answer: This cannot be; because it is after the complete action of 
the Agnihotra has been duly laid down by the originative Injunction 
(*agnihotram 3wuhotz') and comprehended as such,—that the other 
sentences laying down the number of libations into the various Fires come 
up as subsequent corollaries to the original Injunction. Itis only when the 
number appears in the originative Injunction that it serves to differentiate 
the Action referred to—as in the case of the sentence ‘ tisrah, etc.’ In the 
case in question, however, the number appears after the Action has been. 
fully comprehended; and as such it can only be made up by so many 
repetitions of the same action,—as in the case of the ‘eleven prayajas’ ; 
and it caunot serve the purpose of making the Actions themselves radically 
different. Hence we conclude that in all the various Fires, the same 
action of the Agnzhotra is repeated a certain number of times. 

It has been urged above that—‘ the sentence ‘ yadagnayé, etc.’, and 

“paoa etc.’, serving many. purposes, form independent inji unctions 
of Actions, ’ Tw Tn 

In reply to this we urge that the times ic and "e. of 
the Libations having been already enjoined by the sentences * ságyam juhoti ' 
and ‘prātarjuhoti’, all that the sentences in question do is to refer to the 
same times with the sole view of pointing out the Deities to whom the 
several Libations are to be offered. 
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Objection: *In that case, as these sentences would refer to the 
* Libations as qualified by the particular times, there would be a syntac- 
“ tical split.” 

Reply: Not so; because the Action (Libation) being pointed out by 
the Context, what tle sentences do is to lay down the Deities with reference 
to the time only ; and as the time cannot by itself be related to the Deities, 
we connect the Deities with the time as affected by the Action pointed out by 
the Context (and hence there is no actual reference to the Action qualified 
by the Time, that would bring about the split). Or, the mention of the 
time (in the sentences 'yadagnaye, etc.) may be taken as serving the 
purpose of indirectly recalling the original Homa, which is wanted by 
the peculiar character of the receiver of a gift in which the Deities 
enjoined are represented in the sentences (where the words express- 
ing them have the Dative ending), (as without an offering of the 
Homa, this character of the Deities would not be possible); and 
certainly when the Homa is only indirectly indicated, it cannot lead 
to any split in the sentence; nor does the time ‘evening’ indicate a 
performance at any other time; hence we conclude the sentences to 
mean only that ‘of the evening Libation Agni and Prajapati, and of 
the morning one Sürya and Prajapati, would be the deities,’ (and they 
do not lay down independent Actions). 

Objection: “ Thus too, inasmuch as each of these sentences would 
“lay down two deities, there would certainly be a syntactical split in 
* them (because that would necessitate a double functioning of the same 
“injunctive sentence).” 

Reply : Not so: Some people offer the following explanation: ‘ Because 
“the words expressing the two Deities have the same case-ending; it is 
“only when there is a diversity of case-endings that there is a difference 
* in the functioning of the Injunctive sentence; so long as the case-ending 
* remains the same, even if there be a thousand objects to be laid down, 
“they are all amenable to a single syntactical operation.’ 

But against this explanation, we urge the following: When a single 
ense-ending happens to be connected with many words, it cannot be 
enjoined except by the Injunctive Affix being repeated over and over 
again (and this would entail different Injunctive operations). That is to 
say, the case is signified by the termination; and where there is a single 
termination, as in the case of Agnishoma, there is a single operation of the 
Injunctive affix; in a case, however, where a single case happens to be 
mentioned by many words, each having a distinct termination with itself, 
—as in the case of the sentence in question ' agnayé ca prajüpataye ca’,— 
inasmuch as it is not possible for the Affix to take up both at one and 
the same time, it must be admitted that Agni and Prajapati are taken up 
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by the Affix, separately, one after the other (the sentence being construed 
as ‘agnayé juhoti, prajüpataye juhoiz'. As a rule, the case-ending employs 
the Affix (Injunctive) for the purpose of taking up the object denoted by 
the noun ; and hence when the case-ending is pronounced more than once, ` 
it cannot but employ the Affix more than once; and thus there is a 
repetition of the Affix (which brings about the syntactical split urged by 
the opponent). 

= Thus then, the explanation given above not meeting the objection, we 
offer the following: Both the sentences in question lay down Prajapati 
alone; because Agni and Surya, as deities of the Agnihotra, are pointed out 
by the very mantras laid down by the sentences as to be employed at the 
morning and evening offerings (viz, ‘suryo jyotik, ete.’ and ‘ agnirjyotih, 
etc,’), And the Deities having been laid down by these mantras, they are 
mentioned again in the sentences in question, which lay down Prajapati as 
the Deity, only by way of an eulogy (2.e., ‘an offering to Agni and Surya 
is as good as that to Prajapatil’). "Though the Bhashya has cited these 
‘sentences under sūtra I—iv—4, as laying down the four Deities of 
the Agnihotra, yet the quotation must be taken only as showing that 
the sentences also serve to recall the Deities pointed out by the 
mantras; because it is thus alone that we are saved from a needless 
repetition of the Injunctions contained in the mantras. Otherwise in 
the meeting of the arguments brought forward under sūtra I—ii—3l, 
we would have to undergo the trouble of taking the sentence ‘ yadagnayé, 
ete.’ either as the Injunction of an accessory detail, or as a Parzsankhya, 
or as an Arthavüda. For these reasons, we conclude that in the case in 
question there is no syntactical split. : 

It has been argued above that— we do not conceive of the morning 
"and evening libations as the parts of any single action (and hence they 
“ must be taken as distinct actions). - | | 

But the non-recognition of these as such parts is due to the fact 
of all the accessory details of the one being repeated in toto in the 
other; just as in the case of the Dakshdyana sacrifice (though as a mat- 
ter of fact they together form a single action spreading over the two 
times). 

Objection: “In that case, all the accessory actions of the morning 
“and evening libations being exactly the same, they would be identical, 
“and as such they would be optional alternatives; and the Agnzhotra 
“ would be performed either in the morning alone, or in the evening alone, 

“and not at both times," 
j Reply: Itis not so; because the Agnihotra has been laid down as to 
be performed ‘throughout one’s life’; and when one has offered the 
evening libation, if he lives till the morning, it behoves him to offer the 
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morning libation also, because all the conditions present in the panning 
evening, present themselves again. 

Objection: “True; it may be in this manner; but the difficulty is 
“that, inasmuch as the same operation is to be performed both in 
* the morning and in the evening, when the evening operation is being 
“ performed, if during that performance something untoward happens to 
“the sacrificer, then he must, somehow or other, perform the morning 
“one also; because thus alone could he be saved from the sin of leaving 
“incomplete an action that had been begun. When, however,—like the 
“ performance of the Jyotzshtoma in the spring,—the evening operation is 
“duly finished, then there is no necessity of performing the morning 
“one. And further, an action that is done with a definite result in view, 
“must be performed, by one desiring that result, as fully equipped with 
‘fall its accessories; and on this score too, it would be a matter of option 
' whether the Action is performed in the morning or in the evening. In 
“ accordance with the theory that the same action is repeated at the two 
"times, it becomes necessary for the performer to complete all the 
“accessories, at both times. In any case, how can we escape from the 
“fact of the two libations being optional alternatives ? ” 

Reply : We do not take them as alternatives because of the fact of the two 
libations being distinctly mentioned in the Veda as together constituting 
a single Action ; for instance, having begun with ‘pravargyo và eshah’ the 
Veda goes on to say ‘ sa va? süyam ca prütagca Jühoti, etc.’ Even when the 
two Libations are taken as distinct Actions, the fact of their being taken 
together would be based upon the word ‘ca’ in the sentence. Nor 
would such conjunction of the two necessitate their performance in close 
proximity with each other; because the text quoted does not lay down 
a conjunction of the times of their performance ; and hence there is no 
incongruity in the matter. That is to say, the times being laid down in 
the sentences, all that the text quoted does is to point out the fact of the 
two Actions together going to form a single Action ; and hence there is no 
syntactical split. Therefore we conclude that it is the same action that 
is repeated at both times (and it is these two repetitions that are con- 
jointly called * Agnihotra’). 

It has been urged above that ‘‘ these two libations being subsidiaries 
“ (to the Agnihotra), they could not be performed separately by them- 
“selves.” 

But this does not affect our case; because when the Action is 
laid down with reference to a time, then alone does it require a full 
connection with all its subsidiaries; hence when the Evening Libation 
appears as the Primary Sacrifice, then the subsidiaries that aid in its 
performance are those that are possible at that time, and none else; 
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because of the non-affinity of these (to the Evening Libation); similarly 
also with the Morning Libation; and hence there is a repetition of 
the subsidiaries (as it happens that the same subsidiaries are possible at 
both times). 

It has been urged that “there is no useful purpose Me by the 
theory of the present Siddhanta.” 

In reply to this we point out that in connection with the ‘ Kunda- 
püyinümayana, we find the sentence ‘ma@samagnihotram juhoti’; and as 
this sentence apparently lays down a single Action, we naturally look out 
for only one method of procedure ; and hence what we would take up are the 
accessories either of the Evening Libation alone or of the Morning Liba- 
tion alone ; and as such we would perform but once every day during the 
month, the Action with a single set of accessories (this would be the cage 
if the evening Libation were an action totally different from the morning 
one). When, however, the two libations are the same (being repetitions 
of the same act) the Agnihotra that we would perform in connection with 
the Kundapayinamayana would be exactly the original one (7.e., it would 
be performed both morning and evening, not only once). 


NN B me um, ms us PR n e e o s a e ee 


ADHIKARANA (6). 


[Treating of the fact of the ‘Pagu’ and the ‘Soma’ being independent 
Actions.) 


Sūtra (17): Because of the connection with certain 
materials the words * pacu, etc.’ and ‘soma, etc.’ contain 
injunctions; as in the context the mention of the mere 
material would be useless—specially because the words 
do not serve the purpose of laying down accessory 
materials, 


[(1) We have a sentence ‘ pagumalabhéta’ ; and in continuation of this 
we have the sentences ‘hrdayasyagre’ vadyati, atha jihvàyà atha vakshasah.' 
(2) Then again we have the sentence 'soména yajéta,’ and in its con- 
tinuation, the sentences 'aindravüyavam grhnati, maitravarunam grhnati, 
etc. And the question that arises is this: Is 'alabh8la a mere reference 
to the actions laid down hal avadyati’ ? and is ‘ yajéta’ a mere reference 
to those laid down by oraa ? or do they lay down independent 
actions by themselves ? | | 

The case of ‘pagu’ is mentioned Te because it is the more 
difficult to be explained. As a matter of fact, in the sentence ‘ pagum, etc.’, 
there are two words that are suspected of being mere references to a 
number of actions taken collectively ; these words are ‘ pagu’, and the 
root * yaji’ (to sacrifice) which (though not actually present in the sen- 
tence) is implied by the relationship of the pagu with the deity Agni- 
shoma; because the sentence ('agnishomiyam pagumülabheta'*) in its 
complete form would be in the form of ‘ agnishomiyéna pagunü yajeta ' 
whereof one part is directly mentioned, while another is only 
inferred (from the relationship mentioned in it). Thus then, the form 
of the question too becomes this: Is the word ‘ pagu’ a mere reference 
to the ‘hrdaya, etc., and the word ‘yajz’ to the sacrifices implied 
by the word ‘ avadyati’? or do they lay down an independent ‘ yaga’ and 
pagu (as its material), the other sentences only serving to point out their 
accessory details ? 

In the same manner, the question with reference to the other set of 
sentences is this: Is the word ‘ yajéta’ a mere reference to the sacrifice 


702 TANTRA-VARTIKA, ADH. II—PADA II—ADHI (6). 


implied by the relationship of the material and the Deity, as mentioned in 
the sentences ‘ aindravayavam, etc.’, and the word ‘soma’ to the juice 
used at those sacrifices ? or the sentence ‘ soména yajéta ' lays down an in- 
dependent action together with the material to be used in it ? 

The Bhàshya has said: Kimavadyatigrhnatibhyam coditünüm karma- 
nām, etc. But, inasmuch as the actions of ‘avadyati’ and ‘grhnatc’ 
are not synonymous with ‘ sacrifice’, we must take the Bhashya as refer- 
ring to those actions that are inferred from the relationship of the actions 
of ‘avadyati’ and * grknati,’ and which are laid down by means of the 
conjugational affixes in these two verbs. And as a matter of fact, the word 
* alabhéta ' also serves the purpose of indicating the sacrifice that is implied 
by the action of * alabhate ’ (killing). 

Or, it may be that no mention is made by the Bhàshya of the fact 
of the action of 'avadyati' indicating the sacrifice at all; what then 
is meant to be the question is as to whether the word *àlabhati"' 
(‘=killing’) is a mere reference to the ‘killing’ implied by the 
action of ‘ dvadyati’ (=cutting) ;—and the fact of each of these pieces 
cut being related to a definite deity leads to the inference of so 
many sacrifices, —or the ‘ killing’ mentioned by ‘ dlabhéta’ leads to the 
inference of a single sacrifice of the Pacu? In the same manner, in 
the case of the other sentence, does the ‘ sacrifice ’ (indicated by the word 
* grhnàti ^) consist in the mere ‘holding’ (‘ grahana’) of the material? In 
this manner the words of the Bhashya, embodying the question, could be 
taken literally. 

On this question, then, we have the following :— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


* The words in question are mere references toa number of actions 
“taken collectively. 

* Because, as in the case of the sentences ‘ yadügneyoshtakapülah, etc.” 
“ the real end of the sentence is not served until the ‘sacrifice’ has been 
“inferred (because the Cake cannot be spoken of as ‘ ágneya ' until it has 
“ been offered in sacrifice to the Deity Agni),—so also, in the case of the 
* sentences ‘atndravayam, etc.’, their full signification would not be 
“accomplished until they implied a ‘ sacrifice’ (at which;the Soma would 
“be offered to Indra-Vayu, when alone it could be spoken of as 
““aindravayavam’). That is to say, the relationship of the Deity and the 
'" material mentioned in the word ‘ aindravayavam’ cannot be complete 
“until a ‘ sacrifice’ has been implied; and so long as the sentence itself is 
“ not complete, it cannot stand in need of any other sentence (in the shape 
“ of * somena yajéta ’, for which, according to the Siddhanta, it would lay 
" down an accessory detail); and as such the sacrifice mentioned by the 
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“sentence ‘soména yajēta ? could not yet come in as the ‘sacrifice’ sought 
‘after; nor, on the other hand, would it be possible for the sentences 
*  aíndravayam, etc.’ to lay down the Deities for the sacrifice laid down by 
“the sentence ‘soména yajéta’, which, having no Deity mentioned, is 
“ wanting in an accessory detail. When, however, the sentences ‘ aindra- 
“ yayavam, ete.’ have implied a ‘sacrifice’, then, inasmuch as one ‘ sacrifice’ 
* cannot serve as the accessory detail of another sacrifice, we are forced to 
“admit that that spoken of in the sentence ‘soména yajéta’ is a mere 
*veferonce to those sacrifices that have been laid down in the context (by 
“the sentences ‘ aindravayavam grhnàti, etc.’). 

* As for the anomaly of having to accept a qualified Injunction, this is 
found in your theory also; because, according to you also, what is enjoined 
** is the sacrifice at which Soma is the material offered. In fact you have to 
“admit a qualified injunction in the case of the Agnishomijya as well as in 
* the case of the Aindravayava sentences; whereas we have to admit it 
“only in the nues and this malas a vast difference between our 
“ positions. 

“ Further, the kind of Action that you will seek to have enjoined (by 
“the sentence ‘soména yajéta’) can never form the object of an Injunc- 
“tion, as we have shown above, in connection with the Agnihotra, where 
* it has been pointed out that the injunctive potency pertains directly to 
“the directly-mentioned material (soma); and as such the sentence could 
** not serve the purpose of enjoining the sacrifice; and as such we cannot but 
“admit the ‘ yagi ' (in ‘ yajéta’) to be a mere reference to certain pre- 
‘viously mentioned sacrifices ; what, then, the sentence does, in connection 
“ with the said sacrifices, is to specify the material (soma), which had been 
“ generally implied by the verb ‘grhnatz.’ Or, it may be that the Soma-juice 
“ being mentioned by certain auxiliary sentences in the same context—such, 
* for instance, as ‘somam krinati’, ‘ somamabhishunoti, ‘somampavayati,’ 
“ ete.’,—it is with reference to this juice, that we have the Injunctions in 
“the word ‘ grhnàt? ' ; and thus then, Soma cannot be the object of Injunc- 
“tion (in the sentence ‘soména yajéta’); and consequently, inasmuch as 
“the word ‘ soma’ has the Instrumental-ending it becomes co-extensive (or 
* synonymous) with the ‘sacrifice’ which is the material Instrument (in 
“the accomplishment of the result); hence in accordance with sūtra 
«* T—iv—4, the word ' soma’ becomes the name of the sacrifice (the mean- 
* ing of the sentence thus being that ‘ one should offer the sacrifice called 
“ Soma’). 

e pane: ‘We have already got a name for this sacrifice—‘ Jyotish- 
“ toma’; what then would be the use of another name ? ' 

* Reply: What harm is there if we have another name! ? Very = 

“ we find people speaking of one sacrifice by two names. 
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« The useful purpose served by such reference to a number of sacrifices, 
* as we hold, is that it is only when all these sacrifices are referred to 
“collectively as one, that they could be spoken of in the singular num- 
“ber, in the final sentence that sums up their performability (v7z., the 
“sentence * jyotishtomena svargakümo yajéta’). Hence we conclude that 
“« the sentence in question is a mere reference to previous sacrifices. 

“ Objection: * What you say may apply to the case of the sentence 
"somena yajēta, because the sentences aindravayavam, etc. express a 
* relationship between the material and the Deities; in the case of the 
*sentence pagumülabheta, however, we find that in the sentences hrdaya- 
* syügre'vadyati, etc., we have the mere verb avadyati,—exactly as in the 
“sentence vatsam@labheta, which is connected with the material only, in the 
“shape of the hrdaya, etc., without any connection with any deity ; and as 
“such how could such a verb as avadyati lay down a sacrifice? And how 
“then could the mention of the word ‘pagu’ be a mere reference to the 
“ hrdaya, etc, ?* 

* Reply: Justasin the case of the mention of ‘ pagu' (animal) in general, 
“the mantra leads us to believe that the goat is meant,—so, in the same 
* manner, the mention of the limbs hrdaya, etc., points to that animal 
‘itself, as the source (or material cause) of those limbs. That is to say, 
“the Ardaya, etc., stand in need of a source from which they would 
“come forth; and the mantra having pointed to the goat, it is the 
“< paçutva’ of this goat that is referred to by the word ‘ pagu* (in the 
“sentence ‘ pacwmalabheta’); and the Deity of the actions mentioned in 
* these sentences (‘ hrdasyfgre’vadyati, etc." being laid down by the 
“sentence ‘agnishomiyam  pagwmülabheia, there would be nothing in 
“the way of those sentences laying down the sacrifice. 

“Or, it may be that, in accordance with the law *sünnüyyam và 
“ tatprabhavatvat’, the ‘avadyati’ (of the sentences ‘ hrdayasya, etc.’) 
“may be taken as a part of the ‘avadyati’ in connection with 
“the Sdnnayya; and this latter is wellknown as serving the pur- 
"pose of preparing (or purifying) the material for the Darga- 
" Pürnamása sacrifice; and hence it is only when the hArdaya, etc., 
“are the materials used at the Darga-Pürnamüsü, that they become 
“connectable with the verb 'avadyati'; consequently, just as, when we 
“meet with the sentence laying down the pounding of the Putika 
“(as a substitute for Soma), we conclude that it must be connected 
“ with some sacrifice—even when no such connection is directly mentioned ; 
“because otherwise, there would be no use of the said ‘ pounding ' ;—sd, in 
“the same manner, in the case in question, there being no use for the 
““avadyati’, unless it implied a sacrifice, we conclude that there must bea 
“ sacrifice connected with it; and it is these sacrifices, inferred in connection 
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“ with each of the limbs (Ardaya, grīvā, etc.) mentioned, that are referred 
“to by the word ‘dlabhéta’. And as the necessity of such inference of 
“sacrifices is equally present in your theory also, it cannot be brought 
“ forward as a special weakness in our theory. 

“Further, if there were, as you hold, a single Soma-sacrifice (for 
“which the sentences ‘ dindravayavam, etc.’ would lay down accessory 
“ details), then, inasmuch as ‘Indra,’ ‘Vayu,’ and the rest would all 
"serve the same purpose of the Deity at that sacrifice, they would 
“become optional alternatives; and as such they should not have 
* been mentioned in a definite order, one after the other; nor should 
“they have been subsequently mentioned collectively. That is 
“to say, just as in the matter of the making of the sacrificial 
“ post, when we have many kinds of wood mentioned,—though all serve 
“the same purpose of a tethering post for the animal,—in the shape 
“of the Palaga, the Khadira, etc., we take them as optional alternatives, 
" —80, in the same manner, in the case in question we must regard the 
“ various Deities as optional alternatives. In our theory, on the other 
"hand, each of the Deities belonging to a distinct sacrifice, and all the 
" Deities and sacrifices serving to bring about transcendental results, it is 
"only natural that all of them should be laid down by a single word 
“ (‘jyotishtoma `) with regard to the Result (attainment of Heaven) ; and 
“as such there is nothing incongruous (in their being mentioned 
“ collectively, or in a definite order of sequence). (And as all the sacri- 
“fices are laid down collectively with reference to the result, they have 
“all to be performed, and they cannot be taken as optional alterna- 
“ tives). 

“Though in the case of the * Pacu’ also, we find that the various 
“' avadyat?'s' are mentioned in a definite order, one after the other— 
'* * hrdayasyügre'vadyati, atha jgihvayah, atha vakshasah’; and then again 
“we find them mentioned collectively, in the sentence ‘ eküdaca va? pagora- 
“vadanani’; yet this has not been mentioned above (along with the 
“ soma) ; because even in a single sacrifice, tlie eleven preces could be offered 
“one after the other (and as such each * avadyat?' would not necessarily 
“mean a distinct sacrifice). Specially as even if the hrdaya and the other 
“limbs had not been mentioned collectively, there could have been no 
“offering of the whole animal, as mentioned in the original Injunction ; in 
“any case a cutting out of the various limbs would be a necessity, because 
“there is an established law that only those parts of the body should be 
“offered in sacrifice which are not thrown aside according to other texts 
“(for instance, the blood, is always to be thrown aside). In the case 
“of the Soma, however, even the original Injunction does not lay down 
“the whole Soma (1.e., all the Soma in the world); and hence this alone 
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“has been mentioned in connection with the sequential mention of the 
“various 'grhnàti 's. 

* For these reasons, we conclude that the sentences in question must 
* be taken as mere references to previous sacrifices." 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: 

It is only when the sacrifice mentioned in a sentence is aetually recog- 
nised to be the same as those mentioned before, that we take it to be a 
mere reference to these; in the cases in question, however, we do not 
find this to be the case. 

That is to say, if in the case in question we conc the sacrifice to 
be exactly the same in all its details as those mentioned before,—as we do in 
the case of the Pawrnamasa sacrifice, —then we could take the sentence as a 
mere reference. If again, the sentence were held to be a reference to the root 
‘yajt’ alone, then we could conclude ib to be a reference bereft of the 
qualifications. In the cases in question, however, we find that the sacrifices 
mentioned before are (1) those that have the ‘ hrdaya, etc., and (2) those 
having the Juice, for the material to be offered; while the sacrifices men- 
tioned by the sentences in question have, for their materials, the Pagu and 
the Soma respectively ; and thus these latter not being recognised to be 
the same as the former ones, we cannot take these sentences to be mere 
references to the former sacrifices. 

It might here be argued that—“ inasmuch as the modifications are 
* generally spoken of as the original substance, we could take the words 
** ! paçu’ and ‘soma’ as indirectly referring to their respective modifications, 
* the limbs ‘ hrdaya, etc.’ and the juice,” 

But this cannot be; because without sufficient reason we cannot have 
recourse to such indirect indication. It is only when we find a word 
spoken of as co-extensive or synonymous with another word that has an al- 
together different signification, (as in the sentence * agnirmünavakah '),—or 
when the direct meaning of the word is found to be incompatible with the 
rest of the sentence,—that we can have recourse to the secondary indirect 
significations of words. In the case in question, we have none of these 
two conditions; because there is nothiug incompatible in the fact of the 
sentences in question laying down distinct sacrifices, at which the Animal 
and the Soma—which are directly expressed by the words used, ‘ pagu' and 
‘soma '—would be the respective materials offered ; noris there any in- 
congruity in the fact of these words not finding a place in the midst of the 
former sentences, Consequently, even though the verbs *avadyati' and 
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'grhnàti' be taken as laying down certain sacrifices, these must be totally 
different from those laid down by the sentences in question. 

Question: “ Why cannot we take the sentences in question as laying 
“down the Pagu and the Soma only as the material origin of the materials 
“ laid down for the sacrifices laid down by the other sentences ?" 

In answer, the Bhashya has said—çrutyã hi vasa aindravayavah : 
According to the Pürvapakshin, who denies the serftence ‘ pagum, etc.’ to be 
the originative Injunction of an Action, it must be taken only as laying 
down the Deity (Agni-Soma) for the previous sacrifices ; and as such the 
other accessory, in the shape of the material pacu, not being capable of 
being enjoined by the same sentence (because the sacrifice having been 
laid down by the sentences ‘hrdayasya, etc.’, the subsequent sentence 
* pagum, eto, could not. lay down more than one accessory ; on account of 
the law ‘prapté karmani nüneko vidhatum çkyate gunah’); and for this 
reason, in answering the above objection, the Bhashya mentions the case of 
Soma only; the sense of the Bhashya is that the injunction of the Soma 
plant (as the material for the previously-mentioned sacrifices) could only 
be by means of Syntactical Connection (Vàkya), while that of the juice is 
by means of Direct Assertion (in the sentence ‘ andravàyavam, etc.) ; and 
thus when the former would be pitted against this latter, it could have no 
connection at all with the sacrifice in question (because of the admittedly 
superior authority of Direct Assertion over Syntactical Connection). 

Question: “ The Injunctions of the A?ndravàyava, etc., not mentioning 
“any particular material, how can the juice be said to have been laid 
“down by Direct Assertion? As a matter of fact, it is indicated only by 
“the Context; and as the Context is always weaker in authority than 
" Syntactical Connection, the Soma-plant which is laid down by this latter 
“ must be admitted to be more authoritative than the juice." 

Reply: The connection with some sort of a material is directly men- 
tioned by means of the Deific Affixes (in ‘ Aindravayavam’, etc.) ; and what 
the Context does is only to specify that material. We shall show below, 
under sttra 23, that the Direct signification of the nominal Affix having 
connected, with the Deity, a particular material that is pointed out by the 
indications of Syntactical Connection, Context, etc., there arises a question 
as to what this particular material is, and then it is only this pointing 
out of the particular material that is done by Syntactical Connection, etc. ; 
and it is not these latter that lay down the connection with the Deity. 

And further, we find that the juice is laid down by the originative 
Injunction itself, whereas the Soma-plant 18 got at from another sentence ; 
and as such the plant cannot but be less authoritative, for one who is seek- 
ing after the previously mentioned sacrifice only. à 

And thus, even on the ground of the difference in materials, there 
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would be a difference between the sacrifices laid down by the former 
sentences, and that enjoined by the sentence in question, 

These arguments, however, can be successfully met by the opponent 
who will argue as follows : 

“ In the case of the ‘ ashtàkapüla ' cake, etc., though we find that these 
“ cakes are directly laid down as the materials, yet we accept the Corn (Vrihz) 
*as the material, though this is pointed out only by Syntactical Connec- 
“tion; and in the same manner we could accept the Soma as the enjoined 
" material. It is only when there isa contradiction between two things 
“that the stronger sets aside the weaker; and this is not the case when 
“the two things are quite compatible with one another. In the case in 
“question we find that the Soma is quite compatible with the juice, 
“ because this latter stands in need of something from which it could be 
“extracted, and the Soma-plant comes in as fulfilling this requirement. 
“ For instance, in the case of the sentence ‘ ügneyo'shtakapülah, etc.’, though 
“ we find that the ‘ asht@kapala’ is directly laid down by the sentence, yet 
* when the Vrihz and the Yava come to be laid down as the materials, there 
“is no contradiction ; for these corns are actually required as the material 
* out of which the ashtükapüla cake would be made ; and certainly, in taking 
“up the Vrihi one does not give up the making of the Ashtakapala; and 
“ hence in this case the action with reference to which Vrli is laid down as 
* the material is not recognised as any other than that for which the * Ashta- 
“ kapala’ has been laid down, Exactly in the same manner, in the case in 
‘question, in taking up the Soma-plant, one does not give up the juice ; 
“ and hence there being no incompatibility between the two, inasmuch as 
* the ‘ Soma’ mentioned in the sentence in question can very well be taken 
* as the material for the sacrifices laid down by the other sentences, the 
“sentence in question cannot be taken as laying down a distinct Action, 
“ merely on the ground of a difference in the materials mentioned. And 
‘further, the argument applies equally to the Scddhanta also; becsuse the 
“ Siddhanta also does not hold that the unpounded Soma-plant is to be offered 
“atb the sacrifice; and hence just as for you the Plant would only be the 
“ source of the Juice, so also would it be for the Parvapakshin. As a matter 
“of fact, it is your own theory that would be the more incongruous of the 
“two. For in your case, if the Plant, as mentioned in the originative In- 


“ junction, were to be the sole means of accomplishing the sacrifice, then it 


“ would never do to turn it into Juice, in accordance with other sentences. 
" In our case, inasmuch as the juice would not be possible without its origin 
“(in the shape of the Plant), our sentence would always be on the look- 
“ out for the mention of this source ; and hence even if such source happens 
_ ‘to be mentioned by another sentence, there is nothing incongruous in our 
" having recourse to it. In your case, on the other hand, inasmuch as the 
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“original Plant itself is quite capable of being offered bodily by itself, it 
“ does not stand in need of any mention of its modifications ; and as such 
“ any connection of these would be wholly incompatible; consequently, we 
“ could not accept any such connection as laid down by other sentences." 

In view of these arguments, based as they are on the firm ground 
of such examples as the aforesaid injunction of Vrīhi, etc. which 
completely shut our mouth, it is best for us not to start the question 
of the Injunction of Materials, and to confine ourselves solely to the 
refutation of the view of the sentences in question being mere 
references to previously mentioned sacrifices, In the case of the ‘ Pagu’, 
however, as the animal as a whole is not capable of being bodily offered 
at a sacrifice, the above arguments of the opponent would not apply ; 
and hence for this case alone, the argument of the Injunction of different 
materials would bea good one for the Siddhanta. But in the case of 
* Soma ’, it becomes necessary for us to refute the opponent’s arguments 
based upon the Injunction of the Vrihi; and for this purpose we have 
the next sütro. 

Or, we may take it thus—that having refuted the former Szddhünta 
arguments (by means of the arguments based upon the Injunction of 
Vrihi), the true conclusion is arrived at by means of the arguments em- 
bodied in the following sūtra. 

Or, lastly, we can take the present sūtra as embodying the Pūrva- 
paksha, and the next suira,—in which the ‘ca’ may be taken in the sense of 
‘tw’ (which is a sign of the Scddanta-sitra)—as putting forth the 
Siddhanta, | | i 


It may bẹ asked how the present sūtra can be taken as expressing the 
Pūrvapaksha. "lhis we proceed to explain as follows : 

The question being,—do the sentences * hrdayasya, etc.’ and ‘ aindra- 
vayavam, etc.’ serve the purpose of laying down accessory details, like the 
Dadhi, etc.; and the subsequent sentences (‘pagum, etc.’ and ‘soména, 
ete.’) are the originative Injunctions of the sacrifices concerned ?—or do 
the former sentences themselves serve as the Injunctions of sacrifices ?— 
we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The sentences ‘hrdayusya, etc. or ‘aindravayavam, etc.’ do not 
"serve the purpose of laying down accessory details, like the sentences 
“< dadhnà juhoti’ and the rest; in fact these themselves are original In- 
“ junctions. Why? Because of the mention of materials,—i.e., because of 
‘the mention of such materials as Ardaya, etc., these sentences are the 
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* Injunctions of the Pagu and the Soma. As otherwise, through the Con- 
“ text, the connection of Hrdaya, etc., would become subsidiary to the 
* sacrifice; while as a matter of fact, it is not possible for this connection 
“ to serve as its accessory ; because that would be contrary to the ‘ pagu’ 
*and the ‘soma-plant’ laid down in the original Injunctive sentences. 
“ Or, in accordance with a previous law, the 'Pagw' and the * Soma’ 
* having been obtained from other sentences, the mention of the con- 
“ nection of materials, in the present context, would, in your theory, 
* be wholly useless. In my theory, on the other hand, the word * Soma ' 
“(in ‘soména yajéta’) is the name of the sacrifice, and the sentence 
* < agnishomiyam pagum, etc.’ serves the purpose of laying down the Deity 
* Agni-Soma ; and thus none of these two sentences making mention of 
“any material, the mention of materials in the other sentences is not at 
“all superfluous. Consequently we conclude that the real Injunctions of 
“the sacrifices are contained in the sentences ‘ hrdayasya, etc.’ and 
* agindravayavam, etc.’ (aud the sentences ‘agnishomiyam pagum, etc.’ and 
* ! somena yajéta' are mere references to these sacrifices taken collectively,— 
* the former serving the purpose of pointing out the Deity for the offer- 
* ings of the pieces, and the latter supplying the name of the sacrifices 
* taken collectively )." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sittra (18): But as (laying down) purificatory rites 
they cannot be injunctive (of independent Actions). 


The sentences in question cannot be taken as mere references to pre- 
vious sacrifices, because of these latter not being the sacrifices treated of by 
the context, —an argument that has already been explained on a previous 
occasion, in sūtra I1—ii—10. 

Question : “ But how is it that these are not the sacrifices treated of 
“ by the Context ? ” 

Answer: Because the words ‘avadyati’ and ‘ grhnati’ are not in- 
junctive of sacrifices ; as what they do is only to lay down certain purifi- 
catory or preparatory rites; because they are actually found to end with 
them: as when a sentence is actually found to have its sole ending in the 
pointing out of such rites, there is no ground for assuming a sacrifice to be 
indirectly indicated. 

Because such a sacrifice, if it could be assumed, could only be 
assumed in the following manner: ‘ when a substance is taken up with 
reference to a certain deity, unless it is connected with some sacrifice, 
it does not become dedicated to that Deity’. But in this no sooner do we 
proceed to assume a sacrifice, on account of the said apparent Inconsis- 
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tency (of the fact of the substance having been taken up for a particular 
Deity), than we are faced by a direct mention of the ‘sacrifice’ in a 
sentence close by (viz: ‘soména yajéta "), which at once makes possible all 
the relationships between the substances and Deities in question; and as 
such, it completely shuts the door of any authority for assuming another 
sacrifice ; and when no such sacrifice would be mentioned by the sentences 
(* grhnati, etc.’), to an aggregate of what would the sentence in question 
be a reference ? 

(1) It has been urged above —that “as in the case of the sentence 
“ * agneyo shtakapalo, etc.’, until the sentence (‘ gránàtz, etc.) has actually 
‘indicated a sacrifice, it cannot stand in need of any other sentence (for 
“instance, ‘soména yajéta" which would supply the necessary element 
“of the ‘ sacrifice ')." 

To this we make the following reply: In all cases a sentence is 
completed by means of a direction for the activity of a human agent; and 
so long as this direction is not got at, the, sentence remains incomplete ; 
while when that direction has been got at, it is complete, and can very 
well be taken along with other sentences. For instance, in the sentence 
'dgneyo'shtàkapülo bhavati, we do not perceive any other action of the 
human agent than the sacrifice; and hence until this sacrifice has been 
duly indicated the sentence remains incomplete. In the case in question, 
however, the sentence ‘aindravayavam grhnati’ serves to direct the 
human agent to take up (the vessel containing the juice, etc.), and thus, 
even without the indication of a sacrifice, it has got a distinct object 
for its injunctiveness, and as such is quite complete in itself; and that 
the sentence stands in need of something else is quite another matter 
(having nothing to do with the completeness of the sentence) ; because 
in all cases, even when the sentence is complete in itself, it does not, by 
that fact, give up all its need for other factors; nor does the fact of its: 
being in such need make the sentence incomplete ; and as we recognise the 
faet that this need is supplied by another sentence, there can be nothing 
incongruous in the fact of a complete sentence bing related to another 
sentence. Consequently when we proceed to assume a sacrifice in connec- 
tion with each of the sentences (‘aindravayavam grhnati,’ etc.), the 
‘sacrifice’ mentioned by the sentence 'somena yajeta’ at once presents 
itself (and thus puts a stop to the said assumption) ; and there is nothing 
incongruous in this, 

In the case of the sentence 'àgneyo ... . bhavati,’ the action of 
‘being’ does not belong to the human agent; and as such until the 
‘sacrifice’ is assumed there is no object, either enjoined or pro- 
hibited, and hence the sentence being incomplete, and as such having no 
capability of requiring the aid of any other sentence, the ‘sacrifice’ 
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(necessary for the completing of the sentence) has got to be inferred ; 
consequently no ‘ sacrifice’ that is mentioned in any other sentence, comes 
to be related to it; and herein lies the great difference between the two 
sentences * dgneyo, etc.’ and ‘ aindravayavam, ete.’ 

(2) Another objection urged above is that the ‘ pagu’ and the ‘ soma’ 
“ being laid down in the originative injunction, it cannot be proper for us 
* to modify them (into juice and the limbs, respectively, as laid down by 
* the various ‘ grhnati’s’ and ‘ avadyati’s’).” 

The following is the reply to this objection: Itis only when the two 
substances concerned are wholly different from one another, that there can 
be any comparison between their respective authoritative character ; in the 
case in question, however, through the juice and the various limbs also, it 
is only the soma and the animal that form part of the sacrifices concerned. 
If the sentences wholly renounced the Soma and the Animal laid 
down in the originative injunction, and laid down other substances wholly 
different from them, then alone could there be a contradiction (between 
the substances enjoined by the two sentences); as it is, however (what 
the subsequent sentences lay down is that), the sacrifice is accomplished 
by means of the Animal itself, through its various limbs, as also by means of 
the Soma, through its juice ; and certainly there can be no contradiction 
in the presence of (different) methods of procedure. For the Animal and 
the Soma, being laid down as the means of performing the sacrifices, stand 
in need of the method of that performance; and it is this method that 
is supplied by the mention of the fact that the animal has to be cut up 
into its several limbs and then offered in sacrifice, and the Soma has to be 
pounded iuto juice before it is offered; and thus the mention of the 
‘hrdaya, ’ etc., and the ‘juice’ only serves to help the original mention of 
the substance, and there is no chance of contradiction. 

(3) Another objection is that—“ the Soma having been mentioned, as 
“ the substance to be offered, by other sentences in the same context, such 
“as ‘somam krinati,' etc., the further mention of the same substance 
“ ‘soma’ (by the sentence ' somenà yajeta’) is wholly superfluous.” 

In reply to this, we have the Stra itself; the sense being that those 
sentences —' Somam krinüti,' etc., do not serve the purpose of enjoining 
either the Soma or the Animal; as all that they do is to speak of the 
method of preparing these. That is to say, the substance (Soma), as laid 
down by the sentence ‘ somenā yajeta’, having been recognised as tending, 
in some way or other, to accomplish the sacrifice, what the sentences, 
‘somam krinati,’ etc., do is to lay down that the sacrifice is to be performed 
by means only of such Soma as has been purchased in a certain manner, 
and prepared into the form of Juice by pounding, etc. | 

(4) Nor are the words of the mantras capable, as urged in the 
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Pürvapaksha (tewt, p. 507), of pointing out the goat, which has not 
yet been laid down; what those words do is to set at rest the uncertainty 
with regard to the character of the 'pacw' as laid down by the sentence 
‘ paçunā yajeta.’ Nor does the verb ‘ avadyati' necessarily imply * sacri- 
fice’; and even without the ‘sacrifice’ the verb would mention the mere 
‘cutting,’ which would, by itself, be of use, either in connection with the 
Veda, or in ordinary life. On the other hand, the peculiar relationship 
between the Substance and the Deity, as expressed by the word ‘ aindrava- 
yavam,' would not be possible without a ‘sacrifice’; and as such there is 
a great difference (between the inference or implication of the ‘ sacrifice ’ 
by the sentence ' aindravayavam,’ etc., and that by ‘ hrdayasyavadyati," etc. 

(5) The *avadyatz' of the S@nnayya is not laid down in connection 
with the Primary Sacrifice of the Context under consideration ; because 
it is only indirectly implied ; and as such the qualifications and accessories 
of that ‘ avadyati ' could not be transferred to the ‘ avadyati’ in question. 
Nor is the fact of being for the sake of the sacrificial substance the 
method of the ‘ avadünà ' (cutting); and thus too, the said fact could not 
be transferred (as it is only the method that can be thus transferred). Nor 
in such cases, can we have any operation of the Samdnyatodrshta Infer- 
ence (towards the inference of the ‘sacrifice’). As for the pounding of 
the Putika, and the eating of the Phalacamasa, itis by means of Syntactical 
Connection and Context that they are cognized as helping in the comple- 
tion of the sacrifice; and consequently the case of the pounding of the 
Putika is not identical with that of *avadyati' in the matter of the 
implication of the ‘sacrifice.’ In the case of the sentences dealing with 
‘Soma’ also—(' Somenü yajeta, aindravayavam, etc. etc., etc’), the 
qualified Injunction (of the sacrifice by means of the Soma) being directly 
mentioned, there is no room for any implied sacrifice; and as such the 
case of these too is different (from that of the ‘pounding of the 
Putika’). 

(6) In the case of the sentences ‘ aindravayavam, etc., even if they 
are secondary sentences laying down accessory materials, there is no 
syntactical split, as in the case of the sentence ‘ agn&yo'shtàkapülo, etc.’ 

Because, though as mentioning more than one deity (Indra and Vayu), 
the sentence has more than one object of Injunction, yet, on account of 
there being another action (in the shape of the ‘ grahana’), there is every 
possibility of the Injunction being that of a qualified object. That is to 
say, the sentence can very well be taken as an Injunction of the Bhavana 
of the‘ grahana’ qualified by the deities Indra, Vayu and the rest. Or, it 
may be that the ‘ grahana ’ being necessarily implied , the sentence serves 
the purpose of laying down a single joint Deity (Indra-Vayu) mentioned 
by means of the Dwandwa compound; and thus there would be no 
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incongruity in the case. And as the connection of these with the Primary 
Sacrifice (Jyotishtoma) is pointed out by the Context, there would be no 
incongruity, even if the sentence in question were taken as a secondary 
sentence (laying down accessory details). 

Thus then, the actions (mentioned in the sentences * aindravayavam 
etc. ’) having the character of mere Preparatory Actions, they stand in need 
of the mention of a ‘ sacrifice’ somewhere else; and as such there would 
be nothing incongruous in the fact of such a * sacrifice? being laid down 
by another sentence (‘soména yajéta, etc."). 

And our way of taking the sentences has the following advantage: (1) 
The singular number in 'jyotishtomeéna' becomes capable of being taken 
directly (and not figuratively, as necessitated by the Pirvapaksha, which 
makes it refer to many sacrifices) ; (2) we are saved the useless trouble of 
accepting the word ‘soma’ (in ‘ soména yajeta’) as a second name for the 
Jyotishtoma ; (3) nor is it necessary for us to accept the apparently useless 
fact of the sentence in question being a reference to all the other sentences, 
as in the case of the Purvüpaksha in connection with the Agharagnihotra. 

For these reasons we conclude that the sentences in question are 
injunctions of the Animal and the Soma sacrifices, 


Sittra (19): Because of difference, there is a repetition of the 
Action; as the substances are distinct, it would be useless (to 
mention another connection); hence there is a difference (in the 
‘grahana '); specially as it is subservient to the substance. 


[Sätra (20) is not specially dealt with by the Vartika; it is thus: 
The preparatory action does not differ, because the substance 
being for the sake of something else, it has a subordinate position.] 


[Sütra (19) embodies the reply to the objection urged in the text 
on p. 509, beginning with the words ‘ cakyapartharantwidam. | . 

As the opponent has not urged the objection based upon the fact of 
the ‘ avadyati’s* being mentioned in a definite order, etc., etc., with reference 
to the ‘ Pacu,’ we lay aside this sentence for the present, to be dealt 
with under Sūtra X—vii—1 ef seq., where we shall deal with the question 
as to whether the offering should be cut out from the whole animal, or 
from each of its limbs, or from only one limb, or bii Jn — those enumer- 
ated, namely, the Heart and the rest. —. ` — 

What concerns us now is the meeting of the T— with reference 
to the ‘Soma’ (as it is with reference to this alone that the objection has 
been levelled against us). And to that we make the following reply :— 

If the Deities of the sacrifice were separately mentioned directly 
by the sentences, then alone could they be taken as optional alternatives ; 
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as a matter of fact, however, we find that all of them are mentioned as 
being connected with the sacrifice simultaneously. In a case where the 
sentence mentions a relationship independently of everything else, there 
alone could all the deities, serving the same purpose of accomplishing 
the sacrifice, be taken collectively. 

That is to say, if we had such direct injunctions as ‘ aindravayavena 
yajéta’ or ‘Indravayubhyam yagam nirvartayét’, then, inasmuch as the 
Deities would be pointed out as serving the same purpose, by sentences 
independently of one another, they would come to be taken as optional 
alternatives. As a matter of fact, however, in the case in question, we 
find that they are mentioned as in connection with ‘ grahana,’ and become 
connected with the ‘sacrifice’ only indirectly by means of Context (and 
not directly by the Sentence). And as for the Context, it does not operate 
variously (or separately); and as such it could not connect, with the 
‘sacrifice,’ each individual Deity independently by itself; consequently, 
what actually happens is that all the various ‘grahanas’ having been 
simultaneously taken as constituting the method (of the sacrifice), the 
Deities mentioned in connection with these (grahanas) not having their 
ends duly fulfilled by that (grahana) alone, all of them at once, being 
required by the ‘sacrifice’ dealt with in the Context, become simultane- 
ously connected with it; (and as such there is nothing wrong in their 
being mentioned collectively). 

As a rule, too, we accept à number of things to be optional alterna- 
tives when they are mentioned as employed for the same purpose, inde- 
pendently of one another; and the reason for this is that in such cases, 
the individual capability of each of these, by itself, is distinctly expressed 
by the sentence; and hence if they were to depend upon one another, this 
individual capability would be destroyed ; and hence they are all accepted 
to be optional alternatives. In the case in question, however, the capabi- 
lity of accomplishing the Jyotishtoma is not found to belong singly to each 
one of the deities mentioned —Indra, Vayu, etc. ; because we have no direct 
deelaration of such capability. "Though each one of them has the 
capability of accomplishing a sacrifice in general, yet, the particular sacri- 
fice, in the shape of the Jyotzshtoma, can be accomplished only in the way 
laid down in the scriptural text; and hence each of the deities men- 
tioned does not serve the same purpose. On the other hand, we find the 
two kinds of corns, the Vrihi and the Yava, serving the same purpose ; 
and hence they are taken as optional alternatives;.specially because each 
of them is laid down as independent of the other, by independent sen- 
tences, as to be employed in the sacrifice. 

Objection : “ We find that we have actually a sentence ‘ aindravayavam 
* gthnati’ laying down the deities Indra and Vayu; and hence the 
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* sentence that follows ‘ maztraévarunam grhnati’ is distinctly recognised 
“as Jaume of pointing out a — — of the preceding 
** sentence." 

Reply: It is true that with reference to the ‘grahana,’ the deities 
are laid down independently of one another; but in that case, all of them 
do not serve the same purpose; because being only a purifieatory or 
preparatory action, the ‘ grahanas’ can have only transcendental results; 
and thus varying in each case, and not serving the same end, the various 
deities mentioned cannot be taken as optional alternatives. 

Question : ** But how do m conclude them to have e. transcen- 
“ dental results ? " ; i c ee 

Answer : When a certain thing, having been -— in connection 
with the Primary Action, happens to be directly. mentioned in connection 
with the Preparatory Action, then in that case, such a thing serves a 
visible purpose; and so also when, as a matter of fact, the Preparatory 
Action cannot actually be accomplished without that thing. That is to 
say, (1) if the deities having been previously connected with the ‘sacri- 

ce’ (in the sentence ' somena yajela ') were again directly mentioned with 
reference to the grahanas,—as they are mentioned in connection with the 
nirvapa and the üvühana; or (2) if without these Deities, the * grahana ' 
could not be accomplished ;—then the mention of the Deities in connection 
with the ‘ grahanas’ would be for the purpose of a visible end, in the 
shape of recalling to the mind the Deities in connection with the coming 
sacrifice. In the case in question, however, we find that the Deities Indra, 
Vayu, and the rest have not been previously mentioned in connection with 
the Jyotishtoma ; nor is it that without those Deities, the ‘ grahanas’ 
could not be accomplished ; and consequently, under the circumstances, 
when we find the ‘ grahana’ mentioned along with a certain Deity, this 
cannot but be taken as fulfilling an imperceptible transcendental result. 

Objection : * When we have come to know that these deities belong 
“ to the sacrifice, then, even without a previous mention of these (in con- 
“nection with the primary sacrifice), we could take all of them as serving 
* the same visible —— of pcm the Deities in connection with that 

** sacrifice." z 

Reply: It is not so; because as a rule, it is at the time of the 
actual Injunction that the purpose served by the factors enjoined is sought 
after ; and hence it is with reference to that time that we should ascertain 
whether the purpose served is a visible or an invisible one. That is to 
say, it is at the time of the operation of the sentence ‘ aindravayavam 
grhnàáti' that we have a want to know what purpose is served by it; and 
though at that time, we do, somehow or other, come to ascertain, 
through the Context, the connection of the ‘ sacrifice’ with ‘ the grahana,’ 
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which embodies the method (of that sacrifice), yet, inasmuch as the 
Deities themselves are connected with something (7.e., the ‘ grahana’) other 
than the sacrifice, and as they themselves have not the form of actions, 
they are not pointed out, by the Context, as serving the purpose of accom- 
plishing the sacrifice; and consequently, the use (of these Deities) in 
connection with the ‘grahana’ must be taken as something independent 
of any connection with the ‘sacrifice’; and such a use cannot but be 
invisible (or transcendental). And this transcendental purpose having 
been ascertained at the time of the operation of the Injunction in ques- 
tion, if at the time of the actual performance of the Action therein laid 
down, a certain visible result is found to come about, how could the 
previously ascertained transcendental result be set aside by that ? Nor could 
any such visible result (appearing by the way) control the operation of the 
Injunetion in question. And thus the connection of the deity, mentioned 
in each of the sentences in question, caunot but fulfil certain transcen- 
dental purposes; and as such all the deities in question must be taken 
as all conjointly (helping the accomplishment of the sacrifice through the 
said transcendental results). 

And unless the ‘grahana’ is not repeated (with each deity), the 
separately mentioned deities can not be connected with the ‘grahana ’ 
in accordance with the law that ‘that which is done in connection with 
the Samit is not done in connection with the Tanünapüta'; and hence 
there must be a ‘grahana’ (holding) of the Soma, with reference to each 
deity. _ 

Thus, then, the Sutra must be taken as follows: * tadbhedat, '—:.e., 
on aecount of the connection of the deity being differeut in each case,— 
‘there must be a repetition of the action’ of grahana ; because ‘on account, 
of the distinctness of the substance’, that is to be prepared or purified by 
means of the grahana in connection with the said deities, if any other 
connection were mentioned, ‘it would be wholly useless’; as it would not 
be performed ; and hence ‘ there is a difference’ of the grahana, ‘ because 
at às subservient to the substance’ to be purified (by that grahana). 

Inasmuch as these ‘ gruhanas’ in connection with the various deities 
are mentioned in a section dealing with sacrifices, it follows that, without 
a ‘sacrifice,’ they cannot prepare the substance ‘ Soma’ for the sake of 
any deity; and this leads us to the conclusion that there must be a cer- 
tain sacrifice, that would establish the relationship of the substances with 
the deities in question. On the other hand, we find that the ‘ sacrifice ’ 
(laid down iu the sentence ‘soména yajeta’) has no deity laid down (by 
the original Injunction) ; nor is the requisite deity pointed out either by 
Direct Declaration, or by Indirect Iudication by the words of the text, or 
by those of any sentence ; and as for the Context, it can have nothing to 
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do in connection with that (7.e., the Deity) which is not an Action; and 
hence the Context comes to point out the fact of the ‘ grahanas’ being per- 
formed (in connection with the sacrifice in question), These ‘ grahanas’ 
too, not being laid down separately (by the Context, which never operates 
separately), and serving to accomplish only invisible (transcendental) 
results, come to be taken all at once (simultaneously) ; and through these 
‘grahanas’ we come to take the deities (mentioned in connection with 
them) also collectively. 

Objection : “ We find that even when certain things are pointed out 
* by the Context, if they are found to serve the same purpose, they are 
“taken as optional alternatives; as for instance, the mantras employed at 
“ the dividing of the sacrificial cake." 

Reply: It is true that they are so taken; but in that case it is not 
the Context alone that operates towards the pointing out of them ; because 
the fact of each of the said mantras being connected with each Division 
being pointed out by the Direct Declaration inferred from the indications of 
the words of the mantras, all that the Context does, in this ease, is to 
point out that it is at the Division of the Cake in connection with the Darga- 
Pirnamasa sacrifices that the mantras have to be employed ; because of 
their being of no use at other divisions. Hence even if the Darga and 
the Pürnamása were to take up all the mantras collectively, those sacrifices 
would have no capability of taking them up, independently of the inter- 
vening agency of the Division (of the Cake) ; and this agency is found to 
be connected with many alternatives, and not in a collective form. In the 
case in question, however, the conditions are totally different; because in 
this case, the intervening agency is that of the ‘ grahanas,’ and it is with 
reference to these that the deities are found to be mentioned collectively ; 
and hence even though the collection, or aggregate, of the deities may be 
capable of being taken up with each ‘ grahana’ separately, yet inasmuch 
as it is through the agency of the ‘grahanas’ that the deities can be taken 
up, what could it do in this case (but point to the performance of the 
collective performance of the ‘ grahanas’ also) ? 

Objection: * As a matter of fact, we find that each of the ‘ gra- 
“ hands’ has got the capability of helping the Primary Action, by means 
“of the bringing up of the substance (Soma), and also by pointing out 
“ the requisite deity ; and thus the case of these grahanas being identical 
“ with that of the aforesaid mantras, they must be taken as optional 
“ alternatives.” 

Reply : Such could have been the case, if the sacrifices in question had 
been previously cognised as having many deities (connected with them) ; 
as then alone could the various bringings up of the substance be taken as 
being for the sake of those various deities. As a matter of fact, however, 
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we find that in the case in question, no such sacrifice with various deities 
has been previously cognised ; and hence the mention of the various pre- 
sentations of the substance must be taken as serving only an imperceptible 
(or transcendental) purpose. 

These presentations of the substance, too, must differ from one 
another, on account of the difference among their qualifications (the 
deities) ; as with a single presentation of the substance, it is not possible 
for many deities to be taken, either singly or collectively. Because as for 
their being taken collectively (simultaneously), this is precluded by the 
sentences (‘aindravayayam  grhnali,' 'maitrüvarunam grhnati’ etc.) 
which speak of them as appearing one after the other; and (even if such 
simultaneous taking of many deities with a single material were attempt- 
ed) we would have an aygregate (of deities), which would not have 
the character of a sacrificial deity at all, as we have no authority for 
asserting any such character with reference to an aggregate of Indra, 
Vayu and the rest; specially because we find each of them mentioned 
separately by means of nominal affixes with each word. Nor is it possible 
for all of them to be taken separately (in connection with the same pre- 
sentation of the substance); because the substance is always laid down 
with reference to the deity ; and it is not possible for a single substance 
to be laid down (by a single sentence) with reference to more than one 
deity. If the substance could be referred to the deities, either prior to, 
or after, the ‘ grahana, then that would be doing something not enjoined 
by the texts. And further, a substance is always referred to a deity in 
such terms as * this belongs to such and such a deity’; and hence if the 
same substance were to be referred to another deity, the former offering 
would certainly be done away with. That is to say, a certain Soma juice 
having been set aside with the expressed idea that ‘this is to be offered 
to Indra and Vāyu,’ it is as good as already offered ; and as such the 
sacrificer no longer having any control over it, how could he speak of the 
same juice as to be offered to ‘Mitra and Varuna?’ For if an offering 
once made to a deity, were to be made again to another deity, it would 
have to be snatched away from the former deity. Or, in view of the 
previous determination (to offer the substance to one Deity), the subse- 
quent determination (to offer it to another) could never be taken as true; 
and in any case, such an action would mean a most unworthy procedure, 
and not the fulfilling of the Vedic Injunction. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the ‘ grahana’ must be distinct, 
with each of the deities in question. 

Further, even without the actual ‘grahana’ of the substance, it 
would be quite possible for us to refer it to a certain deity, no matter in 

„What place the substance may be; and as such the injunction of the 
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‘grahanas’ could only be with regard to certain transcendental results. 
That is to say a ‘sacrifice’ consists of the action of giving away of 
one's ownership in favour of a Deity; and this giving away of one's owner- 
ship or possession over the Soma would be quite possible, in whatever 
condition the Soma may be, either in the state of being clarified (without 
putting it into separate vessels), or in any condition after it has been 
purchased ; and hence the injunction of the various rites, purificatory and 
preparatory, of the Soma must be taken as with a view to certain trans- 
cendental results. In a case where the substance laid down is the 
Cake, or some such thing, such preparatory actions as the threshing 
and shifting, etc., of the corn, are found to have a visible result in the 
shape of the preparation of the Cake (as without those actions, the Cake 
would not be made). In the case in question, however, we have no such 
Injunction as that the offering must be made out of the Soma kept in the 
sacrificial cup, etc. ; because all that the Injunction lays down is the Soma- 
plant ; and m the 'grahanas,' ov holdings, of the Soma in the 
various vessels, though serving to bring about distinct transcendental 
results, must be taken as collectively (helping by these results the accom- 
plishment of the sacrifice). 

Then again, in the same Context, we find the sentence * daga mushtir- 
mimité,’ which serves to lay down the measure of the quantity of Soma 
to be employed; and hence we conclude that this sentence qualifies the 
Tnjunction ‘somena yajéta,' which comes to mean that ‘ the sacrifice is to 
be by means of ten handfuls of Soma. And then this definite quantity 
of Soma having been pounded with a fixed quantity of water, could not 
be kept in small cups, unless it were ‘held ’ (in the hand) each time that 
it would be kept in a cup; and as such these ‘ holdings’ (‘ grahanas’) 
must be many and distinct (as there are many cups to be filled with 
the Soma juice); and it is by means of the Soma thus held in the vari- 
ous cups, that the sacrifice is to be performed. And as, unless the sacri- 
fice is repeated over and over again, all that has been just said (with 
reference to the offering of the Soma juice in the various cups dedicated 
to various deities) is not possible,—the sacrifice comes to be sepan 
for the sake of a definite purpose. 

In view of these facts, we can also take the Sūtra (19) as follows: 
' tadbhedàt,' —4.e., because of the diversity of the prepared Soma—‘ there is 
a repetition of the action’ of Sacrifice ; * because of the separateness of the 
material’ accepted ;—if all of them were not offered up, the whole ‘ would 
be useless’ ; and hence even though in the original Injunction, the ‘ sacrifice ’ 
has been mentioned but once, yet ‘there is a diversity’ of its performance, 
because of the fact of the originally enjoined ‘ substance being subservient’ 
to the various conditions mentioned in other sentences. 
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The substance, too, must be offered in the same way as it has been 
held in the various cups ; as, if the whole thing were to be mixed up again, 
the previous holding into separate cups would become wholly useless ; 
and the deities, to whom the cup-fuls have been previously dedicated, 
would not become connected with (possessed of) their specified shares ; 
nor is it possible for all the deities to be referred to at the time of the 
(single) offering ; hence it is not possible for people, afraid of repetition, 
to mix up all the juice and make a single offering of it; specially as even 
if this were done, it would lead to a confusion of the shares (previously 
specified). And when the shares have been once separately specified, it 
becomes necessary for the other party to clear up the said confusion, unless 
of course he has a scriptural text distinctly laying down such confusion. 
Thus then, it being necessary to make the offering as previously deter- 
mined, it is only when all the deities (and the grahanas) are taken 
collectively, that the following sentence—dagaitanadhwaryuh prétaksavane 
grhnati, Gewino dacamo grhnati, tam trityam guhoti, ete., etc. (laying 
down the definite order and the summing up of the various ‘ grahanas’ ) 
—becomes explicable. 

Thus then we conclude that the whole forms a single action (of the 
Jyotishtoma ). 

The use of the present Adhikarana lies in the fact that, according to 
the Piürvapaksha, among the sacrifices subsidiary to the Soma sacrifice 
(the Jyotishtoma), we would have the performance of the details with 
regard to one cwp, and that, too, only once; whereas, according to the 
Siddhanta, the whole thing has to be done bail as in the Primary nemi 
fice (the Jyotishtoma). 
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ADHIKARANA (7). 
[The Differentiation of Actions by means of Number. | 


Stra (21): Because of the fact of its inhering in separate- 
ness, Number would serve to differentiate the Actions. 


The treatment of the three exceptions to the Law relating to the 
Repetition of Words has been finished, and we now proceed to show how 
Actions are differentiated (or distinguished) by means of Number. 

In this connection we should cite such sentences as ‘tisra Ghutirju- 
hoti’ ‘dwadaca dwadagani juhoti,’ which are laid down as co-extensive 
with the actions enjoined by previous originative Injunctions, and which 
are accompanied by definite numbers. 

And on this, we have the following :— 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 


“ Inasmuch as the word ‘juhoti’ is mentioned but once, the action 
laid down is one only ; and as for the Number (‘three’ ete.) it could be 
made up by frequent repetitions of the same Action.” 


SIDDHANTA (A). 


To the above we make the following reply: In the case in question 
the Number is mentioned in connection with the Homa, while it is being 
enjoined, and not after it has been enjoined, as in the case of the sentence 
* ékadagaprayajan’ ; and without an idea of ‘ separateness’ the Number does . 
not attain its true character. Nor can the Number be said to be made up 
by a repetition of the same Action; because it is only when there is no 
other way of explaining the number, that it is held to be made up by 
Repetitions, as in the case of the Prayājas, the Upasadas and the like, 
which have had their own limits previously specified. Tn the case in 
question, however, inasmuch as no other Number of the Action has been 
previonsly specified, the Number (three) must be taken as pointing out the 
separate character of the Actions themselves. And hence as the Number 
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is found to inhere in the separateness of the actions themselves, we cannot 
accept it as referring to the separateness due to the mere repetitions of the 
same action ; as we shall show later on, under the sūtra ‘ dgamadv@ bhyasas- 
yügrütatwàt ' (X—v—16). 

Objection: “ Inasmuch as in the first instance, a single Homa has 
“ been expressed by the word 'juhot,' it is clear that the Number 
* < three’ is to be made up by repetitions of the same Homa.” 

Reply: Not so; the action denoted by the word ‘juhoti’ having no 
material reality ($.e., being incapable of being connected with any Gender, 
Number, ete.), the number (‘one °) cannot apply to it; as for the Number 
(singular) that is denoted by the affix in the word ‘juhotz,’ it applies to its 
Nominative, and not either to the Bhavana or to the Root-meaning. Conse- 
quently when the word ‘ juhoti’ would proceed to indicate a single Homa 
indirectly by means of the fact of its (the word ‘juhoti’) being mentioned 
only once, we would be stopped, at the very outset, by the number ‘three ’ 
mentioned directly in the sentence, and would beled to accept the Homa 
as qualified by this latter Number, and the action (Homa) would come to 
have so many distinct forms. And hence the three Homas must be taken 
as distinct actions. 


O 


Though the above was the proper representation of the Adhikarana, 
yet the Bhashya has expounded it in connection with the sentence ‘ sapta- 
daga pragüpatyan, etc.’. because he means that he will establish the fact of 
the Number pertaining to the material also serving to distinguish the 
Actions—a fact that is very difficult to prove. 

The ground of doubt in connection with this sentence may be thus 
explained. In the word ‘prajaipatyan’, is the compound ‘ekagesha 
Dwandwa’ to be taken as being formed after the appearance of the Nomi- 
nal Affix (in ‘ prājāpatyān `) ?—or is the Affix to be taken as appearing after 
the compound has been formed? That is to say, if the word were explained 
as “ésha ca, ésha ca, Esha ca, iti, * ete' (the Ekagesha compound) —Praja- 
path esham dévata iti ' Prajapatyah’ (‘ Prajapati’+the deific Afix), 
tan”,—then the word would denote the relationship of a single substance 
mentioned by the Pronoun ‘esha, with a single Deity (Prajapati) ; 
and in that case the action referred to would be one only. If, how- 
ever, the word be explained as “ Prajüpatih devita asya iti * Pragápatyah ' 
(* Prajapati ' «the Affix),—Prajapatyagca Prajapatyagca Prajapatydgea 
iti ‘Prajapatyah’ (the Ekaçesha compound), tān,—then the word would 
clearly point out seventeen distinct connections of the deity; and each of 
these connections implying a ‘sacrifice,’ the Actions referred to could 
not but be seventeen distinct ones. 
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PÜRVAPAKSHA (B). 


“ The Action referred to is ome only, because in the word * Prajapa- 
“ tyan’ we find the plurality distinctly belonging to that which is denoted ] 
* by the Affix; and as the Hkagésha compound is due to that plurality, the 
compounding could not be of the basic noun. "That is to say, one who 
explains the words as ‘ Prájüpatyagca Prājāpatyaçca, ete., takes the com- 
* pound as belonging to the basic noun as well as to the Affix ; but the only 
ground for this lies in the Apparent Inconsistency of the plurality in 
* Prajüpatyün' ; but as a matter of fact, we find that the Plurality is 
‘not found in the basic noun; and as such, this latter cannot be com- 
pounded into an ‘ Wkagesha’; nor is it such that the Plurality cannot be 
* referred to the denotation of the Affix, without there being an Wkugésha 
* of the basic Noun ; because this Plurality is distinctly expressed, at the 
time that the formation of the word ‘ Prājāpatyān’ is explained, by the 
Pronoun ‘ésham.’ Thus then, we conclude that the Deity ‘ Prajapati,’ 
mentioned but once, is connected with many materials. 

* Further, when only a little assumption is found to serve our pur- 
pose, it would never do to assume a number of actions, not directly 
mentioned, and their Apirvas. That is to say, even if we were to 
accept the latter of the two explanations of the word ‘ Prajdpatydan, ' we 
could not rest with the mere fact of having the compound formed after 
the application of the Affix ; as it would be necessary for us to assume a 
number of unseen and unheard-of Actions and their Apiüroas; and that 
we cannot assume any number of these at our will has already been 
shown in the Cabdüntarüdhikarana (in the beginning of the present 
Pada), where we have shown that we can assume, by means of Appa- 
rent Inconsistency, only that much of the unseen and unheard of, with- 
out which the connection of the mentioned Deity with the enjoined 
material remains inexplicable ; as the said Apparent Inconsistency does 
‘not warrant any more of the unseen and unheard of, It would, however, 
be necessary for you to assume from one to seventeen Actions and as 
many -Apürvas. But as the assumption of the very first of these would 
complete all the Primaries (as in the case of the Prayajas),—1.e., as the 
determination to offer the first animal to Prajapati would apply equally 
to all the other animals, whose case is not found to be different from that 
of the first, —the performance of that single offering will have connected 
all the rest with the sacrifice; and as such, we could not carry on the 
“ assumption any further. 

‘Then again, the difference of one thing cannot bring about the 
‘difference of another; for certainly because of there being distinct 
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“ pieces, in the shape of the Heart, etc., it does not follow that there are ` 
* different Actions also, That is to say, if the diversity of the materials 
“ were to make a diversity among Actions, then there would also be a diver- 
“ sity of Actions on account of the diversity of the pieces of the animal’s 
“ body. Asa matter of fact, however, no such diversity is possible, as 
* we shall show later on, under Sutra VI—iii—12 ; where it is shown that 
“the whole animal having been laid down as the means of accomplishing 
* the Primary sacrifice (of the Agnishtoma), and the Animal having to be 
'" given away also as a whole, the fact that the sacrifice is to be accom- 
‘ plished by means of the Animal, only as being the source from which 
“ the eleven pieces would be obtained, is got at from other sentences ; and 
“as such the ‘cutting of the pieces’ becomes a qualification of the 
* Animal, and not that of the Sacrifice. In the case in question also, all 
“the seventeen animals being known as the means of accomplishing the 
“sacrifice, the implied direction would apply the process of one animal 
“ (of its being cut into eleven pieces) to all the seventeen animals; and 
“ as such there would be nothing very incongruous in the fact of a single 
“ sacrifice taking up (utilising) all the seventeen groups of ‘eleven pieces 

“each. And for these reasons we conclude that the Action referred to is 


“ one only." 
SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply :—- 

If there were only one Action, there would be a. single Injunction (iu 
the form of ‘the Subsidiary Sacrifices are to be performed in the same way 
as the Primary ') ; and thereby the material to be employed being pointed 
out as a single ' eleven-piece' group (as the Primary makes use of only one 
such group), there would be no use for all the seventeen animals. That is 
to say, the sentence in question does not rest with the declaration ‘ Prājā- 
patyan pagün, as there is yet another part of the sentence to be supplied, 
viz. * prakrtivat.’ And if there be a single Action, it is the ‘ Savaniya,’ 
that is, the Primary in question; and as at that the sacrifice is per- 
formed by means of a single ‘eleven-piece’ group, it follows that 
in the action in question there should be only one such group ; aud as this 
group, too, in the case of the Primary Sacrifice, is supplied by a single 
animal—which is mentioned by a word wherein the singular number 
is meant to be significant,—it would be the same in the action in ques- 
tion also. And thus the action having been accomplished by means of a 
single animal, none of the other sixteen animals would become connected 
with Prajapati; and thereby we would be neglecting the Plurality 
expressed in the same word (‘ Praj@patyan’), as also the number ‘ seven- 
teen’ mentionel in the same sentence. When, on the other hand, the 
idea accepted is that there are 'seventeen' sacrifices, then the said 
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Injunction ‘ prakrtivat, etc.,’ coming in for each of the sacrifices, would 
point to as many ‘eleven-piece’ groups; and for the sake of obtaining 
these groups, we could have as many animals, even if they were not 
actually laid down as ‘seventeen’; and there can be no deni on the point 
when the Number is distinctly laid down. 
Objection: “ It does not appear quite proper to reject the directly 
* perceptible singleness of the sacrifice, and assume its plurality on the 
* ground of an implied injunction (‘ prakrtivat, etc.’). For whether the 
“ sacrifice is one or many is ascertained at the time that the sacrifice is 
“ enjoined ; and it is on this Direct Injunction that an Implied or Extended 
* Direction (.Atédega) is based; and it is never the case that the Direct 
* Injunction is based upon the Extended Direction. That is to say, it is 
“ at the time that the Action is originally laid down, that we ascertain the 
“ fact of its being one only or many ; and in all cases the original mention 
* of the Action is by means of a Direct Injunction, and not by an Implied 
* Direction. For, until the Action has actually appeared (as enjoined), 
“there is no question as to its method; and until the method has ap- 
“ peared (and is found to be wanting in certain factors) there is no Extended 
* Direction. Consequently as the Extended Direction (‘ prakrtivat, etc.) 
** is found to appear long after the unity or diversity of Actions has been 
eae, no such Extended Direction can rightly be taken as leading 
‘us to accept a diversity of Actions.” ; 
To the above we make the following reply: It has been shown — 
that whenever there is a doubt, it is always set at rest either by means 
of ‘supplementary sentence’ (Sūtra [-—-iv—29) or by means of Indirect 
Implications (I—iv—30); and in the case in question we find that we have 
both these means available for ascertaining the doubtful point, That is to 
say, in the case in question, it is not by means of the Extended Direction 
alone that we come to accept the Diversity of Actions ; in fact it is by 
means of the Direct Injunction contained in the word ‘prajapatyan’ 
itself. As this Injunction had, at the first instance, been cognised only in 
the form of the material, the Deity and the ‘Sacrifice’, it had nothing 
definite to say with regard to the measure (or number) of that sacrifice, 
because of the doubt (in regard to the word * prajdpatyain’) attaching to 
the precedence and sequence of the Nominal Affix and the ekagésha com- 
pound, as pointed out above (see above, p. 723) ; and this doubt is removed 
by the said number being ascertained (1) by means of the *supple- 
mentary sentence' in the shape of the aforesaid Extended Direction, and 
(2) also by means of the capability of the word itself to imply that num- 
ber. Though it is true that the Extended Direction appears afterwards, 
yet, as in the case in question, from the very beginning, the presence of 
that Direction is known to be as sure as auything else; and hence the 
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Direct Injunction also comes to be taken in a sense that would not be 
incompatible with that Direction. Consequently, even thongh the interpre- 
tation of the sentence in question is begun with explaining the word 
‘ prajaipatyan’ as ‘ Prajapatirdevata esham, tan,’—yet inasmuch as this 
interpretation is subsequently found to be incompatible with what follows 
(in the Extended Direction), the interpreter, if an intelligent person, does 
not fail to conclude that he had committed a mistake, at the very outset, 
in explaining the said word. There is no such rule as that the Extended 
Direction must always be in keeping with the idea taken up by us in the 
beginning. Nor is the Extended Direction capable of referring the seven- 
teen ‘eleven-piece’ groups—not mentioned in connection with the Primary 
* Savaniya '—to a single Action; nor again can a single animal be the 
source from which all the seventeen ‘eleven-piece’ groups should be 
obtained ; nor is there any doubt on this point, that would be removed by 
means of the Direct Injunction (in the sentence in question). Nor is 
there an absolute contradiction between the Extended Direction and the 
Direct Injunction, because the full bearing of this latter is still doubtful ; 
and hence there would be nothing to set aside the employing of a single 
' eleven-piece* group at one sacrifice. 

The fact, too, of the Action referred to being one only is not directly 
enjoined. And in all cases, it is an accepted law that so long as there can 
be a compatibility (between the Direct Injunction and the Extended Direc- 
tion) we cannot take them as contradictory to each other; and in the case 
in question, we find that the two can be made compatible with each other 
by taking the Actions to be many. And hence the construction of the 
word in question must be taken as—“ Prajgüpat?rdevatà asya, iti ‘ Prajapa- 
tyah,’” and the ekagésha would imply the mention of the seventeen Praja- 
patyas. And thus, the connections between the Deity and the Material 
being diverse,—just as in the case of the ‘ Agnéya,’ the ‘ Agnishomiya,’ 
ete..—the ‘sacrifices’ referred to cannot but be accepted as many and 
diverse. 

It has been urged above that —'' the cutting into eleven pieces being a 
“ property of the animal, it would be different with each of the seventeen 
“ animals, even when the Action is accepted to be one only." 

But this is not quite correct; because in the case in question, the 
Implied Direction does not refer to the Method of the Material; because 
the want of a Method always arises with reference to an Action; and as 
such it stands in need of the properties and qualifications of the Action 
(and not that of the Material). That is to say, the desire for the method is 
in the form—‘ In what way is the result to be accomplished by the sacrifice 
of the Prajapatya animal ' ?—and not as ‘how’ by the animal?’ In the 
Primary Savaniya sacrifice also, we find that the property of being 
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accomplished by means of the ‘eleven-piece’ group obtained from a single 
animal belongs to the sacrifice, and not to the animal, as the mention of a 
property of the Animal would be useless; because if the property 
belonged to the Animal, then all that the property would do would be to 
purify the animal ; and there would be no use of such a purification, as the 
animal will have been destroyed (before the offering is made). As for the 
sacrifice, there is a distinct purpose served by its accomplishment, as also 
by the accomplishment of its Apürva ; and hence the cutting of the eleven 
pieces, etc., could all very well be taken as the method by which the saeri- 
fice and its Apirva would be accomplished. Thus then, a single sacrifice 
cannot take up more than one ‘eleven-piece’ group; and when no more 
than one such group would be used, more than one animal too could not 
be taken up. Though some people might think that ‘the fact of the 
source of the pieces being one only is set aside by the mention of the 
number seventeen, and hence we can take the single group of eleven-pieces 
out of more than one animal, '—yet, even then, only eleven animals would 
be necessary (for the cutting out of the eleven pieces), and not seventeen. 

The Bhàshya represents the opponent as declaring that—“in a 
single sacrifice, we could make an offering of the seventeen eleven-piece 
groups." And the sense of this assertion 1s this: ‘ Fearing the 
necessity of having to assume an unseen factor, we take the word 
‘pagu’ as indicating the ‘ Piece-Group’ through its proximity to the 
Sacrifice, and the number ‘seventeen’ may be taken as specifying that 
Group." 

But this cannot be ; because in the case in question we find no ground 
for the said Indication. So long as there is no incongruity (in the Direct 
Signifieation) we cannot rightly have recourse to Indication. And then 
what the sense of the sentence comes to be, according to you, is this : 
‘ Seventeen animals should be taken up, and a single sacrifice should be 
accomplished by means of a single eleven-piece group obtained from a 
single animal’ ; certainly such a performance would never be pøs- 
sible ! bs 

If it be urged that the None mentioned in one o Pies could be taken 
elsewhere,—then too, it would come to be taken along with the sacrifice, 
on account of the greater proximity of this with the Apirva (and thus 
we would have seventeen sacrifices, and not one). And we have already 
explained above that we cannot rightly set aside any part of the Injunc- 
tive sentence, unless we find it to be actually incompatible. 

As for the necessity of assuming an unseen factor, so long as there is 
sufficient authority and ground for such an assumption, there can be 
nothing wrong in it. 

The Bhashya brings forward another theory, in the sentence—"' yadi 
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gragabhipraya varnabhipraya | vüpübhiprüya và abhavishyan." This has 
been brought in as a solvent for the sentence that lays down the whole 
animal as the offering ; and the sense of the sentence is that —'* from among 
* various animals that may have either seventeen horns, or seventeen 
** colours, or seventeen shapes, one is to be made the Prājāpatya.” 

In reply to this it is said in the Bhashya: But the animals are subse 
quently laid down clearly as ‘black, horniess, (and hence the 'seventeen- 
coloured’ or the ‘seventeen-horned’ ones could not be meant). And 
hence we conclude that there are seventeen sacrifices. 

The use of the Adiikarana is this: Though the Pürvapakshi does 
not wish it, yet, in accordance with his theory, only one animal would be 
the means of accomplishing the sacrifice, and the other sixteen would be 
taken up only for the purpose of making up its enjoined number (‘ seven- 
teen’); and hence the Pieces would have to be cut out of that one animal ; 
consequently if there would be anything amiss in this cutting out, it would 
be necessary, not to take up another animal for the cutting out of the 
pieces only, but also another batch of sixteen for the purpose of making 
up the enjoined number with reference to this newly-brought animal. Or 
again, when the purification of the first batch of sixteen would be only 
half done, if even one becomes amiss,—with reference to that, then and 
there, it would be necessary to repeat all of them over again (while 
according to the Siddhdnta, each animal being used in a distinct sacri- 
fice, if there was anything amiss with one, that one alone would have to 
be replaced, and not all). 

Objection: “ In the case of the contiguous (or joint) performance of 
" many sacrifices, we find that if there is anything wrong with the 
“ performance of any one of them, then, in accordance with the law laid 
* down under the Sūtra VI—v—56, while the other sacrifices have yet to 
“ be performed, what is performed over again is only that one sacrifice, 
“and not all of them; and the same rule might very well hold in the case 
* in question, where we have a combined or joint material." 

Reply : This is not possible ; because in the case in question, we find 
that the capability of accomplishing the sacrifice in question inheres in 
seventeen of the same object, 7.e., the seventeen animals taken as a single 
object ; and as such, like the number, it appertains to all of them taken col- 
lectively; consequently the purificatory rites—upakarana and the rest—of 
these should be performed as such a whole; consequently, when even a 
single animal out of these would die during the purification, there would be 
a destruction of the exact Material for accomplishing the sacrifice; and 
hence, even though the other animals be quite intact, the purificatory rites 
of the material as a whole would have gone wrong; and as such these 
rites would have to be done all over again. But even when a fresh 
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animal would be brought iv, the rites would appertain to that animal only, 
as forming the Material for the sacrifice; and as the exact character of 
the Material would not be attained by that one animal unless it be accom- 
panied by the other sixteen animals,—it would be necessary to bring in a 
fresh batch of seventeen animals, each time that there may be the slightest 
mistake during the performance. 

In accordance with the Siddhanta, on the other hand, each of the 
animals has the character of the Material, independently of the others; 
and what is done is only the performance of the sacrifices together ; and 
hence in this case if there is anything wrong with regard to one animal, 
it is that one alone that has to be replaced. 

Objection: * If what you say is true, then, according to the Pürvapak- 
“ sha, in the case of the Injunction ‘ Stotragastréshu tancaturbhiradatte,’ 
* if there happens to be something wrong in the reciting of one Mantra, 
“ all the Mantras would have to be repeated.” 


Reply: Not so; in that case each Mantra forms a distinct means by 


itself, and what the Injunction does is only to mention them collectively. 
As a matter of fact, in all that the Mantras do, with regard to the making 
up of the Hymns, etc., they have each a distinct capability of supplying 
a distinct want (in the shape of the pointing ont of the requisite Deity, 
e.g.) ; as otherwise all of them would form a single sentence (according 
to the Sutra II—i--46). Thus then the fact is that each Mantra having 
fulfilled its own specific function, the effects of all these functionings com- 
bine to bring about another effect (in the shape of a transcendental 
potency, ete.), and the character of aiding the sacrifice does not belong to the 
Mantras taken collectively. In the case of the seventeen Animals, however, 
it is found to belong to them taken collectively as a single whole. 

Objection: “ The effects of the Mantras, then, acting conjointly, if 
* there were anything wrong with one, all of them would have to be 
“ repeated.” 

Reply : Not so; because when there would be nothing wrong in the 
cause (the Mantra), there could be none in its effect. Specially as the 
action of man appertains to the Means (of accomplishing a certain action), 
all performances should be regulated by mistakes in these Means (and not 
by those in the effects). | 


-AN ese d Oe RE REM 


| 
| 
i 


ADHIKARANA (8), 
[The Differentiation of Actions by Names. ] 


Sūtra (22): Name also (serves to distinguish Actions); be- 
cause of its occurring in the originative Injunction. 


The Differentiation of Actions by means of Accessories and Context, 
bristling with many discussions, is postponed for a future occasion ; and 
we proceed to consider the case of Name. 

[In connection with the sentence ‘athaisha jyotih, atha vigvajyotih, 
atha sarvajyotih,’ there arises the following doubt—Do these names only 
serve to refer to the Jyotishtoma, for the purpose of laying down ‘a 
thousand’ as the sacrificial gift in connection with it? or do they lay 
down other Actions at which that is the sacrificial gift? And on this 


we have the following |— 
PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ Inasmuch as the words ‘atha’ and ‘ésha’ stand in need of some- 
“ thing that has gone before, and as the rejection of the original subject 
“ and the taking up of auother is a faulty process,—it follows that the 
“ various names apply to the single sacrifice ‘ Jyotishtoma, for which, as 
‘ in the case of the Dakshayana sacrifice, another detail (in the shape of 
“the gift of ‘a thousand’) is laid down. And when we already have a 
“ sentence (‘ Jyotishtoména svargakümo yajéta’) that lays down the con- 
“ nection between the Material and the Result, if we accept the words in 
* question to be the names of the same Action, we are saved the neces- 
“sity of assuming (l) another Action, (2) an Apürva in keeping with 
“ that Action, and (3) wholly unheard of methods for the accomplishment 
“ of that Apiürva, etc., etc. ; and there would be the further advantage that 
“as the mention of the gift of ‘a thousand’ could be taken as laying 
“ down a method of procedure with regard to the Jyotish[oma, we would 
" pot have to set aside this sacrifice (which forms the original subject 
* of the Context). If the sentences in question were to be the Injunc- 
** tions of other Actions, there would be no use for the word ‘atha, which 
“ refers to something gone before; for one sacrifice does not stand 
“in need of another; nor does any significance attach to any order of 
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‘ sequence among the sacrifices, (that are independent of one another) 
** as we shall show later on. And hence the word ‘atha’ cannot be taken 
“ as signifying this order of sequence. 

* Nor does the Name express a Bhavana; nor is the Root-meaning 
* found to be mixed up with the Name, in the sentences in question, as 
* is the case with the root * yayi’ (which is often mixed up with names of 
* sacrifices); and as such there could be no idea of difference among the 
* Root-meanings. Nor again is the Name an injunctive word, whereby it 
“could urge people to other actions (than the Jyotishtoma); and 
* so long as the human agent is not urged into activity, even if a 
** difference could be cognised, we could attach no significance to it, 
“exactly as we do with regard to the singular number in ‘graham’ 
“ (in the sentence ‘graham sammürshti'). The injunctive word (in the 
“ sentence ‘ éténa sahasradakshinéna yajeta’) that we have in connection 
* with these sentences, is taken up by the mention of the accessory detail 
* (in the shape of the sacrificial gift of ‘a thousand’); and as such it 
“ cannot pertain to the form of any Action. If the Injunctive word were 
“ not thus set aside, then too, the difference of the two ‘sacrifices’ would 
* be based upon the repetition of the word ‘ yajéta,’ and not upon the 
“ Names. 

* The mention of a Hesult also does not give rise to the idea of dif- 
“ ference among Actions, in accordance with the Sutra II—i1—26. Or, it 
* may be that inasmuch as the ‘gift of a thousand’ rests upon the 
“ previously mentioned Jyotishtoma, the particular result mentioned in 
“ connection with this gift may be taken as following from the employ- 
* ment of this accessory ‘gift’ in connection with the same Jyotishtoma ; 
“ just as the employing of different accessories (at the same sacrifice), 
“such as ‘dadhi,’ and ‘ milking vessel, is laid down, with a view 
‘ to particular results, (in the shape of the obtaining of an organ of sense 
“and Cattle respectively). And thus, too, the Action referred to cannot 
“ be a new one. ` - , 

* In the case of the words ‘ Jyotih,’ etc. there is a further peculi- 
“arity: they form part of the name 'Jyotishtoma' ; and as such they 
* cannot fail to give an idea of the Jyotishtoma. Specially as we find the 
* Jyotishtoma actually spoken of as ‘ Jyotih,’ in the sentence 'vasante 
“ vasanté Jyotisha,’ etc. 

* For these reasons, we conclude that, inasmuch as in the case in 
“ question, we find none of the abovementioned grounds of diversity,— 
“viza, Difference of words, Repetition of the same word, Number, the 
" mention of an Accessory incompatible with the original Action, and a 
“ Difference of Context—the Actions referred to cannot be any other than 
* the original Jyotishtoma.” 
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SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: When no word expres- 
sive of the Action has been used, the name that happens to be mentioned 
first cannot but give rise to the idea of something new. That is to say, 
in a case where the Action has been already laid down by means of a 
previously pronounced Verb, before the Name comes to be mentioned, the 
unity or diversity of the Actions concerned having, in this case, already 
been ascertained elsewhere by means of the verb, the subsequently appear- 
ing Name would not distinguish the Actions. In the case in question, 
however, we find that the name is mentioned in connection with an 
Action that has yet to be laid down (by the subsequent sentence ‘ éténa 
sahasradakshinéna yajéta’); and as such, like the Number, it must be 
expressive of Separateness. Because in all cases, it is most improper to use 
one word in more tlian one sense, or to express one thing by more than one 
word; and hence whenever we come across a new thing, we look for a new 
name; and vice versa, whenever we find a new name we look for a new 
thing. When, however, we directly perceive both of these to be the same 
that has been known before, then this perception sets aside the weaker 
authority of the aforesaid character of the Name. But so long as there is 
no such recognition of identity, there is nothing to set aside the idea of 
difference naturally afforded by the difference of Names. 

For instance, in the case in question, we find that entirely different 
from the previously mentioned Jyotishtoma, there is, later on, a new name 
‘atha gauh’; and as this latter has apparently no connection with what 
has gone before, it cannot bring about any idea thereof; and hence it 
gives rise to the notion of something else coloured by itself (7.e., the 
name ‘ gauk’). And then we proceed to look out, in what follows as well 
as in what has gone before, for that thing of which this is the name; and 
we find that all the *yagat?s' that have gone before refer to, and have 
been absorbed by, the Jyotishtoma ; and as such cannot refer to anything 
else, or have any other name; but as for the 'yajat" that comes after- 
wards (in the sentence * etena sahasradakshinéna yajéta’) though, on account 
of the mention of the Result, the Injunctive potency is taken up by the 
laying down of something else (7.e., the accessory gift of ‘a thousand ’), 
and as such the Injunction itself does not serve to distinguish the Action,— 
yet, inasmuch as, according to Sutra II—i—49, on account of the inter- 
vention of an unconnected word ‘gauh’ (between the passages dealing 
with the Jyotishtoma and the sentence ‘ athaisha jyotik, etc.’), the word 
*gauh' does not very well fit into what has gone before; and hence the 
idea of what has gone before not presenting itself at the time that the 
sentence ‘atha gauh' appears, the continuance of the previous Context 
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is broken off, and the mind naturally seeks for something else; and the 
subsequent 'yajéta' presenting itself to this expectant mind, and being 
incapable of referring to the Jyotishtoma sacrifice, which is already 
possessed by another name,—and turns itself to an object other than 
the taking up of that the continuation of which has been broken off. 
Consequently then, the subsequent ‘yaji’ being separated from the 
previous Context, by the river of the name ('gauh'), cannot go over to 
it; nor does the previous context go over to it; and hence perforce it goes 
over to another object. 

Thus, then, the word ‘atha,’ not being able to be taken as signifying 
either a reference to what has gone before, or immediate sequence, is 
taken as serving the purpose of introducing another Action. The word 
‘esha’ also, being expressive of that which is perceptibly near it, is 
as applicable to what has gone before as to what appears subsequently, 
because both are equally perceptibly proximate to it; and hence the 
signification of this word does not affect the discussion. 

As for the rejection of the previously mentioned and the acceptance 
of that which has not been mentioned, as it has to be accepted on the 
strength of the Direct Mention of the Name, there is nothing wrong 
in it. 

Says the Bhashya: Nüàsümimàh punakcrutayah (these are not mere repe- 
titions of those); aud the sense of this is that as the Names in question 
have been used for the very first time, there can be no question of their 
being mere repetitions, That is to say, they are not mentioned with refer- 
ence to a previously enjoined Action. 

And further (according to you), the whole of the sentence ‘ athaisha, 
etc.’ would become redundant; as even without these, the accessories, 
in the shape of the ‘ gift of a thousand,’ etc., could very well be laid 
down. 

Then, too, in accordance with the view that the names refer to the 
same Action as the previous one, inasmuch as the gift of ‘twelve- 
hundred’ has already been laid down in connection with the Jyotishtoma, 
the mention of ‘a thousand,’ with reference to the same, would lead to 
these two gifts being taken as optional alternatives, as both would serve 
the same purpose ; and this is not quite allowable. When, however, the 
Actions are different, there is no such anomaly. 

Nor can it be urged that the mention of the latter accessory has its 
end in connection with a new Result; as the substratum of the accessory 
(the Jyotishtoma) being hopelessly rent asunder by the intervention of 
the Name, there is no idea of that substrate at the time that the latter 
Accessory is laid down. 

And further the relationship of the Name, the Accessory and the 
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Result with the ‘sacrifice’ mentioned subsequently, is based upon Syntac- 
tical Connection ; while that with the previous Jyotéshtoma would be based 
upon Context (which is weaker than the former) ; and for this reason 
also the Actions must be regarded as different. 

Nor are the words ‘ Jyotik’ etc. in the case in question (necessarily) 
the parts of the word ‘ Jyotishtoma’; because the name ‘ Rathantara’ (of 
one kind of Süma) is not recognised as a part of the name ‘ Kanvarathan- 
tara’ (another kind of Sama). As for the sentence ‘vasanté vusanté 
Jyotisha yajéta,’ we take the word as indirectly indicating the Jyotishtoma 
(and not directly expressing it), because of this fact being pointed out by 
other means of right notion. In the case in question, however, we do not 
find any such other means, whereby the word ‘Jyot¢h’ could be taken as 
referring to the ‘Jyotishtoma.’ As for the use of the word ‘ Jyotih’ with 
reference to the Trivit, etc. in the sentence ‘étanz jyotinshi, etc., such 
use must be taken in a secondary sense, allowable in this sentence alone, 
on aecount of the fact of the two being spoken of (in the sentence) as 
co-extensive ; and as such this sense could not be accepted in all cases. For 
instance, though in the case of the sentence * sho mdnavakah,’ the word 
‘sinha’ is taken as referring to the Boy (Mànavaka), only in its secondary 
sense of Brave, etc., yet when the word ‘sinha’ is used in another sen- 
tence, e.g., ‘Sinhamalabhéta, it is not taken in the same secondary sense 
(but in its direct sense of the Lion). 

Thus then, we conclude that in consideration of the direct significa- 
tion of the words ‘ Jyotih,’ etc., these names must be taken as differentiat- 
ing the Actions referred to by them from what has been mentioned before. 
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ADHIKARANA (9). 
. [Differentiation of Actions through theis Deities. | 


Sūtra (23): Anacoessory also (serves to differentiate Actions), 
when it is a new one, and incapable of being connected with the 
foregoing (action); because both the sentences are equally (inde- 
pendent of each other). 


Before dealing with the differentiating of Actions by Context, we 
proceed to consider the Diversity and Unity of Actions based upon their 
Accessories. 

In connection with the Odturmdsya sacrifices, with reference to the 
Vaicvadeva Parva, we find .the sentence ‘vazgrvadevyamiksha, which 
serves to lay down the suertfice implied by the connection between the 
Material and the Deity hereiu mentioned; and following on this we find 
the sentence 'vüjibhyo vüjinam. And on this point there arises the 
following doubt: Does this second sentence lay down an accessory Mate- 
rial for the sacrifice laid down by the former sentence, or does it serve to 
lay down a distinct sacrifice implied by the particular connection of the 
Material and the Deity mentioned in itself ? - 

Though there was a third alternative also possible, namely, that both 
the Material and the Deity mentioned iu the second sentence are laid 
down with reference to the previous sacrifice, yet this has not been 
put forth ; because it has been shown in the Adhikarana dealing with the 
Paurnamüsi sacrifice, that it is not possible for many accessories to be 
laid down in connection with an Action that has been already enjoined 
by a previous sentence. 

Thus, then, the question comes to be this: Is the material vajina 
connected, in the previously laid down sacrifice, with the Deity (Vig¢vé- 
devas) of that sacrifice, or is it connected with another Deity (Vāji), 
another sacrifice and another Apirva ? 

On this, we have the following :— 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“ The second sentence serves to lay down the material Vàjina with 
“ regard to the previous sacrifice. 
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“ Because of the word ‘ Vāji’ being taken as one who has vāja or Food, 
“and the Food meant being the àmzkshà that has been laid down in the 
“immediately preceding sentence  ('Vaigvadevyam?ksha '), it is the 
* Vigvedévus themselves that are denoted by the word ‘ Vajzbhyah’; and 
* the action too referred to in this second sentence being the same as that 
«laid down in the former sentence, what this second sentence does is to 
“ lay down a new Material, in the shape of the Vagina. 

'" That is to say, we do not know of any such deities as the * Vàjis ' ; 
“and no unknown meaning of words can serve to complete the meaning 
“of a sentence; but as a rule, whenever the meaning of a word as a 
“ whole is unknown, what we do is to accept the meaning that is afforded 
* by its constituent parts ; and in the case in question we find that in the 
“first sentence, the Vigvedevas are represented as ‘Vāji’ because of 
“their having the Amiksha (which is a Food, ‘ Vāja’); and then these 
“ same Deities being understood, in the second sentence, to be connected 
“ with the material * Vajina,’ they cannot be set aside from this connec- 
"tion (because there is no other known meaning of the word ‘ Vāji’ as 
“a whole). These Deities (the Vigvedévas) are already impressed with 
“the connection of the sacrifice previously implied by the first sentence ; 
* eonsequently, when, with a view to establishing their relationship with 
“the material Vajinu, we come to assume a ‘sacrifice,’ we find that 
“ there is no reason why we should set aside the sacrifice that is pointed 
“ out by the word ‘vāji’ (which is synonymous with Vigvédevas, and as 
“ such points to the sacrifice implied in the former sentence); and while 
“we have that sacrifice, there arises no further Inconsistency with 
" regard to anything else; and hence we conclude that in the second 
“sentence we have the same sacrifice, the same Apirva and the same 
“ Deity as those in the previous sacrifice ; and as such there is no reason 
* for assuming any other sacrifice. 

‘ For these reasons we conclude that in view of the two sentences in 
* question, the two Materials, Amiksha and Vajina, must be taken as 
“ pertaining to the same sacrifice, to be employed in it either as optional 
“ alternatives, or both jointly. 

“Though it is true that the Amikshà is laid down in the same 
“ sentence that lays down the sacrifice (and as such this being the more 
“ authoritative of the two materials, they caunot both betaken either as 
“ alternatives or conjointly),—yet what the sentence could do would be 
* to extract the ‘ sacrifice’ from the previous sentence, and then lay down 
“ a fresh Material (Vajina) for it (and in this way both the Materials 
“would be equally authoritative). Though, as a matter of fact, the 
“ ¢ sacrifice’ is implied by the connection of the Deity and the Material, 
“ and it is not mentioned directly as extracted (from the previous sen- 


93 


738 TANTRA-VARTIKA, ADH. II—PÀDA II—ADHI. (8). 


“ tence), yet there is always an idea of the sacrifice being something that 
“ is implied as apart from the Material, etc. ; on account of its having 
* the character of an Action. Or it may be that what is implied in the 
* second sentence is the word ‘ yaga’ (from the previous sentence) ; and 
“this does not disappear even when the Amiksha (of the previous 
* sentence) has ceased to exist (in the second); and the word ‘ vāji’ 
* (in ‘vajibhyah ’) too is put in only for the purpose of indicating the 
* sacrifice implied by it (as synonymous with ‘ Vigvedévas’ of the pre- 
- “ vious sentence). Nor is the connection between the ‘ Vāji’ and the 
**Vàjina' understood to be independent of that sacrifice; because 
* there can be no mutual ipn d nidis the two nouns them- 
** selves. 

* For these reasons we conclude that the action mentioned in the 
** second sentence is not different from that laid down in the first." 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply :— 

Inasmuch as the sacrifice laid down by the first sentence has 
already a Material mentioned for it, another Material (mentioned in the 
second sentence) cannot possibly belong to it; and hence the mention 
of sucha material, for the sake of establishing its relevancy, could not 
but indicate another Action. 

The meaning of the Sutra thus comes to be this: Inasmuch as the 
‘Guna’ (material) is new and incapable of being connected with the pre- 
vious Action, it gives rise to the idea of a distinct Action specially as 
the two sentences are equal, 7.e., independent of each other. That is to 
say, each of the two connections between Deity and Material (that the 
two sentences speak of), not allowing the presence of the other, as incom- 
patible with itself, lays down a distinct Action. 

Objection: “It is true that when the subsequently mentioned acces- 
* sory is found to be inapplicable to the previously mentioned Action, it 
* indicates another Action. But in the case in question, why cannot the 
“ accessory, *Vàjina,' be connected with the previously mentioned sacri- 
* fice or its Deity ? " 

Reply: 'The only reason for this non-connection lies in the fact of 
that Action having its material already laid down as something else. 

“ But why cannot both the materials be used jointly ? " 

Because when a number of things are found to serve the same 
purpose, they are always taken as optional alternatives, as we shall show 
under the Sätra XII —iii—10. 

“ Then they may be taken as optional alternatives.” 
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But that is not possible; because the two are not equally strong in 
the authority of their applicability to the same sacrifice. 

We proceed to show this inequality: The connection of the Vzgve- 
devas and the Action mentioned in the first sentence, with the Amzkshà, 
is one that is directly mentioned by the word (' Vaicvadévi’) ; while that 
of those with the *Vàjina' is indicated by the sentence (‘ vàgibhyo vāji- 
nam’). And inall cases, there are three methods of mentioning the 
Deity: (1) By means of the deific nominal affix, (2) by the Dative case- 
ending, and (3) by means of the words of the Mantra used; and among 
these that which precedes is always more authoritative than that which 
follows. 

Objection : “ The mantra being non-injunctive, it is only natural that 
‘it should be weaker in authority than Direct Assertion; but why 
“ should there bea difference of strength between the Nominal Affix 
“ and the Dative case-ending ? ” 

Reply : It is by Direct Assertion that the connection of the Deity 
is mentioned by means of the Nominal Affix ; whereas in the case of the 
Dative ending, that connection is expressed by the syntactical connection 
between the two words lying in close proximity to each other. 

For instance, in the case in question, in the case of the word 
‘vatevadevi,’ the presence of the Deity (Vigvedévas) is expressed by the 
Direct Denotation of the word; while in the case of the Dative ending 
(in ‘Vajibhyak’) it is implied indirectly by the proximity (and syntacti- 
cal connection) of the two words in the sentence * vàjibhyo vajinam’ 
(and certainly Direct Denotation is always stronger than Indirect Im- 
plication by syntactical connection). 

— Objection: “ In the case of the sentence ‘ vaigvadevyamiksha’ also 
" the connection between the Deity Vigvedévas and the material ‘ Am- 
“ dkshā’ is expressed by the proximity of the two words in the sentence ; 
“and thus in both cases the fact of the connection being implied by 
“ syntactical connection is equally present. If it be urged that the 
“ character of the Deity is mentioned directly by the word ‘ vaigvadevi,’ 
“while it is only the connection of tbe material ‘ amiksha' that is 
“ implied by the syntactical connection,—then this is also found to be the 
“ ease in the other sentence, where the character of the Deity being 
" mentioned directly by the dative ending (in ‘vajibhyah’) it is only 
" the connection of the material Vajina that is implied by syntactical 
“ eonueetion. If again it be urged that the connection also with mate- 
“rial i» general having been mentioned by the Nominal Affix, what 
“ syntactical connection does is only to specify that material,—then, this 
“too would be found to be the case with the other sentence as well. 
“ Because the single word ‘ vajibhyah’ directly denotes the character of 
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“ the receiver of the offering ; and as this character would not be possible 
* without an object to be offered, some such object in general would be 
* indicated by the said Direct Denotation itself; and all that the 
* proximity of the word ‘Vajina’ would do would be to specify that object. 
“ And further, granted that the Direct Denotation of the Nominal 
* Affix mentions the connection with some material in general ; even then, 
“ inasmuch as the '* Vàjina* alsois included in the ‘ object in general,’ there 
“ would be nothing incongruous in taking this latter also as the specified 
. * material for the same sacrifice (as held by us); the only incompati- 
“ bility would be between the two particular materials, the Amikshā and 
“the * Vagina’; and both of these being equally indicated by syntactical 
“ connection, there would be no difference between the authoritative charac- 
“ ter of these. And as such they must be taken as optional alternatives.” 

Reply : The Nominal Affix does not denote the Deity of the material 
in general; what it does is to express the Deity of the particular material 
mentioned by the word ‘asya’ (which is present in the expression ‘ sa'sya 
dévata,’ which expresses the presence of the Nominal Affix). 

For instance, in the case in question, the Nominal Affix in the word 
‘Vuigvadev?’ being explained as ‘ vigvédeva devatà asyah’, the pronoun 
‘asyGhk’ expresses, not the material in general, but the particular material 
in close proximity with itself; specially as it is only a particular object, 
and not the indefinite generic class ‘ object ', that is capable of being utilised. 
Consequently that the object expressed by the basic noun (‘ Viçvedevāh’) 
is name of the Deity of the particular material pointed out by other means, 
is the direct denotation of the Nominal Affix in ‘Vazgvadévi. Thus 
then, the idea of the particular material, as bearing in itself the parti- 
cular relationship, and as being subservient to the Deity, is brought about 
directly by the word with the Nominal Affix, independently of every other 
word ; and we proceed to look out for the particular material whose 
Deity has been mentioned by means of the Nominal Affix; and then it is 
that this is pointed out by means of the word * àmzkshà.' And thus as 
the connection (between the Material and the Deity) has been mentioned 
before the appearance of the qualified idea, there is in this case no need 
of an Indirect Indication. Though as a matter of fact, in the case of all 
words, the basic noun and the affix have independent significatious of 
their own that follow closely upon each other, and it is as between these two 
that the Relationship in question is cognised,—yet, in the case of the word 
in question (‘ Vaigvadevi’), as the relationship (of the Material with 
the Deity) appears in the same word (as the members related), it has a 
distinctly stronger authority than that which is indicated by means of 
_ the proximity of two words (‘ vajibhyo vajinam’) ; and it is for this reason 
that it is spoken of as ‘directly denoted by the word.’ 
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Thus then, in the sentence ‘ vaigvadevyamiksha’ there are two relation- 
ships: (1) the Relationship of the Material with the Deity, and (2) the 
Relationship of the qualifier and the qualified; and of these the former 
is directly mentioned by the word, while the latter is indicated by Syntac- 
tical Connection. 

For this reason, the qualification of the word * amikshü ' by the word 
*vaigevadevi ' is not through the meaning of these words; as it is 
in the case of the expression ‘ ui/otpalam ' ; what the fact is, is that the 
Nominal Affix itself directly denotes the Amzkshà together with the Deity 
(Vigvedevah); and the particular material referred to (by the pronoun 
'asyüh' in the expounding of the Nominal Affix) is indicated by the 
proximity of the word ‘ amzksha." 

That is to say, in the case in question, it is not that the word with 
the Nominal Affix denoting one object, and the word ‘ @miksh@’ denoting 
another, the qualification of one of these by the other applies sub- 
sequently; because this relationship is expressed, at the very outset, by the 
word with the Nomina! Affix ; but what actually happens is that the word 
vith the Nominal Affix having the capability of expressing that which 
cannot be utilised (that is, the Materia! in general), it stands in need of the 
proper particular object for itself; and then what the additional word 
(A@miksh@) does is to present to it this particular object ; and thus, as a 
matter of fact, through the proximity of the word ‘amiksha,’ the word 
‘yaigrvadévi’ itself denotes the material ‘a@miksha.’ Nor does the word 
‘amiksha’ in that case come to be a mere reference to the ‘dadmiksha’ 
denoted by the word ‘ vacgvadévt’; because without that word, the word 
with the Nominal Affix is not cognised as having that (Amiksha) for its 
object. Nor does the Amiksha become the meaning of the sentence; 
because that which is denoted by the word with the Nominal Affix is not 
known to have a separate existence. As a matter of fact, we havea 
sentence, only when there are at least two independent denotations of 
words. Thus then, all that the word ‘@miksha’ does is to bring forward 
that which is denoted by the word with the Nominal Affix ; and as such 
it does not remove to a further distance (and thereby render weaker) the 
direct denotation of the Nominal Affix. 

It is with a view to all this that we have the following declaration: ‘It 
is by the Direct Denotation of the pronoun ‘ asyak’ that the meaning of the 
second word (‘ àmiksha') is denoted ; and as that is expressed by the Nominal 
Affix, all the three (the Pronoun,the Affix and the Amzksha) become deno- 
ted by the single word (with the Nominal Affix ‘ Vazgvadévi’).”’ Thus then, 
what is denoted by the word ‘ vaigvadevi ' is that ‘ that which is the Amiksha 
is to become connected with the Deity Vigvedevah. And hence in this case, 
the co-ordination is between the words, and not between their denotations. 
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In the case of the sentence ' Vajibhyo vajinam’ on aa other hand, 
the case is wholly different. - 

Because, firstly, in the sentence ‘ vajibho v vàj M the material to be 
offered is not denoted either by the noun ‘ vājin’, or by the Dative affix 
(in the word 'vàüjibhyah'); nor do any of these express the connection of 
that Material with the Deity ; and hence we cannot cognise these by any 
other means save the syntactical connection (of the two words). That i$ 
to say, in the word ‘vajibhyah,’ either the basic noun, or the affix, or both 
-of them together, express either the material in general, or a particular 
Material, or the connection of some Material with the Deity ; all that the 
word denotes is that the object signified by the noun is the recipient ; 
and certainly there is no idea of the relationship of the material 
included in the word; and hence it has to be cognised by means of the 
syntactical connection, based upon the proximity of the word ‘ vajinam.’ 

And secondly, in the case of the word ‘ vaigvadévi’, we find that the 
signification of the Pronoun ‘ asya@h’ is included in the Nominal Affix; but 
in the case of the word vajibhyah’ the Dative is not laid down in the 
sense of ‘that of which the object signified by the basic noun is the 
receiver of the gift. That is to say, in the case of the former, we find that 
the Nominal Affix has been laid down by grammarians in the sense of 
‘that of which the object signified by the basic word is the Deity’; while 
the Dative has not been laid down in the sense that ‘that which is signi- 
fied by the basic noun is the receiver of that (a certain gift) ’; and as 
such in the case of a word with the Dative ending, there can be no 
indication of the meaning of the Pronoun ‘asya’; and as a matter of 
fact, what such a word actually expresses is the mere character of the 
Recipient; and hence, it is only on account of the inconsistency of the 
mention of a ‘ recipient,’ without the ‘ object to be received,’ that the word 
with the Dative can give rise to a desire on our part for some such thing ; 
and certainly this does not make this thing to be directly expressed by 
that word ; as, in that case, all that is signified by the sentence would 
become the denotation of that word. All that the said desire (raised by 
the Dative) does is to bring about the requisite relationship when the 
other word is uttered; for if there were no such desire raised by the 
first word, even the second word could not bring about the said relation- 
ship. 

Thus, then, though the Dative Affix directly denotes the deific 
character (of Vajin), yet its relationship with the Material (vājina) is 
indicated by syntactical connection alone. Our contention is with regard 
to this relationship (of the Material and the Deity) ; and there is no doubt 

. that the relationship of the Material vajina (with the Deity Vajin) (as 
indicated by syntactical connection) is very much weaker in authority 
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(than that of the Amzkshà with the Vicvedevas, because this latter is men- 
tioned directly by the Nominal Affix in the word ‘ vazgvadevi.’ 

Further, it is a well-recognised fact that that which is expressed directly 
by the word is more nearly related to it than that which is indicated by 
syntactical connection, this latter being very much remoter than the former ; 
and hence we proceed to show how, what you hold to be the sense of the 
sentence ‘ vàjibhyah, etc.’ is far remote (from the direct signification of the 
words). (1) For instance, in the case in question, the relationship of the 
ümikshü (with the Vigvedévas) being in close proximity to the word, is 
recognised as being expressed directly by the word; while the relationship 
of the vügina with the Vigvedevas being far removed, is recognised as 
indicated by syntactical connection. Though the Nominal Affix (in 
* Vaigvadévi ’) does not express the fact of the Vigvedévas being the Deity 
of the particular Material (@miksha@), yet it does express the fact of their 
being the Deity of some Material in general; while the word with the 
Dative ending does not express anything with regard to any material, 
either general or particular; and this makes a great difference between 
the two cases. lt has been argued above that the material in general 
expressed by the Nominal Affix in * Vaigvadévi’ could also pertain to the 
vajina (which would thus come to have the Vigvedévas for its Deity). 
But this is scarcely correct; because in the word ‘ vacgvadévi’ we find 
a feminine ending, which, though appearing in connection with the 
generic term, yet distinctly points to the fact that the material meant 
must be that which is mentioned by a word in the feminine gender that 
may be found in close proximity with the former word ; and none of these 
conditions (which are fulfilled by the àmzksha) are found to be fulfilled 
by the vājina, as it is neither mentioned by a word in the feminine gender, 
nor is it in close proximity with the word ‘ vazevadéevi ' ; and as such this 
latter is not accepted as the material in connection with the Vicve- 
dévas. 

(2) The relationship of the va@jina with the Vajins is not mentioned in 
the form *'vàjibhyo vàjinam kuryat’; and hence for the mention of that 
relationship, we must supply some word expressive of ‘giving’ and the 
like. As for the word * kuryat' (denoting performability), this has got 
to be supplied even in the sentence dealing with the @mzksha, either from 
above, or out of thé final sentence laying down the actual performance of 
the Action in question ; and as such the question of the expression of this 
performablity has not been urged against the opponent. In the sentence 
' vājibhyo vàjinam, however, the said relationship is wholly uncognisable, 
until the root *dà' ( —to give) is supplied from above; though in the 
expression ‘vaigvadévyimiksha’ (we have the relationship directly 
expressed by the Nominal Affix, which leaves nothing that could have to 
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be supplied from above). And the reason for this is that in all sentences, 
there are only two ways in which the relationship of nouns is expressed ; 
viz., either by the mention of co-extensiveness, or by the word in the genitive 
case; and in the sentence ‘ vàjibhyah ' ete., we do not find either co-exten- 
siveness or the genitive word ; and as for the case-ending in ‘ vajibhyah,’ 
it cannot (being a case-ending} be related to any word other than the 
verb; and we do not find any verb mentioned; hence it becomes neces- 
sary to supply the verb from above; this is one ground for the aforesaid 
- remoteness. And the other lies in the extremely complicated nature of 
the connection among the three words ('vajibhyah, ‘ vajinam’ and 
* dadyat’). 

It may be argued that—*' in the case of the sentence * vaigvadévi' etc., 
also there is an equal necessity for supplying the verb ‘ sacrifice. " Butthe 
two cases are not parallel, because in the case of this latter sentence, the 
‘sacrifice’ is inferred after the relationship of the àmzkshà with the 
Vigvédevas has been fully cognised ; and the cognition of the relation- 
ship does not depend upon the verb *to sacrifice.’ For you, on the other 
hand, the mere fact of bringing about the ownership of another person 
(which is implied by the Dative ending) being impossible (without the 
mention of the ‘ sacrifice’), the ‘sacrifice,’ would be necessary for the 
bringing about of a cogent relationship among the factors expressed (by 
the word ); and hence, from the very beginning, it would be necessary to 
assume the verb *to give,' for the sake of the establishment of the syntac- 
tical connection between the word denoting the Material and that denot- 
ing the Deity. 

It is only when this verb ‘to give’ has been supplied, that the nouns, 
previously disjointed, become joined in a common bond of relationship ; 
and thus both these words, having the same purpose, come to restrict 
each other; and this process is very complicated. In the case of the 
sentence ‘Vaigvadévydmiksh@’ on the other hand, there are no such . 
complications, and the process is very much simpler. 

(3) Though the Vajin and the vajina are directly related to each 
other, yet (none of their terminations being such as to express a co- 
exteusiveness between them), there is a distinct remoteness between them. 
In the cuse of the sentence * Vacgvadévyamiksha’ on the other hand, there 
is a distinct co-extensiveness (expressed by the common Nominative 
ending); and hence we have a proximity between them ; as we shall 
explain, later on, how ‘the words having the same endings are more cap- 
able than those with different endings.’ 

(4) Further, all that the Dative in * o jibhyah ' could do would be 
. to denote the fact of the Vajins being Recipients; and it is only by a far- 
fetched process that the Vajins can be indicated as the Deities related to the 
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vajina. Because the Dative is not, like the particular Nominal Affix, laid 
down by grammarians as denoting the Deity; as all that it is said to 
express is the character of the Recipient; and certainly the * Recipient ’ 
is not the same as the ‘ Deity’ ; for in the sentence ‘he gives the gold to 
Atréya,’ Atreyn cannot be taken as a Deity. If the Deity were the 
(same as the) Recipient, then there would be no difference between 
giving and sacrificing. Then again, that object which operates towards 
the accepting of a gift, is called the ‘ Recipient’ ; while we do not find the 
Deity operating towards any such accepting; therefore all that we can 
have the Dative do is to indirectly indicate the Deity as one with reference 
to whom the gift would be made, which is something that comes before 
the Recipient ; or, it may be taken as indicating the ownership that follows 
after the possession of another person (the Recipient) has been brought 
about : because the character of the Deity is known to be identical with 
such ownership. Even if the character of the Deity be held to be that 
of the Recipient in the shape of one not denying the gift, this would 
entail the indication of a character not compatible with the general 
character (of the Deity); and this would be a verv far-fetched and com- 
plicated process. 

(5) There is yet another cause of remoteness, in the shape of the 
doubtful nature of the word ‘ vajibhyak,’ which can be taken both in 
the Dative and the Ablative ; whereas in the case of the Nominal Affix, 
there being no such doubt, the intellect has not got to be over-strained. 
That is to say, when we come across the word *vàjibhyah, until we have 
set aside (on certain grounds) its ablative character, and decided to take 
it as the Dative, the mind is in the tossing state of uncertainty. The 
apponent argues that—'' the signification of the Nominal Affix (in ‘ vazgva- 
devi’) is also doubtful, inasmuch as there are many meanings of that 
Affix, in the shape of the Patronymic and the rest.” But this argument 
is not quite relevant, or on the same lines as ours; because what we have 
urged was the verbal doubt (in connection with the word ‘ vàjzbhyah ") ; 
while you have brought forward a doubt with regard to the meaning; for 
in all cases, whatever the meaning, the word “ vaigvadévi”’ can not lose 
its character of ending iu a Nominal Affie; and as for the meaning, we 
settle upon its denoting a Deity, because we find none of the other signi- 
fications of the Affix compatible with the sentence. For you, on the 
other hand, even when (after a long cogitation) the word ‘ vajzbhyak’ has 
come to be ascertained to be in the Dative, inasmuch as there are many 
meanings of the Dative, there always remains a doubt as to whether the 
Dative in question is an Upapada-vibhakts or a Küraka-vibhakti ; and thus 
also the latter being accompanied by a double doubt, this 18 certainly 
more far-fetched than the former. Specially as the doubt with regard 
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to the meaning, being common to both of us, cannot be urged against auy 
one of us only; while as for the doubt with regard to the word itself, 
it occurs in your case only, and not in mine, and as such can very well 
be brought forward against you. 

(6) Then again, the aàmzkshà is related to the —— (to the Viceve- 
devas), which is pointed out (as implied) in the same sentence where it 
is itself mentioned ; whereas the vajina is, according to you, related to 
the sacrifice (the same as the above) which is pointed out in another 
.sentence. And there can be doubt as to the greater authoritativeness of 
that material which is mentioned in the same sentence along with the . 
sacrifice at which it is employed. 

(7) Nor is it possible for the second sentence to draw out the 
‘sacrifice’ only from the former sentence, and then to lay down another 
material (the vàjina) in connection with it; because the impropriety of 
this has been shown under the Adhikaranas dealing with ‘ Citra’ and 
* Vaigvadéva’ (Pada IV, Adhydya I). 

(8) Then again, in accordance with the rule laid down under the 
Adhikarana on ‘Vazegvadéva,’ the sentence mentioning the vajina would 
stand in need of the further help of the Context. Because the relationship 
of the Deity and the Material (spoken of in the sentence ‘ vajibhyo vàji- 
nam’) only stands in need of some sort of a sacrifice; and that this sacri- 
fice is the same as that at which the previously mentioned @miksha@ has 
been employed, could ouly be ascertained by means of the Context. That 
is to say, the vajina, not being capable of being related to the Deity * Vajins ’ 
without a ‘sacrifice,’ stands in need of some sort of this latter; and 
then the conclusion, that the vagina also is a part of (ve. is to be 
employed at) the same sacrifice as that at which the @mzksha is used, can 
be got at by means of the Context alone. "Thus, then, even though it be 
by Syntactical Connection alone that the Vigvedévas are pointed out as 
the Deity for the offering of the amiksha, yet we find that the amzkshà 
is mentioned independently of anything else; and inasmuch as the 
vüjina could be taken as forming part of the same sacrifice, by means 
of a Syntactical Connection that depends (for such signification) upon 
the Context,—the employing of the āmikshā is found to be dis- 
tinctly more authoritative than that of the va@jina ; and this makes a 
great difference between the two theories. If then, the v@jzna be con- 
uected with a sacrifice, independently of the Context, there being no other 
known sacrifice cognised along with it, we would come to conclude that 
it belongs to an independent sacrifice by itself; but in this, the vajina 
being separated from the Vaiçvadēva sacrifice, you would be land- 
ing upon the Siddhanta standpoint. And we have already explained 
above, in connection with the word 'ügneya, that in the case of all such 
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sentences as do not directly mention the action of the human agent, until 
some sort of a ‘sacrifice’ has been inferred in connection with them, they 
do not stand in need of the help of any other sentence. (And in the case 
of the sentence ‘ Vüjibhyo vajinam > when the sacrifice has been inferred, 
or implied, within itself by the relationship between the Vajins and the 
vajina, this relationship becomes duly established; and as such the sen- 
tence could have no need of any other sentence of the Context such as 
* Vaigvadévyamiksha '; and consequently there would be nothing to show 
that the sacrifice spoken of in this latter sentence is the same at which 
the aforesaid ‘ vitj:na ' would be employed.) 

(9) In the case of the sentence ‘ vazgvadévi, etc., the ‘ Vigvedévas ' 
as connected with the Gmiksh&i are expressed by means of the fully 
recognised signification of the word ‘vigvedéva’ asa whole (contained 
in the word ‘ vaigvadévi’); while with the va@jina ( mentioned in the other 
sentence) they could be connected only by means of the far-fetched signi- 
fication of the broken-up constituent parts of the word ‘ vajibhyah.’ 
That is to say, the Vievedevas could be spoken of as 'vàj/ns' only by 
taking this latter word in the sense afforded by its component parts. 
And as such a signification of the word could be got at by joining to- 
gether the sense afforded by the two parts of the word (vàja- in); and 
this would be exactly like the meaning of a sentence which is got at by 
joining together the meanings of its constituent words; and as such it ` 
could not but be very much weaker in authority than the well-recognised 
meaning of a word as a whole, which is always obtained by a mere men- 
tion of the word ; and for this reason too the connection of the Vayinu 
with the Vaigvadéva sacrifice is very much weaker than that of the 
Aamiksha. 

(10) The word ‘ vàjin' as a whole is actually found to have such well- 
known significations as the ‘horse’ and the like; and hence to take 
it as signifying the Vigvedévas would entail much needless trouble. 
Because, as for the character of the Deity, it must always be taken in 
precisely the same form as that mentioned by the word, no attention be- 
ing paid to the capability or incapability of that which isso mentioned ; 
and that character does not depend upon the generic class ‘ Dévatétva’ ; 
and hence too the word ‘ vājin’ could not (by the mere generic character 
of ' D&vatütva') be taken as referring to the Vigvedévas. ‘I'hus then 
the word ‘ vajzbhyah’ would directly denote the fact of the Horses béing 
the Deity ; and hence to take it as referring to the Vigvedévas would 
necessitate, without sufficient cause, the taking of that word in the 
much less authoritative sense afforded by its constituent parts; and this 
makes another great difference between the two theories. 

(11) Even when the word ‘ vajin’ is taken in the sense afforded by 
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its constituent parts, as that sense would equally refer to all the Deities 
that may be connected with the offering of the Cake (because the Cake 
is a food, * vāja,’ just like the ümiksha); and hence to restrict the word 
to the Vicvedévas alone would entail a further effort. For instance, all 
the deities, Agni and the rest, would come to be pointed out by the word 
'vüjin,' on account of their being connected with such ‘ foods’ as the 
Cake and the like; and hence your theory would, at the very outset, 
necessitate the gratuitous assumption that the word ‘food,’ ‘vāja’ (in 
_the word ‘ vayin’), refers to the ümikshà, and not to the Cake, etc. ; and 
then again, there would be another assumption that, though the word 
‘vāja’ refers to A@miksha in general, yet it points to that particular 
amiksha which is offered at the Vaigvadéva sacrifice, and that as such 
the word ‘ vàjin' indicates those (7.e., the Vigvedévas) to whom that parti- 
cular ámikshà is offered. Thus then it comes to this: Though the word 
‘vajin’ directly by itself refers to many other Deities, yet, by means of the 
Context, ibis restricted to the particular Deity (the Vigvedévas). And 
we see no ground for this recourse to the Context; because the Deity is 
always mentioned only as an accessory detail; and as such if it were 
spoken of as something to be purified or prepared like the ‘ vrihz’ in the 
sentence ‘Vrihin prokshati,’ then somehow or other, on account of the 
fact of such purification helping the Apirva of the sacrifice, there could be 
established « connection with the Deity mentioned in the same Context; 
[that is to say, in that case, as the purification of the Deity spoken of 
in the second sentence could only be the cause of a certain transcendental 
result, the sentence could be taken along with the Deity of a certain 
previously mentioned sacrifice}. In the case in question, however, we do 
not find the Deity mentioned as something to be purified ; because even 
without its having the form of such purification, the action mentioned is 
found to serve a distinct purpose. Even if the sentence could be taken 
as mentioning a purification, this latter could only be in the form of the 
utilising of the vājina, and it would have nothing to do with purifying 
the Deity. For even if the sentence were to refer to the Deity mentioned 
in the same Context, there would be no certainty as to which one Deity is 
meant, as there are many Deities, Agni and the rest, that are mentioned 
in the Context. It may be argued that—“ inasmuch as all the Deities 
would be included in * Vigvedévas’ (which word means all deities) it is the 
Vigvedévas alone that we take as referred to by the sentence in question.” 
But this is scarcely right ; because there is no authority for the collecting 
of all deities. If it be urged that—“ all are included, on account of the 
direct mention of the Plural number (in ‘ vajzbhyak),”’—we deny this; 

because the Plural number may rest with three only. It might be 
. argued that there is no reason why the number should be limited to three 
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only. But we have such a reason, as shown under the Sutra ‘ mukhy- 
a/ücüpürvacodanà! lokavat' (XII—ii—23). Therefore there is no ground 
for taking the Vigvedévas (as referred to by the word ‘ vajibhyah’). 

(12) It is only when the Deity stands in need of some fact for 
making its mention explicable, that it becomes connected with a Mate- 
rial; and in the sentence in question, inasmuch as, in accordance with your 
theory, the Deity mentioned by the word ‘ vajibhyah’ has its Material 
already supplied (in the shape of the ‘ vāja ’),—and as such it is actually 
coguised as having all its wants duly supplied by the same word,—it cannot 
be taken along with any other Material (in the shape of the vina, whose 
connection would be based upon syntactical connection). Aud as such 
there is a deal of difference between the authoritativeness of the two 
theories. 

(13) And further, it is always by means of Direct Assertion that the 
Deity becomes connected with its sacrifice; and in the case in question 
we find that the direct mention of the Vigvedévas by the word ‘ Vajin’ is 
hardly possible. If in connection with the offering of the vajina also, the 
V igvedevas themselves be accepted as the Deity, then, in all places where 
the sacrifices are recapitulated, it would be necessary to pronounce the 
word ‘ Vievedéva.’ But in the case in question we find that this word is 
not mentioned in the sentence that serves as the Injunction of the Vajina 
offering (i.e., the sentence * vàjibhyo vàjinam, which uses the word ‘ vajin ' 
and not ‘ Vigvedeva ") ; and as such a direct mention of the Vigvedéras in 
this connection is hard to be got at; as the only way it could be got at 
would be in the following manner: (1) the word ‘ v@jin’ has a literal 
signification ; (2) as the sentence in which that occurs does not men- 
tion the sacrificial detail (in the shape of the Deity), the word indicates 
(indirectly) the word * Vigvedéva’ ; and (3) then this latter word comes 
to be laid down. as the one which is to be uttered at the time of the 
offering of the Vajina. This would be a highly complicated process. 
Then, too, if the denotation of the word ‘ vàjin ' were to indicate a word, 
this latter could be in the forms ‘ sarvé-dévah,’ ‘ nisçēshā-dēvatāh, and 
so forth, all of which are synonymous; aud as such it would be extremely 
difficult to get at the precise form ' Vievédéva. And when some other 
word ('sarvé-dévüh') is pronounced, it cannot point to the fact of the 
particular Deity of the Vigvedévas being the Deities concerned ; as we 
shall show later on, iu Adhyaya X, that the Deity of an Action is always 
recognised precisely in the same form as it is mentioned in the Injunction 
(X—iv—23). In the sentence ' vàjibhyah, etc., we find that the human 
agent is urged to the offering of the material to the Deity mentioned by 
the particular word ' vij?» ' ; and as such, at the time of the actual offer- 
ing, the Deity should be mentioned by pronouncing the precise word 
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‘yajin’ (and not any of its synonyms). Thus then, even if it be granted 
that the same Deity of the Vigvedévas is mentioned by means of the 
word ‘vajin’ (in connection with the offering of the vitjina), and by the 
word * Vigvédéva ’ (in connection with that of the amksha)— yet, in ac- 
cordance with the law laid down above in connection with the words 
‘Indra’ and ‘ Mahéndra’ (vide Sütras II—i—-]5-16),—inasmuch as the 
Deities in question are mentioned by two distinct words,—they must be 
regarded as wholly distinct; and consequently the second sentence must 
be taken as mentioning a quite different relationship of Deity and Mate- 
` rial; and then, inasmuch as it is not allowable for many accessories (in 
the shape of the Material ‘ vaj7na’ and the Deity ‘ Vajin ") to be laid down 
in regard to a sacrifice that has been previously enjoined (7.e., the 
Vaicgvedéva sacrifice), we come to the conclusion that in the case in ques- 
tion the mention of the accessory ( ‘ vajinam’) serves to distinguish this 
latter Action from that which is laid down by the former sentence. 


Sutra (24): When, however, the word mentioning the pre- 
vious Action is not accompanied by the mention of any Ac- 
cessory (the mention of an accessory in another sentence 
does not make it the injunction of another Action). 


This Sütra mentions a counter-instance to the foregoing. ‘The sense 
of it is that when a certain Action has not got any definite Accessory 
laid down by its original Injunction, if another sentence is found men- 
tioning an Accessory, this latter sentence can be taken as laying down 
the Accessory for the same sacrifice that has been laid down by the 
previous sentence ; and hence in such cases, the mention of the Accessory 
does not serve to distinguish the Action (from the previous one). 
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been taken by the Bhüshya as forming a distinct 
th—by itself. Its sense is explained as that when 
is mentioned in the second sentence, the Actions 
entences must be accepted as being one and the 
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(The mention of certain materials—dadhi4, etc.—is with a view to distinct 
results. ) 


Sütra (25): “Because of the mention of a distinct Result, 
‘there would be a distinct Action (laid down by the sentence); 
"specially as the Result is always connected with a definite 
* Action." 


In continuation of the sentence ‘agnihotram Jjuhoti, we find the 
sentence ‘ dadhnéndriyakamasyu juhuyat’; and this gives rise to the 
following doubt: Does this second sentence lay down an Action different 
from that laid down by the former sentence? or does it only serve to 
mention a distinct result as following from the offering of a particular 
material at that same sacrifice ? 

Two conclusions have been previously arrived at: (1) If the 
original Injunction of the Action contain the mention of no accessory, the 
accessory mentioned in a subsequent passage pertains to the Action laid 
down by that injunction; (2) if the original Injunetion contain the 
mention of anaccessory, there being no possibility of the connection of 
more than one enjoined accessory, the mention of another accessory per- 
tains to another Action, In the case in question, we find that the sentence 
laying down the original Aetion—* agnihotram juhoti '—does not mention 
an accessory; and the other sentence cited mentions more than: one 
accessory (véz., the Material ‘ dadhz' and the Result ‘acquiring of sense- 
efficiency °) ; and there arises a doubt as to the likelihood or otherwise of 
these latter appertaining to the former Action. 

For the purpose of settling this doubt, we have got to settle 
at first the question as to whether the Resnlt mentioned in the second 
sentence follows from the Homa, or from the particular Material 
Dadhi. 

Question: “How is it that the Bhashya has totally neglected the 
“ sentence ‘ godohanéna pagukümasya pranayet,’ which had been cited in 
* connection with the present Adhikarana by the author of the 
* Vriti ?" 

Reply: The only reason is that the sentence in question is of no use 
in showing whether the two Actions are identical or different. If the 
question at issue were as to whether the particular Action serves simply to 
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help the completion of the sacrifice, or it accomplishes something that is 
desirable for the agent, then, in that case, there would be a difference 
between the case of the sentence cited by us and that cited by the Vrtti; 
as however at present we are dealing witl the question of the diversity 
or identity of Actions, it is necessary that the sentence cited should be one 
that would help in a satisfactory conclusion being arrived at, in connection 
with the question at issue. The “ bringing in" (pranayana), spoken of 
in the sentence cited by the Vrtti, being of the nature of carrying a 
certain thing from one place to another, is not affected one way or the 
other by the diversity or identity of the Actions concerned ; as whether 
the Result follows from the ‘ milking vessel,’ or from the ‘ bringing in by 
means of that vessel,’ in any case, the performance of the main 
Action would be exactly the same. In the case of the sentence cited by 
us, on the other hand, if the Result followed from the material (Dadhz), 
then Dadhi would be the material that should be offered in the morning 
and evening Libations (of the Agnzhotra) ; whereas if it followed from 
the Homa, then this Homa of the Dadhi, having no fixed time for its per- 
formance, would be wholly different from the Agnihotra-Homas, the time 
for which is fixed; and thus having the character of an independent 
Action by itself, like the Darvi-homa, it would be performed only once, 
and independently (of the Agnihotra); and thus in this case a great 
difference is made in the case by the Action being different. 

Objection: ** Even if the Result followed from the Homa, in accordance 
“ with the law ‘ Sannidhau tvavibhagat ' (II—1i1 —26), the Action laid down 
* would be the same, just as the actions laid down in the sentences 
“ * yavajjivamagnihotram juhuyat’ and ‘agnihotram juhuyat svargakamah ' 
“ are the same as the original Agnthotra.” 

Reply: lt is not so; because as a rule, if the Action subsequently 
mentioned be recognised as not being different from the one mentioned 
previously, then the Actions are taken to be the same ; otherwise they are 
concluded to be different. When an Action is laid down with reference 
to acertain Result, and in connection with a certain occasion, etc , it could 
not be connected with these latter, unless it had been previously enjoined ; 
and hence it proceeds indirectly to acquire the character of the originative 
Injunction. Thus, then, if in the sentence mentioning the Result, the 
original form of the previous Action put forward by the more authori- 
tative proximity of the mental image partake of the form of that 
Action, then, in that case, on account of the incompatibility of the 
independent originative potency (of the sentence mentioning the Result), 
it is concluded, on the strength of recognition, that the Action mentioned 
in this sentence is the same as that mentioned in the previous sentence. 
If, however, we happen to perceive the slightest difference in the 
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subsequent Action from the one previously mentioned, then there is 
no idea of the two being the same; and hence, in this case, the sub- 
sequent sentence becomes an originative Injunction by itself, and not 
having its injunctive potency set aside by another Injunction capable of 
laying down exactly the same Action ; though apparently pointing to some- 
thing else (t.e., the material dadhi), yet as this something is mentioned 
with reference to that (7.e,, the Result) which by itself cannot be taken 
up for performance, it serves to distinguish this Action from the one previ- 
ously laid down. 

Thus it is that in the case of the sentence * dadinean yukamasya 
juhuyat, inasmuch as the Action of the Homa qualified by Dadhi is men- 
tioned with reference to the acquirement of semse-efficiency, the idea, 
brought about by the sentence, of the said qualified Homa, is not set 
aside by another sentence putting forth the origination of that same 
Action. Because the Homa mentioned in the previous sentence (‘Agni- 
hotram juhuyat’) is pure and simple, while that which is mentioned in 
the sentence in question is qualified by the Dadh ; and as such this latter 
is cognised as different from the former. That is to say, the Action 
originally laid down in the sentence ‘agnihotram juhoti' is Homa pure 
and simple, while that in the sentence is one qualified by Dadhz, and 
hence we do not have, in this case, the “ non-difference " spoken of above 
as the only ground for identity ; and consequently the Action is con- 
cluded to be different from the previous one. 

Objection: “ The Homa qualified by Dadhi is also found to be previ- 
“ ously laid down by the sentence *dadhnà juhoti’ (found in connection 
* with the Agnihotra) ; (and as such the sentence ‘ dadhnéndriyakamasya 
* juhuyat’ cannot be taken as laying down an Action never mentioned 
* before)." 

Reply: Not so; because the sentence ‘dadhna@ juhoti’ is not the 
originative Injunction of any Action ; because the Action, for which this 
sentence lays down an accessory material, has heen originally laid down 
by the sentence ‘agnihotram juhoti’ where it is not qualified by the 
Dadhi ; while the sentence wherein it is qualified by Dadhé (i.e., in the 
sentence ‘dadhna juhot?') is not its originative Injunction, as has been 
fully established under the Sūtra “‘tatsannidhérgunarthena punaherutih "' 
(ILii-16). When the originative potency of the sentence mentioning 
the Result is set aside by another originative Injunction, then alone is 
the possibility of the Action mentioned by the former being different from 
that which is laid down by the latter set aside by the said originative 
Injunction ; and this can never be done by a sentence which (like the 
, Sentence ‘dadhna guhoti’) only lays down an accessory detail (for the 
previously mentioned sacrifice) ; because such a sentence never serves 
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as an orivinative Injunction, And the sentences in the Context 
that lay down such accessory details as the Material, the Result and 
the Occasion, ete., are all related to the originative Injunction of the 
Context, and not among themselves. Because all these accessory details 
stand in need of the original mention of an Action ; and because this ori- 
ginal mention is found in close proximity to those sentences ; while as for 
the details themselves, inasmuch as they are not related to one another, 
they would be removed from one another (by the originative Injunction). 
That is to say, inasmuch as an Action not originally laid down caunot be 
connected with any accessory details, all these details stand in need of 
the original Injunction of the Action; and there is no ground for any 
mutual relationship among the Details themselves. As for the origina- 
tive Injunction, inasmuch as it pervades through all the sentences laying 
down the aecessories in connection with the Action enjoined by that In- 
junction, itis not interrupted by any foreign factor, in its relationship with 
each one of the details. As for the Accessory details on the other hand, 
inasmuch as they are 'parártha' (for the sake of something else, vide 
Sutra Y11--1—22), they are not related to one another; and consequent- 
ly when they happen to be interrupted by even 4 single unconnected 
element, none of them can be taken along with another. And for this 
reason, the sentence ‘ dadhna@ juhoti’ does not present itself in connection 
with the sentence ‘dadhnéndriyakimasya juhuyat.’ ‘iis will be further 
explained under the Adhikarana “ ékasya tübhayatvà sanyogaprthaktvam " 
(IV—iii—5). 

The following might be urged here: “ The same originative 
“ Injunction (* aynihotram juhot?*) as qualified by the Dadhi mentioned 
" in another sentence (* Dadhnà juhoti’), might present itself in connec- 
“tion with the sentence ‘ Dadhnendriyakümasya juhuyàt, and set aside 
* the idea of the diversity of Actions." 

But this would be scarcely possible; as, in that case, just as that 
Action (Aynihotra) is qualified by the Dadhi mentioned by another 
sentence, so in the same manner is it also qualified by many such 
materials as ‘tundula,’ ‘payah’ and the like, also mentioned by other 
sentences ('tandulairjuhoti, payaüsa juhoti, etc.) occurring in the same 
Context ; and hence the Action could not be of one form (if in the Injunc- 
tion itself anv signifieation were attached to the mention of accessories in 
other sentences). That is to say, in the originative Injunction (* Agni- 
hotram j3uhoti*) the Action is found to be pure and simple; and hence 
this cannot be recognised as the same (as that mentioned in the sentence 
‘dudhnéndriyakdmasya juhuyāt’). If it be held that the original Injunc- 
tion is taken as qualified by the sentences laying down the accessory 
details, occurring in the same Context (f.7., the sentences ‘ dadhna Juhoti’ 
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etc. ),—then, too, inasmuch as, in that case, the Action would be cognised 
as qualified, not by a single material, Dadhi, but by many such materials, 
as the tandula and the rest, the Action mentioned by the sentence 
‘ dadhnéndriyakamasya juhuyat’ cannot be recognised as the same as that 
mentioned by the sentence ‘agnihotram juhoti’ qualified by that subsi- 
diary sentence alone which mentions the dadhi (7.e., * dadhnà juhoti ’). 

Objection: * Inasmuch as the sentence *dadhnendrijakàmasya 
* juhuyat’ requires the mention of the dadhi alone, even though there 
* may be many such materials as the tandula and the rest, in connection 
“ with the original Action of the Agnihotra, yet they are rejected as 
* being not required, and as such as good as non-existing ; and conse- 
* quently the dadhi alone of the previous Action is taken up when the 
“ same Action comes to be mentioned by the sentence in question.” 

Reply: In that case, it will come to this, that the sentence ‘ dadhnà 
juhott’ would be the originative Injunction (connected with the sentence 
‘dadhnéndriyakamasya juhuyát,' which thus would have no connection 
with the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhoti’); and this contingency we have 
already rejected above. 

Further, in connection with the Agn?hotra, dadhi is only one of ten 
alternative materials; while in the case of the sacrifice performed for 
acquiring sense-efficiency, it is the only one material to be employed. In 
the original Agnthotra, if all the ten materials, dadhi and the rest, were 
offered conjointly, then it might be admitted that the same variegated 
Action has been mentioned in the sentence in question, though only by 
the mention of only one coustituent of its mixed material As a matter 
of fact, however, the dadhi and the rest are optional alternatives; and 
hence the chance of any one of them being employed in the Agnihotra is 
as one to ten. Consequently even if the sentence in question were to refer 
back to the sentence 'dadhnü juhoti,’ this latter sentence would point 
only to the dadh that is one among the ten alternatives. But the dadha 
spoken of in connection with the acquiring of sense-efficiency is the only 
one all-important material; and as such the Actions cannot be recognised 
as identical (because the Action mentioned in the sentence in question 
has for its material the all-important Dadhi, while that mentioned in the 
previous sentence has ‘dadhi’ as only an alternative material). 

Nor can the sentence in question be construed as ‘yad dadhna juhoti 
tad indriyakamasya’; because this would make the Result the object of 
the Injunction, which is absurd. The real construction of the sentence 
is this: ‘when one desires sense-efficiency he should offer the Homa of 
dadhi and dadhi alone' ; and there is no doubt that no such Homa has 
. been laid down anywhere else. 

Objection: “The form of the Homa alone would be recognised as 
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“ the same ; and this recognition would establish the identity of the two 
“ Actions. As for the non-recognition of the sameness of the materials, 
“that cannot be a ground for making the Actions different from one 
‘another. Hence it must be admitted that what the sentence in question 
“ does is to mention the same Action as the previous Agnzhotra, with the 
* additional mention of an accessory (Dadhz).” 

Reply : It is not so; because we have already shown above that with 
reference to an Action previously laid down, more than one accessory 
detail can never be laid down; and in accordance with what you say, 
the sentence in question would come to lay down more than the relation- 
ship (viz, that of the Material ‘ dadhi’ and the Result ‘ sense-efficiency ’). 
And hence the sentence in question laying down the relationship of the 
dadhi and the Homa, and then again that of the Homa and the Result, 
there would be a syntactical split. And for this reason you must accept 
the sentence to be a qualified Injunction. And thus it must be admitted 
that this mentions a distinct Action (as such a qualified Action has never 
been found to have been laid down by any other sentence). | 

Just as when the Action laid down being the Homa alone pure and 
simple, there is an indirect implication of that which employs various 
indefinite materials,--and then the special mention of the dadhi restricts 
the Injunction to one substance only,—so in the same manner, though the 
Homa mentioned by the sentence ‘ dadhnendriyakümasya, etc. may be 
assumed as employing ten alternative materials, laid down by ten in- 
junetive sentences independent of one another, yet the mention of 
‘dadhn@’ serves to specify the one material dadhi to be particularly 
employed, setting aside the tandwia and the rest. But as this specifica- 
tion of the Action with the single material is not mentioned by any other 
sentence except the one in question (‘ dadhn@ndriyakamasya, etc.’), the 
particular result (* sense-efficiency °) cannot but be taken as following 
from the Homa itself ; and as such the Homa mentioned by the sentence 
in question must be wholly different from that laid down by the previous 
sentence (* agnihotram juhoti’), 


(0) 


Thus then there being every reason for a doubt in connection with 
the sentences in question, we proceed at first to deal with the follow- 
ing " 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ Though in the case in question, the previous sentence (* agnihotram 
* juhot?"), mentioning the Action, does not make any mention of the 
* material, yet the sentence in question (‘ dadhnéndriyakamasya juhuyat’) 
“ Jays down a distinct Action ; because this latter contains, t.e., distinctly 
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“ mentions, a Result (* sense-efficieney ') ; and it is only from an Action 
* that a Result can follow. u | | 

“ The whole of the Bhavarthadhikurana (Il—i—1-4) serves as the 
* present Pürvapaksha. Because the conclusion therein arrived at was 
“that it is only Verbs, and not Nouns or Adjectives (laying down the 
material or other accessory details), that are connected with the word 
speaking of the Result; and hence inasmuch as the Result is always 
connected with an Action, when there is a distinct Result mentioned, 
« the sentence in question must be taken as laying down a distinct Action, 
" and not as only pointing out another material (dadhi) for the previ- 
=“ ously-mentioned Action (Agnihotra). 

* Because the Material having beeu already mentioned once, the same 
‘cannot be enjoined over again; and if you hold the sentence to lay 
* down a material that has not been already laid down, then the men- 
“ tion of the Result would be altogether superfluous (as no Result can . 
‘ever follow from ihe material, dadhi). That is to say, in a case where 
“ the word speaking of the Action does not speak of a Material, we can 
* take another sentence as laying down that material, only if either 
“that material does not happen to have been laid down already by 
“a previous sentence, or if the sentence in question is not found 
* capable of asserting anything more than what has already been meu- 
“ tioned. In the case in question, however, we find none of these condi- 
‘tions present; as the material, dadhi, has been previously laid down. 
“by another sentence (‘dadhn@ juhoti’); aud the sentence in question 
“ mentions a Result ('sense-efficiency °) over and above what has been 
spoken of before. It is with a view to all this that the Bhashya has 
summed up the Pérvapaksha in the words: we find a distinct result 
mentioned in the sentence in question, and a (distinct) Result can, rightly 
speaking, follow fiom a (distinct) Action only. 
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[The V ürtika now proceeds to explain the words of the Pürvapaksha 
Bhashya. | 

In the Bhdshya here we meet with the words kin drshtum hi karmanuk 
phalam. This sentence appears to be capable of a double interpreta- 
tion: (1) The subsequent sentence 'a8& brümah, no hyetaddrishténa- 
néna siddhyati’ embodying a sort of a disavowal of the Pürvapaksha, and as 
such affording a glimpse of the final Szddhanta, the question ends 
with ‘kim’; the meaning being ‘ how (is it that rightly speaking the Result 
follows from an Action) ?’--and the reply to this is drshtam hi karmanah 
 phalam—because we actually see the Result following from the Action. And 
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then we have the retort, '»8t/ brümah, etc. And in this way various 
questionings and answerings go on up to the sentence ' tasmümna?van- 
jatiyakeshvétad bhavati’ ( Bháshya, p. 159, 1. 20). 

In accordance with this interpretation, the sole question—*' How is 
it that rightly speaking the Result follows from the Action ? ’—would 
emanate from the Siddhantin. And as this appears to be wholly uncon- 
nected (or irrelevant) immediately after the Parvapakshin has summed up 
his own declarations, we must interpret the sentence in the following 
manner :— 

(2) The Pirvapakshin having declared ‘tacca karmano nyayyam, the 
Siddhantin, with a view to avoid the meaninglessness of the word 
‘dadhi’ in the sentence in question, finds the conclusion arrived at under 
the Bhàvarthadhikarana (ll—i—1) to be incapable of applying to the 
ease in question; and thereby finding the sentence in question wholly 
incapable of expressing (the connection between the’ previous Homa and 
the Result, ‘sense-efficiency’), he puts the question: ‘Do you conclude 
that the particular Result mentioned follows from the Homa, on the basis of 
an Inference from the similar case of Fzeld-cultiva ton, where the Result is 
actually found to follow from the Action?' "Though as a matter of fact, 
Dhurma has been declared to be cognisable by means of Vedic Injunctions 
alone,—and it has been shown that Inference and the other means of 
knowledge do not appertain to such matters,—yet the operation of these | 
means of knowledge has not been denied with regard to the considera- 
tion of the bearings of the Vedic texts; and as such there could be 
nothing objectionable in the introducing of an Inference, in connection 
with the consideration of the meaning of the Vedic sentence in ques- 
tion. 

In reply to the above question of the Stddhintin, the Piürrapakshin 
having his mind imbued with the Bhavarthadhikarana retorts thus : 
* Do not. you taunt me with having been forced to bring forward an 
“ Inference, by the fact of the incapability of the words themselves, of 
“ directly expressing what is held by us; because, as a matter of fact, 
* when we have words directly supporting our view, it is not an Inference 
“ that we put forward in the sentence ‘drshtam hi karmano nyayyam.’ 
“ Specially as such an Inference from similar cases does not support 
“ our standpoint ; as such an Inference is beset with many such fallacies as 
* tasiddha' (the probans being unknown or not universally accepted), 
* *Anaikantika’ (doubtful character of the Premises), ‘ vóruddha' (premises 
* proving the contrary conclusion), and so forth. 

“ For instance, if the inferential argument put forward be in the 
“ form—' the Homa brings the result, as i is actually seen to briny about 
“ the Result,’ —then, inasmuch as the premises (bringing forward of the 
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Result) form part of the conclusion, it is wholly incapable of right- 
ly leading to the said conclusion. If again, the premises were in the 
form—‘ because the actions of Field-cultivation and the like are found to 
bring about Results, "—then in that case the premises would not speak 
of the Probans as having any connection with the Minor Term (Homa) 
[and as such the conclusion would not be a legitimate one]. 

“Tf it be urged that—'even though the Probans is not connected 
with the Minor Term, yet we could deduce the conclusion, simply 
because we wish it to follow from the premises,—then, in that case, 
the premises could, equally legitimately, be taken as leading to the con- 
clusion that the Result follows from the Material (Dadhz). 

“Tt might be urged that—' we could deduce our conclusion from a 
similarity with well-known cases (such as those of Field-cultivation and 


‘the like), which similarity is found to exist between the Actions of 


Cultivation and Homa, in the fact of both being actions, and not between 
the Cultivation and the Material; because this latter is not an Action.’ 
But there is certainly some sort of a similarity between Owltivation 
and the Material also; and if you deny this similarity, in the case in 
question, simply because of the nearer similarities of other things 
(with Cultzvation),—1!hen, inasmuch as there are things which have a 
much closer similarity with Cultivation, than the Homa has, we could, 
on this very ground, set aside this similarity also; this is what is meant 
by the Bhashya—the Homa is also dissimilar ;—that is to say, because it 
differs from Cultivation in its Means, Form and Result. The sentence 
of the Bhashya—‘ atha kincit sadrgyam grhyaté taddravyasyaje sada- 
nityam’—shows what we have just explained ; that is to say, the Mate- 
rial also has some sort of a similarity with Cultivation, in that both are 
ephemeral, are connected with substances and are effects. 

* Tt might be argued that—‘there are otber things more similar to 
the Cultivation than the Material ; aud as similarity is always compara- 
tively relative, when we are looking for something very similar, that 
which is only slightly similar is as good as not similar at all ; and hence 
when we are looking out for the common character of Action as inher- 
ing in the Cultivation and in Homa, the similarity of the transient 
character, etc., of the Material becomes far removed; and as such it is 
taken as dissimilar.’ 

* But in that case, inasmuch as we find many other Actions, such as 
Eating and the like, which have a still closer similarity with Cultiva- 
tion (than the Homa), as these Actions (like Cwltivatéon) bring about 
visible results (which the Homa does not do);—in view of this 
much closer similarity between Hating and Cultivation, that between 
Cultivation and the Homa may be rejected as being as good as non- 
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“existent. And as such, this similarity could not serve as the means of 
* getting at the desired conclusion. | 

“This has also been declared elsewhere, in the following words: 
* We do not find any absolute similarity between Cultivation and the 
“ Homa; and as for the presence of a slight similarity, this is found in 
“ the Material also; and as such the fact caunot be ascertained (on the 
“ sole ground of similarity). 

“The Bhashya has said—na cuitut siddham, ‘he sense of this is 
‘that, by the mere citing of an analogous instance, or by the inference of 
" mere similarity, it is not right to conclude all the properties of one 
“thing to belong to another, until we have actually found an invariable 
concomitanuce between the two factors. As otherwise, all things in the 
world would become one and the same (as there is some sort of a simi- 
larity among all things). And the Bhàshya has already said (under 
Süira I—i--2) that, because Dévadatta is black, it does not necessarily 
follow that Yajüadatta is also black. For though the Guvayu is similar 
to the Cow, yet we do not find the presence of the Dewlup, ete., in the 
former; and tbough the subsidiary sacrifices are laid down as to be 
similar to the Primary, there are certain elements of the latter—such 
as the Result and the like—that are not found to be present in the 
former. 

“Says the Bhashyu— When a certain thing has been found to be a cause, 
in connection with an already known object,—i.e., with that which is cited 
as the Instance in counection with the Inference,—if the same thing 
happens to be coynised us the cuuse, in connection with the subject of the 
Inference, then, in thut case, such a thing proves the conclusion. 

“Some people take this declaration of the Bhashya to mean that in 
all cases of Inference, it is only the Cause that can rightly point to the 
effect (and vice versa). But this interpretation of the Dhüshya is not 
correct ; because we actually find such properties as ‘ krtakatva’ (that 
of being a product) leading to the conclusion of ‘ anityatva’ (imper- 
manence), in which case there is no relation of cause and effect. Aud 
even between the cause and the effect, the cause does not serve the 
purpose of pointing out a particular effect, in the same way as the effect 
points to the cause; because there are many effects of a single cause; 
and as such there is always a chance of mistake in the former case. 
“Therefore it must be admitted that what the Bhashya means is that, 
in all cases of Inference, when a certain characteristic has been found 
to be present in (i.e, concomitant with) a well-known object, aud as 
such to indicate the existence of this latter, then such a characteristic 
(seiving as the Probans of the Inference) comes to be recognised as 
serving the purposes of indicating (the existence of the subject of tlie 
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“ Inference). This has been fully explained under the Hétvadhika- 
rana. (I, ii, 26—30.) 

* This is what is made clearer by the Bhashya in the sentence—It 
** should be duly considered whether the similarity even though existing, does, 
“ or does not, lead to the desired conclusion. And if on this examination, 
“itis found that the similarity is such a cause, and as such points to the 
* desired effect, then the form of the argument would be—‘In the 
sentence, dadhnéndriyakamasya, etc., that which is the Action brings 
“about the Result, because it is an Action, like Cultivation,’ or that 
‘the Result mentioned is to be Hou by an a because it is a 
' Result, like the growing of corns.’ 

“The Bhashya puts forth another syllogism—that which is an Action 
has a distinct Result, etc. And this serves to present a counter-argument 
‘that makes the efficiency of the previous arguments doubtful. As the 
Bhashya proceeds to explain that there are cases where, even after the 
Action of Substances—that of the threads for instance—has ceased, we 
find certain distinct results in the shape of another substance—the cloth 
—following (not from the Action but) from the conjunction of those 
substances (the threads). The mention of the cessation of Action is 
meant to show that Results are brought about even apart from 
Actions. P- 

“ It might be argued that —' It may happen that in some cases the 
Result may be bronght about by means of Actions.’ And in reply to 
this the Bhashya has indicated a counter argument,—that in the 
sentence * dadhnéndriyakamasya, etc.’ the Dadhi brings about the Result 
because it is a substance, like the aforesaid threads; or that sense- 
efficiency is brought about by substances, because it is a Result (or 
“ effect), like the aforesaid Cloth. 

“ Says the Bhashya—the Cultivation is not found to bring forth an im- 
perceptible Result. This shows the contradictory character of the 
inferential argument in question. The sense is that it may be that your 
premiss based upon similarity (‘ because Homa is an action like Cultzva- 
tion’) proves the fact of the Action bringing about the Result, or that 
of the Result being brought about by the Action; but it would also 
prove the fact of the Homa bringing about a visible result, or a result 
in some such form as the growth of the corn and the like (and certainly 
“ this would be far from desirable, even for you). 

“ Thus, then, inasmuch as we have all these discrepancies cropping 
“up, if we accept the aforesaid causal relation, it does not follow that 
" because a certain thing is seen in one case, it must be present in 
“ another place also. 


“ At this point of the discussion, the Siddhantin might retort— 
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“ When you yourself have set aside the inference that the Result follows 
* the Action, how is it that you hold to the position that rightly speaking, 
the Result follows from the Homa ?’ 

oe retort, as put in the Bhashya, may be taken as extending as 
* far as ' ett ’ 

“ But we Ds the following rejoinder ready: That the Result fol- 
“ lows from the Homa is cognised directly from the words themselves (of 
“ the sentence in question); as has already been shown in detail under 
" the Bhavarthadhikarana (II—i—1). Therefore we conclude that the only 
** rightful conclusion is that the Result follows from the Homa. 

* The Bhashya adds—and it £s not right to say that the Result follows 
* from the Material Dadhi;.and the purpose of this apparently useless 
* repetition of a fact already implied in the previous sentence is simply 
“to show that the two theories are not equally authoritative; as the 
‘ previous sentence might leave an impression that both might be right- 
“ ful conclusions. 

“ And further, the Dadhi is not capable of doing both (i.e., the accom- 
“ plishing of the Homa and the bringing about of sense-efficiency). 
* Because the Dadh; has no instrumentality of its own (towards the bring- 
“ ing about of the Result), apart from an Action; and as such, it could 
“not, by itself, be connected with any Result. Consequently then (if 
“the Dad had such an instrumentality) it would be necessary to dis- 
“ tinctly lay it down as accomplishing both (the Homa and the Result) ; 
“ but no such laying down is possible. 

“ It might be urged that a double purpose could be served by the 
* Dadhi (without two distinct Injunctions) ; just as we find that the act of 
“ washing the blanket with the feet serves the double purpose of wash- 
“ ing the blanket and cleansing the feet; this argument may be taken as 
“ urged, either with a view to show the fact of the connection of an 
Aetion being only something by the way (and very immaterial), or to 
set aside the fact of the incapability of substances (to bring about 
“ double results); because the opponent's assertion that the Dadhi is not 
“ capable of doing both—is found to distinctly speak of the incapability 
* of a substance, Dadhi). 

“ The reply to this is that we do not mean to say that a single 
“ substance cannot serve two purposes. ‘That is to say, we do not mean 
“to deny the capability of Substances; all that we mean is that even 
‘though the Substance (Dadhi) were capable (of serving two purposes), 
“ it could not be utilised as such, in performance, unless it had been dis- 
“ tinctly enjoined (as to be so utilised); and consequently, it would 
" become necessary for you to take the sentence in question as laying 
“ down the Dadhi, both for the fulfilment of the Homa and for the accom- 
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* plishment of the Result—‘sense-efficiency.’ But this would not be 
* possible, as such a procedure would entail a syntactical split. 

‘Then again, in all cases, we find that it is only when the factor (of 
“ the root-meaning), which is more proximate (to the Injunctive word), 
“ig not capable of being taken as the object of Injunction, that we accept 
* the remoter factor (of the material) to be its object. In the case in ques- 
“ tion, we find that the connection of the Dadhi with the Homa is very 
* much more proximate than that of the Dadhi with the Result; and as 
“ sach if both these connections were laid down simultaneously, we would 
* have to accept, at one and the same time. both the probable and the 
* improbable. And hence when it becomes necessary to give up one of 
“ the two, there remains no chance for your theory (because that would 
“ mean the acceptance of the Remoter, and the rejection of the Nearer, 
“ factor); and hence, on account of close proximity, we come to connect 
“ the Dadhi with the Homa, and the Homa with the Result, 

“ And thus, the Action (mentioned in the sentence dudhnéndriya- 
“ kāmasya juhuyat) being found to be connected with the Action (of 
* Homa), the sentence in question cannot but be taken as laying down a 
“ distinct Action." 


SS = N —ÀM—À 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (26): The two sentences not being exactly similar, 
the second sentence should be taken as laying down an accessory 
for the previously-mentioned Action. 


The sentence in question is not similar to those with reference to 
which it has been concluded, under the Bhavarthadhikarana (1I—i—1), 
that the Result follows from that which is expressed by the Root. 
Because so long as the potency of the Injunctive has not bee: removed 
from that which is expressed by the verbal root, whatever Result is men- 
lioned is taken as pertaining to that Root-meaning ; when, however, the 
potency of the Injunctive is transferred to the Accessory, if a Result 
happens to be mentioned, then, inasmuch as this mention of the Result 
would be touched by the Injunction of the Accessory, it is along with that 
necessory that the Result comes to be taken. 

That is to say, the Injunctiveness, in reality residing in the Bhavana, 
is transferred from one to the other factor, according as that factor 
comes to be recognised as helping that Bhavana. And at the time that 
the Injunctiveness, as transferred to the Root-meaning, gets at the 
, Bhavana with a particular result,—it is the Root-meaning that is made 
the Instrument (of its accomplishment); and everything else becomes 
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subservient to that Root-meaning. This (fact of the Injunctiveness 
pertaining to the Root-meaning) is found to be the case, in connection 
with the sentence ‘agnihotram juhuyāt svargakümah', where the name 
(‘ Agnthotra’) is incapable of wresting, for itself, the operation of the 
Injunetive. On the other hand, in the case of the sentence in question 
(* dadhnendriyakümusya juhuyat*), the word ‘dadhi’ has got none of the 
various characteristics of a Namadhéya (Name of a Sacrifice) (as detailed 
in the Fourth Padua of the First AdAytya) ; and hence it must be taken as 
something enjoined ; and as such it wrests to itself the Injunctive opera- 
tion that had been pointing to the Root-meaning. Thus then, the 
Bhavana in question, affected by its contact with the Dadhi, comes to 
stand in need of a reference (to a previous Action) by means of the Root- 
meaning in the sentence ; and consequently, when we find a Result men- 
tioned, we at once conclude this Result to be something to be brought 
about by the instrumentality of the Dudhz, and not by that of the Hom: 
(expressed by the Root-meaning of 'juhwuyat'); specially because those 
that are not enjoined can never be accepted to have the character of 
the Instrument; and when we have accepted a certain other thing t» 
be the object of the Injunction, we can never take the sentence as laying 
down that from which the Injunctive operation has been wrested, as we 
have already shewn above (under Sūtra II—11—16). Just as on account 
of the Injunctive operation being wrested by the Dadhi we deny the fact 
of the sentence enjoining the Homa, so, in the same manner, on ount 
of the presence of the word mentioning the Result, we cannot take the 
sentence as enjoining the dadhi with reference to the Homa (because of 
the chance of syntactic»! split, ete., etc.) ; hence what we hold is that the 
sentence enjoins the Dadhi with reference to the Bhavana ; and as such, it 
must be admitted that the Result follows from the Dadhi. 

Question (Bhashya): “ In the sentence in question, which is the word 
* that denotes the exertion of a personal agent ? The sense of this question 
“is that the words ‘ da/lhi ' (denoting the material) and ‘ indriyakamasya’ 
“ (denoting the Result) not serving the purpose of expressing the Bhavana, 
“they cannot directly form the objects of the Injunction; and as such 
" we would look out for a verbal affix (that would express the Bhavana 
“ or the personal exertion, and afford the object of the Injunction); and 
“then, in accordance with the Satra TI—i—4, it becomes impossible to 
* entirely reject the Root-meaning (because the presence of the affix 
" would be impossible without a verbal root); and consequently, the 
“ Result must be admitted to follow from that Root- meaning." 

The reply given to this is by a single word ' juhuyjat' ; that is to say, 
the word expressing human exertion is ‘ juhwjat,' wherein the Siddhānti 
separates the Affix from the Root, the former serving the purpose of 
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expressing the object of Injunction, while the latter serves only as a 
reference (to a previously mentioned Action). 
Objection :—“ But the word ‘ juhuyat’ directly denotes something con- 


“ nected with Homa, while it would be by means of the indirect method ' 


* of syntactical connection that it would indicate the connection of Dadhi. 
“ This passage of the Bhüshya serves to clear up the position of the 
“opponent. As human exertion too is said to consist of the Bhavana as 
- * connected with the Injunction (the word ‘juhuyāt’ cannot be said to be 
* expressive of that exertion).” 

The reply to this is that though, in accordance with the conclusion 
arrived at under the Bhavarthadhikarana, what you say has been found 
to be the case, on account of the stronger authority of Direct Assertion, 
in regard to other sentences,—yet, in the case in question, those who 
would admit your theory would be all the more contradicting Direct Asser- 
tion. Because in your theory, (1) you would have to admit many 
objects of Injunction, while it is quite possible for very little to be its 
object ; (2) it would be necessary to have recourse to Possessive Indica- 
cation ; (3) or else, there would be a total rejection of the word (‘ dadhi’). 

That is to say, (1) in all cases, it is a well-established law that when 
it is possible fora smaller number of things to form the object of an 
Injunction, it always rejects a larger number. Secondly, according to 
you, the Homa being the instrument in the accomplishment of the Bha- 
van of the Result, the meaning of the sentence would be ‘ bhavayét in- 
driyam hoména’; and thus the Homa would come on an equal footing 
with Dadhi, which is distinctly mentioned as the instrument (by the word 
‘dadhna’) ; and thus both the Homa and Dadhi having the same instru- 
mental character, no direct relationship between them would be possible; 
and as such it would be absolutely necessary for us to have recourse to 
Possessive Indication, taking the word ‘ dadhna’ as = * dadhimata’,—the 
sentence thus coming to mean ‘ dadhimata hoména indriyam bhāvayēt’ ;— 
and there is absolutely no ground for this Possessive Indication. Thirdly, 
inasmuch as the word ‘dadhi’ fulfils none of the conditions of a Nama- 
dhéya, it cannot be taken as one ; and thus the word * dadhi’, falling from 
the position of a Namadhéya as well as from that of the Instrument, be- 
comes altogether useless ; consequently for the sake of the property of a 
word, in the shape of its prowimity (whereby the root signifying the Homa 
is taken as the object laid down by the Injunctive affix, appearing in the 
same word ),—you come to reject the word (‘dadhi’) itself ; and certainly 
this entails a greater contradiction of Direct Assertion than that involved 
in our theory. If, however, the sentence be taken as laying down the 
Dadhi as the Instrument in the accomplishment of the Bhavana of the 
Result, then there is no rejection of any word (or its property). 
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It is argued—“ That way of takiny the sentence would set aside the 
** word * juhoti.’” 

The reply to this is that in any case it would be absolutely necessary 
to use the word * juhüyat', (and;as such the root 'juhoti' would not be 
rejected). Because there could be no connection between the Dadhi and 
sense-efficiency, unless there was an affix expressing the Bhavana ; and no 
affix could be present, except along with a verbal root. 

That is to say, it is absolutely necessary to pronounce the Affix, for 
the purpose of laying down the Bhavana qualified by Dadhi and Sense- 
efficiency ; and as the affix can never be pronounced by itself, and as it 
is absolutely impossible for an affix to be present apart from a verbal 
root, it must always be used in the wake of a root; and thus when it 
comes to the using of some such root or other, the particular root that 
comes to be admitted is that which expresses the Homa, inasmuch 
as this is pointed out by the Context. And as for the relationship of this 
Homa with Dadhi, it would only be in the form of the relationship 
between the basis and the based (container and the contained),—which 
relationsnip also would only be referred to in the sentence in question, as 
it has already been previously mentioned in the sentence ‘ dadhna juhoti ’. 

In the case of the sentence ‘graham sammarshti’, it has been shown 
that the case-ending (in graham) does not serve the only purpose of ex- 
pressing the singular number; as the only purpose served by such an 
ending is the mere fact of the word being an active noun; but when- 
ever it is uttered, is has to be uttered along with a certain number which 
is its invariable concomitant ; and thus even though vo real significance is 
meant to be attached to this number, yet the word signifies it all the 
same. In the same manner, in the casein question, even though the Root 
may be used only for the sake of making possible the use of the Affix, 
yet, on account of the powerful character of the relationship (between 
the Root and the Affix), it could not but signify its own meaning, even 
though no real significance might be meant to be attached to it. Hence 
(in order to meet the objection that our theory would mean the rejection of 
the Root as useless) we must insist upon the fact that the signification of 
its own meaning is not the only purpose that can be served by the Root. 

Objection: “ Nanu ucyamüne'pi, etc. That is to say, even though 
'* pronounced only for the purpose of making the presence of the Affix 
“ possible, yet the Root must express its own meaning also; and there 
“is no reason why no significance should be attached to it—as to the 
“ singleness of the vessel in the sentence above cited ; consequently, inas- 
“much as it is absolutely impossible to express mere ‘karoti’ (a generic 
“ verb, simply affording room for the presence of the affix), what you say 
“is most unreasonable.” 
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Reply: That does not touch our position ; because even when there 
is a connection between the Dadhi and the Homa, the sense of ‘karoti’ 
is not absent (i.e, it is present along with the ‘Homa’); and our pui- 
pose is served by that much also of its presence (7.e., the utterance of the 
Root ceases to be useless even if it expresses only that much) ; specially as 
the peculiarity attaching to the * karoti’ (by its counection or combination 
with ‘Homu’) does not militate against any of our theories; as that 
peculiarity might serve to specify the Bhüvaná ina manner other than 
that of the Instrument. ^ 

Objection : “ In that case, there is the same discrepancy ; that is to say, 
“when the ‘Homa’ is not set aside (but is admitted to the present), 
“ then it would make itself obvious as the Instrument.”  . 

The reply given by the Siddhantiis that itis the frequent repetition 
of the word ‘ juhuyāt’ in the context, in many other sentences (‘ agnzhotram 
juhuyat’, ‘dadhna juhuyat', and so forth), that leads you to believe, 
wrongly, that Homa is the Instrument. Because when we come to look 
into the matter closely, we find that in the case in question, though, on 
account of the proximity (of the Root-meaning with the Injunctive Affix), 
the Homa might appear to have the character of the Objective (of the 
Bhavana), yet being (on account of its not being something in itself desir- 
able for the agent) found to be incapable of that character, it is removed 
from that position; and in the same manner, in consideration of the 
presence of the word * dadhi’ (which has the Instrumental ending, and 
is not capable of being taken as anything else), the ‘ Homa’ could not 
but be denied the character of the Instrument also; and just as in the 
former case the Homa is cog nized only as qualifying the Bhavana, through 
another element of it, so, in the case in question also, it would qualify it 
by serving as the basis or substratum for the (operation of the) material 
‘dadhi’. It ds with reference to this that the author of the Vriti has 
declared-—‘ The Result would be brought about by the material as based upon 
the Homa.’ 

Question: “Is this relationship of the basis and the based (held 
* to exist between the Dadhz and the Homa) something distinct, or non- 
“ different, from the three factors of the Bhavana, viz.: the Objective, the 
“ Instrument, and the Method of Procedure?” = {> - 

To this some people make the following reply: ‘ It is wholly distinct 
‘from those; because just as in other cases, the Bhavana is coynised as 
‘standing in need of the said three factors, so, in the case in question, the 
‘Bhavana, being qualified by a distinct material, stands in need of the 
‘fourth factor. That is tosay, in a case where the Bhavana enjoined is 
‘one in which the Root-meaning serves as the Instrument, all its require- 
‘ments are supplied by the three factors ; in such cases, however, where a 
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` certain material is distinctly laid down as the Instrument,—so that it is 
‘only in the character of the Instrument, and not in that of a disinterested 
* onlooker, that the said material could help to accomplish the Result,— 
‘inasmuch as it could not have the real character of the Instrument until 
‘it helped to bring about that which is expressed by the Root, there 
‘naturally arises a fourth need for the Bhavana, as to the exact character 
‘of this something expressed by the Root, by bringing about which the 
‘Instrumental Material would accomplish the Result. And that some- 
‘thing expressed by the Root which would be the object brought about 
‘by it is spoken of as the bas?s or substrate of the Material, as it is by the 
‘help of that that the true Instrumental character of this latter is attain- 
‘ed. Thus then, the sentence in question itself being wholly given to the 
“mention of the relationship between the Material and the Result, and 
‘being itself incapable of affording the required basis, on account of the 
‘chance of a syntactical split,—we are led by the Context to the conclusion 
‘that the Agnihotra Homa is the basis required (for the operation of Dadh:). 
‘And being thus got at, the Homa is only referred to by the Root (in Juhu- 
‘yat), which is used for the purpose of making the presence of the Affix 
' possible, and which as such, forms a necessary feature of the Injunction ; 
‘ just as in the case of the use of the word Glabhéta, we accept the fact of its 
' being a reference to a previously mentioned action of àlambhana (2.e., in 
' the case in question, we accept the Root to serve the purpose of referring 
“to the previous Homa) ; and hence, in accordance with the law—that when 
‘the Apürva follows from a single cause, everything else is subservient to that 
‘ cause—, we come to take the Root-meaning as helping that which is 
‘expressed by the noun (Dadhi).’ 

But, as a matter of fact, we can very reasonably deny the fact of there 
being any need of a fourth factor, in the case in question. Because all that 
we find is that it is only the need forthe Instrumental factor that has been 
extended a little further; that is to say, by means of the Root-meaning 
the Bhavana is accomplished more quickly than is done by means of the 
Material —inasmueh as the Instrumental character of this latter is accom- 
plished only after the connection of the Action (expressed by the Root) 
has been established. (And thus all that is done in the case in question 
is that that functioning of the Instrument is removed one step); and 
consequently there are only three factors needed by the Bhavana. 

Thus then, the Materia! being taken as having its Instrumentaldty 
aecomplished through the Homa, and as leading to a distinct Result, there 
arises a question as to the Method to be omployed ; and this is answered 
by the Method of Procedure employed in conuection with the previ- 
masly mentioned Agnihotra. It is this what is meant by the Bhàshya— 
«nay gnihotretikartavyatayA —which only serves to point ont the said fact, 
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—after the conclusion of the present Adhikarana itself has been arrived 
at,— which really forms the -— of the ‘ Sansthadhikarana’ (Sütras 
III, vi, 41—47). 

Some people take this sentence of the Bhaehya to mean that the 
Agnihotra itself is the required method. But this is not correct; because 
the Method is something wholly distinct from the Instrwment, and the 
Homa (constituting the Agnihotra) has been shown to be non-different 
from the Instrumental factor (of the Bhavana). Consequently we con- 
clude that what is meant by the expression ‘ agnihotretikartavyata ' is the 
aggregate of such actions as the preparing of the Fire, and so forth (that 
are performed during the Agnihotra). 

Objection: “ How is this? That is to say, how is it that that which 

"is not signified by the Root (i.e. the Dadhi) is connected with the 
‘* Method ? ” . 

Reply : Pisis pe That is to say, just as in your 
case, it is only on account of its being the Instrument (in the accomplish- 
ment of the Result) that the Homa (expressed by the Root) comes to 
be helped by the Method,—so, in our case also, it is on aecount of the very 
same reason (that of being the means of accomplishing the Result) that 
the Dadhi becomes counected with (and helped by) the said Method. 

There are two other arguments brought forward by the Bhashya :— 
(1) because of the proximity of this Method (of the Agnihotra!, and (2) 
because we find the denotation of the root ‘juhoti’ present as a feature of the 
Injunction. But noue of these arguments appear to be quite proper; 
because as for the former, it entails an acceptance of ‘ samānavidhānatva ' 
(the fact of the equality of Injunction), which is distinctly denied under 
the Sansthadhikarana (III, vi, 41—47); while as for the latter, inasmuch 
it only brings forward the law of Atidega, it is wholly irrelevant. And 
further, if the requisite relationshipis accomplished by mere proximity, 
what would be the use of the presence of the said feature of Injunction ? 
And conversely, if the presence of this feature were the reason for the 
relationship, there could be absolutely no use for the mention of ‘ proxi- 
mity’; because that reason would apply equally to one = is at a dis- 
tance (and not iu proximity). 

In view of these objections we must explain the said expressions of 
the Bhashya as follows:—(1) Because the said Method is made closely 
prommate by means of the particular Homa, which is found to be most 
helped by that Method; and (2) because we find the Root-meaning of 
* juhoti? which is a feature of the Injunction, and which affords a ground for 
Atidega. 

And because the Root-meaning of ‘juhoti, appearing through the 
Context only, as a feature of the Injunction, is only referred to (in the sen- 
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tence in question ),—therefore the Affix (in ‘ juhuyat ") cannot be taken as 
enjoining cither the appearance of that Action (of Homa), or the e 
as following from it. 

Question : “ By what has the Homa been previously mentioned, - which 
* Homa the ‘ juhuyüt in question would be a reference ?"' i 

Answer : You donot certainly mean to say that there is no other sentence 
laying down the Homa. 

Some people explain this last sentence of the Bhashya differently, as 
meaning that it is not the case that apart from the ‘ sense-efficiency ’ 
brought about by ‘ Dadhz’ there are no results, in the shape of Heaven 
and the like, following from the Homa of the Agnihotra; because such a 
result, in the shape of Heaven at least, is mentioned in the very sentence 
that lays down the Agnihotra itself (‘agnihotram juhuyat svargakamah’). 

But inasmuch as this interpretation would represent the Bhashya 
as saying something wholly unconnected with the question put forward, 
and as such being wholly irrelevant,—we must accept the former explana- 
tion as being the more reasonable. 

Thus then, we conclude that the Action mentioned in the sentence 
in question is not different from the previous Agnihotra; all that the 
sentence does is to declare that if Dadhi is employed at the Action, ‘ sense- 
efficiency ' is the result that follows, —by the help of Homa (which serves 
to make possible the use of the Dudhi). Or, the sentence may be taken 
as declaring that the Result follows, neither from the Dadhz nor from 
the Homa, but from the connection of the Dudhi and the Homa,—and the 
words ‘dadhi’ and ‘homa’ only serve the purpose of expressing that 
connection ;—(1) because for reasons already given, the word ‘dadhi’ 
cannot be said to have been wrongly inserted; and (2) because the 
Result could not follow from the Dadhi alone by ideale 

In this case, however, in accordance with a rule explained above, hic 
sentence that has previously mentioned the relationship of the Homa and 
the Dadhi ( wiz., the sentence ‘dadhna juhoti’) not being capable of being 
taken along with the sentence in question ('dadhnendriyaküwasya juhu- 
yat’),—the said relationship of the Dadhi and the Homa cannot be taken 
asaccomplished (for this latter sentence); and heuce this relationship 
not being capable of being taken as pointed out by the Context, we must 
conclude that itis the sentence in question itself that establishes that 
relationship ; and then lays down the Injunction of that relationship, in 
reference to the particular Result ; and thus the sentence containing the 
Injunction of more than one thing, there is a distinct syntactical split. 

For these reasons we conclude that the former interpretation—that 
the result follows from Dadhi—is the only correct one. The final sum- 
ming up (in the Bhāsaya) also is in keeping with that interpretation : it 
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being in the form—therefore we conclude that the result follows from the 
Dadhs as connected with the homa, And hence the sentence ‘atha và, etc? 
must be taken only as pointing another possible alternative. 

Some people, however, declare as follows: ‘It is one and the same 
' view—that the result follows from the Dadhi—that is put forward from 
‘beginning to end, with all the arguments in its favour (and there is no 
‘mention of any alternative) ; and hence the proper reading of the Bhas- 
‘hya is—dadhicabdasya vivakshitatvàt, and the words atha và afford a 


‘ wrong reading’. ` 

But this assertion—that the alternative explanation is not possible 
and that the reading is wrong—can be refuted in the following manner’: 
As soon as we construe the sentence in question as that ‘for one desiring 
sense-efficiency, the result should be accomplished by means of Dadhi ’, 
we at once become cognisant of the fact that the Result follows from 
the Dadhi as the Instrumental means; and this instrumental charac- 
ter, not being otherwise possible, points to its connection with some sort 
of an action ; and as the relationship of the agent and the Action is always 
in the form of a potency, the said connection is included in the Instru- 
mental ending; and then, inasmuch as that which is denoted by the 
affix is the principal factor in the sentence, what the sentence comes to do 


finally is that it lays down, for the sake of the Result, the connection of 


that of which what is expressed by the basic noun (‘ dadhi’) is the subor- 
dinate element. And when that connection has been laid down, then. 
as before, the Context serves to point to a particular Action, in the shape 
of the Homa, And, then, in accordance with the law regulating the relation- 
ship of the Material and the Deity, the connection of the Result with the 
relationship of the Action and the Agent having been brought about, there 
arises a question as to the character of the particular Agent of Action; and 
hence, for the purpose of establishing the relationship of the Qualification 
and the Qualifed (between the Dadhi and the Homa), the Homa is 
brought up by the Context. And hence it is that the Bhashya speaks of 
the connection between the Dadhi and the Homa being laid down for the sake 

of the Result. © -4 = 2. — © a lt 
Thus then, the reading ‘atha vā’ is found to be quite correct ; 
though the conclusion and the final summing up are those of the former 
interpretation. Or even these might be taken as those of the latter inter- 
pretation ; as in that case also, inasmuch as what is mentioned is the 
n An is that of which the Dadhi is the 
wap. evs and as such there would be no incongruousness 

in this. | oec Pn ph ene c LN LL . 

Objection : “In the cas the | li 1 HG à; 
“laying down the Result = enema tee "7 ^ — D 
! ; the Injunetion 
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* would involve the functioning of two words—‘ dadhn@’ and ‘ tndriyaka- 
“ masya’ ; and this would give rise to a syntactical split ". 

Reply : This is no argument against us; because the mere fact of a 
sentence expressing various relationships does not bring about a syntactical 
Split; it is only when the potency of the Injunction itself is manifold, that 
we have that split; and as a matter of fact, we have no such manifold 
potency of the Injunction in the case in question. ‘That is to say, it is 
quite possible for many things to be connected together by means of a 
single sentence; and in this fact alone, there is no split of the sentence. 
Because it has been distinctly pointed out that it js only the multifarious- 
ness of the Injunction itself that brings about a syntactical split. There 
is no such multifariousness in the case in question ; because the Result is 
not an object of Injunction. The construction of the sentence thus comes 
to be this: the accomplishment of sense-efficiency (this being a mere reference 
and not an Injunction) zs to be brought about by means of Dudhi. As a 
rule, when a person desires something, he exerts himself to its attain- 
ment; and hence for the acquiring of such a desirable thing as sense- 
efficiency, the person would exert himself naturally (without any Injunc- 
tion from outside); and hence what the Injunctive affix in question 
does is to lay down the Bhavana with its Instrumental factor, with refer- 
ence to the same Bhavani as endowed with the objective factor (i.e, the 
Result) ; and thus the object of Injunction being one only in the shape of the 
Instrument (as the Result i is only referred to),-—there is no syntactical split. 

Consequently, we conclude that for the sake of making the word 
‘dadhi’ serve a useful purpose, the sentence must be taken as laying 
down the Result as following from the Material Dadhi, and not as e 
down a distinct Action. 


f . PES "n 
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ADHIKARANA (12). 
[The Varavantiya, etc., are distinct Actions. | 


Sutra (27):—When the sentences are similar (the Results) 
would be connected with distinct Actions. 


We now proceed to deal with an exception to the foregoing Adhi- 
karana. 

The subject of the Adhzkarana is thus shown: (1) we have the sen- 
tence—-' trivrdagnishtudagnishtomak, tasya | vüyavyüsu ékavingamagnish- 
tamasima krtva brahmavarcasakamé yajéta’ ; and then in continuation of 
this Agnishtut sacrifice, we have the sentence 'vüravantiyamagnishtoma- 
sima karyam,’ which lays down an accessory (in the shape of the vàravaa- 
tiya); and then we come to the sentence, (2) * etasyaiva révatishu vàravantiya- . 
magnishtomasama krtva pagukamé hyéténa yajéta'. [The difference between 
the bearing of the two sentences being that when the Vüravanitya is 
sung in connection with the Vüyavya verses then the result is in the shape 
of * Brahmic glory', while when the same is sung in connection with the 
Révati verses, the Result is in the shape of * Cattle .'] 

Here too, we have, as before, the following doubt:—Does this last 
sentence enjoin an independent action, distinct from that laid down in the 
previous sentence, as qualifed by a distinct material (in the shape of the 
Varavantiya in conneciion with the Révati verses)? Or, does it only serve 
to lay down this distinet material only, with reference to the same Action, 
just as in the case of the sentence dealt with in the foregoing 
Adhikarana ? 

And on this, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ In view of the reasons detailed, and the conclusion arrived at, in the 
“foregoing Adhikaranua, it must be admitted that the sentence in question 
" serves only to lay down the Result as following from a particular acces- 
“sory (in connection with the previously mentioned action). Because, as 
"a matter of fact, we find that the Injunctive potency of the sentence is 
"taken up by the connection between the Révuti and the Varavantiya: 
"and then we find a Result mentioned along with this Injunction: 
“consequently we cannot take the sentence as laying down the Sacrifice (as 
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“that would entail a dual functioning of the Injunction, thereby leading 
“to syntactical split). And as for the connection between the Révati 
“and the Varavantiya, this would be brought about, without a repetition 
“of the Injunctive affix, by the word ‘krtva’ which is mentioned dis- 
^tinetly by itself (and as such this would not involve the said syntac- 
“ tical split). 

“That is to say, it might be argued that—* inasmuch as the sen- 
‘tence involves the Injunction of the appearance of the connection 
*' between Hévat? and the Varavantiya, and then an Injunction also of that 
“ Connection with reference to the Result, there would be a repetition of 
“the Injunctive affix, which would give rise to a syntactical split’. But 
“ this reasoning would be scarcely valid; because the Vedic sentence itself 
“enjoins only the Result,—the fact being that the said connection having 
“been established by the clause ‘ révatishu varavantiyam krtva’, what 
"the Injunctive affix following after the root ‘yajz’ (in ‘yajéta’) does 
'" is to lay down only the relatiouship (causal) of that Connection with the 
‘particular result. And thus there is no chance of the anomaly result- 
“ing from a repetition of the Injunctive affix. 

“Then too, inasmuch as the ‘ Mévat? verses’ are spoken of as the 
“ substrate or basis (of the Sama), they are distinctly subordinate in 
“their character ; and hence it is the Varavantiya sima which, on account 
"of its predominant character, comes to be enjoined with reference to 
“ the Result. 

“That is to say, in the sentence in question, on account of the 
“mention of an Accessory, the potency of the Injunctive, being removed 
“from that which is expressed by the Verbal root (‘yagi’), serves to lay 
" down that accessory, for the sake of the particular result; and as such 
“it is found to lay down that which has not been cognised as subservient 
"to anything else. As for the Révat; verses, inasmuch as they are 
“ spoken of in the Locative, they are subservient to the Varavantiya sama; 
^ and as such not standing in need of any other purpose, they could not 
“be connected with the Result ; while the Varavantiya, having the Révati 
“ verses for its subordinate accompaniment, is cognised as the predominant 
* factor, on account of its being mentioned in the Accusative ; and as such 
"it becomes connected, in the manner of the Root-meaning, with the 
“ Bhavana denoted by the verb ‘krtva’; and thus being on the look-out 
“for a purpose, it becomes connected with the Result. 

“Or, in this ease also, we can reject both the Révat? and the Varavan- 
^tya, and hold the Result to follow only from the Connection of these two. 

“ Thus then, we distinctly recognise the following facts in connec- 
“tion with the sentence in question : (1) that at the time of its utterance, 
“the idea of the previonsly mentioned ‘sacrifice’ is still present in the 
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" mind; (2) that the word ‘état’ (in ‘étasya’) distinctly points to 
that which has been spoken of before; (3) that the genitive (in * etasya’), 
‘appearing after that ‘etat’ which is co-extensive with (refers to) the 
“ * sacrifice ’, signifies the relationship of the Basis and the Based, pointed 
"out by the Context, between that sacrifice and the Accessory as leading 
^to the Result; (4) that the word ‘éva’ serves to preclude any other 
“ basis or substrate for that Accessory, because no such other substrate is 
“ possible: (5) that the Varavantiya qualified by the connection of the 
e Agnishtomasüma is already laid down by the previous sentence. And 
“ all these facts distinctly point to the conclusion that the Action (*saeri- 
“ fice") mentioned in the sentence in question is none other than that laid 
"down in the previous sentence; and as such, inasmuch as that same 
“ Action is referred to in the sentence in question, the Injunctive affix in this 
" sentence will not be put to the trouble of laying down the Action, over and 
“ above the Accessory). 

“ While if the sentence be taken as laying down a distinct Action, 
“as in that case nothing will have been previously laid down, the 
“ Injunctive affix would have to enjoin all that is necessary. 

* And as a matter of fact, no such injunction of all things is possible ; 
* because the Injunctive, by its very nature, is always endowed with a 
^ single potency; and when its purpose is fulfilled by the Injunction of 
“even a little thing, it can never enjoin any more than that. 

“Thus then, we find that the word * &rivà' establishes the connection 
“ between the Revat? and the Varavantiya, while the Injunctive affix lays 
* down only the relationship of that Connection with the particular result. 
* And as such, there being no necessity of accepting a manifold potency of 
“the Injunctive, there can be no doubt as to the superiority of the theory 
“that the sentence in question serves only to lay down an- Accessory 
“(with reference to a previously mentioned Action). 

“ As all the references enumerated above are included in aud based 
‘npon the reference of the ‘sacrifice’, it isonly this last thathas been 
“spoken of in the Bhàshya, and all the rest have been left to be inferred. 
“ For these reasons we conclude that the sentence in question does not 
“lay down a distinct Action." 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply : When there is an Acces- 
sory which accepts the previously mentioned Action as its substratum, then 
atone is it so that we do not perceive any difference between the Actions 
(mentioned in the two sentences) ; and the reason is that in such a case, 
what the latter sentence does is only to refer to the previous Action for the 
sake of its connection with the new Accessory. 
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That is to say, we find the sentence in question, ‘ etasyazva révatishu, etc. , 
containing the mention of ‘sacrifice’ directly by means of the root *yaj' ; 
under the circumstances, if the exact sort of ‘sacrifice’ that is herein 
mentioned had been previously mentioned in another sentence, then alone 
could we conelude that the one mentioned in the sentence in question is not 
a distinct sacrifice. As for instance, in the case of the sentence 'dadhn2- 
ndriyakamasaya, etc.’, we find that the sentence directly lays down only the 
relationship with the particular Result; aud then the Context helps to 
supply the other substrate of the relationship,—in the shape of Homa ; 
and in this case we admit the mention of * Homa’ in the sentence to be a 
mere reference to a previously mentioned ‘Homa’ ; and another reason 
for this is that the Dadhz by itself also is capable of directly accomplishing 
the Homa. In the case in question, on the other hand, we find that the 
Varavantiya qualified by the Hevati verses is not, by itself, capable of 
directly accomplishing the Sacrifice; because it is neither a Deity nor a 
Material (which two alone are capable of directly accomplishing the 
Sacrifice) ; because the Sacrifice requires, for its accomplishment, no other 
helping factors, except those of the Deity, the Material, and the Performer ; 
and hence it is never accomplished directly by means of a Sama (Varavan- 
tiya and the like). 

Thus then, though, through the peculiar character of the Context, the 
‘Sacrifice’ (previously mentioned) is present in the mind, yet it does not 
become coguised as the substrate of the said Sama, because of its inherent 
incapability of having that character ; and hence that ‘ Sacrifice’ cannot be 
accepted as referred to by the sentence in question (‘‘ Révatishu, etc."); 
specially as we have no grounds for believing that the ‘ sacrifice’ herein 
mentioned is the same as the one previously mentioned. As for the Hymn- 
ing, that forms a part of the previous ‘ sacrifice ', and which, being accom- 
plished by means of the Varavantiya Sama, is capable of being taken as 
its substrate, — it is not pointed out by the Context; because the presence 
of Hymniny in the previous ‘sacrifice’, the ‘ Agnishtut’, is only based 
upon an indirect. implication. 

It is with reference to this, that it has been declared that—thouvh 
the Samu is inherently capable of accomplishing the Hymning, yet as no 
such Hymniny is pointed out by the Context, it cannot be taken as the 
substrate of the Sama in question. 

The following argument might be brought forward by the other 
party: “The Sama could base itself upon the Sacrzfice iu that very 
"eapacity whereby it would help the performance of the sacrifice; and 
“conversely the ‘ Sacrifice’ also would become the substrate of the Sama, 
“in whatever capacity it would be able to act as a true substrate; such 
“cognition being based upon the general rule whereby the meanings of all 
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“ verbs are ascertained in accordance with the capacities of things. And 
“then (even though the Sama may not be able to help directly in the 
“ performance of the sacrifice itself, yet) in accordance with the Satra 
«III—i—18, it would be quite capable of directly accomplishing the 
“ Hymning which forms an integral part of the ‘ Agnishtut’ sacrifice ; and 
* as such, there would be no incongruity inthe said relationship of the 
“ Basis and the Based (between the S@ma and the ‘ Sacrifice’), which 
“ would be due to an integral part of the latter, in the shape of the 
* Hymning." 

Reply : That is not possible; because we have already shown that 
that alone can be taken as the subsidiary part of a sacrifice which has 
been actually laid down as such a part; that, on the other hand, which 
appears distinctly as independent by itself, can never become a subsidiary 
part, 

That is to say, in the case of the sentence * Saptadagaratnirvajaptyasya 
yupah’ (the sacrificial post at the Vajapéya is to be seventeen cubits in 
length), we find that the ‘seventeen-cubit-length’ is distinctly laid 
down as a subsidiary detail; and then, inasmuch as it is not found to be 
capable of being directly connected with the Vdajapéya sacrifice, we 
conclude that it should help in the performance of this sacrifice in what- 
ever way it can ; and consequently it comes to be taken as a qualification 
of the sacrificial post which forms an integral factor in the performance. 
If, in the case in question also, the V àravant?ya had been laid down as 
a subsidiary detail of the sacrifice, —then alone, being found incapable of 
directly serving the Sacrifice, would it come to be taken as helping the 
Hymning, which forms an integral part of the sacrifice. As a matter 
of fact, however, we find that the Varavantiya, being laid down in regard 


to a particular result, stands in need of a substrate, or basis, in the 
shape of an Action; and under the circumstances, if it could find any 


Action, already previously mentioned, that could form its substrate, then 
it would directly connect itself with that Action; when, however, it finds 
no such Action already mentioned, then the sentence in question distinctly 
points to something else (a fresh Acton hitherto not mentioned) as the 
requisite basis. Nor would the Vàravantiya become wholly useless, by not 
being connected with any previously mentioned Action; as it will have its 
use in the new Action that would be laid down by the sentence in question. 

And further, inasmuch as the action of Hymning is wholly differ- 
ent from that of Sacrifice,—by accomplishing the former, the Varavantiya 
cannot be said to have accomplished the latter. And hence, even if 
the Sama helped in the Hymning, it would remain as unconnected with the 
Sacrifice, as if it had been mentioned and performed in connection with 
another sacrifice altogether. In the case of the sentence ‘saptadaga- 


VARAVANTIYA, ETC,, ARE DISTINCT ACTIONS. 779 


ratnirvajapeyasya yüpah, on the other hand, we find that the Genitive 
in ‘vajapeyasya’ signifies mere relationship in general; and as such, 
there is, in this case, nothing incongruous in the relationship subsisting 
indirectly, in the subsidiary details. And as such there can be no 
similarity between the sentence ‘saptadaga, etc.’ and the sentence in 
question, 

Even though it be possible for the Sacrifice to form the substrate (of 
the Sama), indirectly, through the Hymning,—yet, in that case the Sama 
would come to be connected with all kinds of Hymns; and as such the 
specification, in the sentence in question, of the Hymn as the ‘Agnish- 
toma Sama’ would be wholly meaningless. For if the Hymn called the 
‘Agnishtoma Sama’ be taken as the required substrate indicated by the 
sentence itself, then there would be a syntactical split (the sentence laying 
down the fact of the Varavantiya being based on the Agnishtoma Sama, 
and also that of its bringing about the particular Result). Then again, if 
the sentence be taken as indicating a general relationship (of the 
Varavantiya) with the Agnishtoma Sama,—this general relationship being 
specified by the expression ‘ étasyaiva’,—then too there is a syntactical 
split; and the pronoun ‘étasya’ indicating the relationship of that which 
has gone before, this would make the Vàravantiya connected with all the 
Hymns of the previous sacrifice; and then its specification as 

Agnishtoma S@ma° would also entail a syntactical split. And lastly, in 
view of the great complications arising from making the Varavantiya con- 
nected (at one and the same time) with the Revati Rk, as well as with the 
Agnishtoma Sama,—they remain as before. 

Objection: “ When the Agnishtut sacrifice is obtained as the required 
^ substrate, all the rest that is required would be obtained from the previ- 
“ ous Injunction; andas for the Vàravantiya, when it would rest upon a 
"* sacrifice, it would not exist in any place except that wherein it is found 
“to help the Sacrifice; and the Sacrifice too would not seek for the Vara- 
" vantzy« in any other Hymn (save that which forms part of itself). And 
“as there is no reason for rejecting the Vàravantiy« that is connected with 
"the Agnishtoma Sama of the Sacrifice previously mentioned in the Content. 
“there can be no question as toa connection with any other Hymn or 
“ Sacrifice." 

Reply: It is not so; we could have all this only if the sentence in 
question —' Révatishu, etc. —stood in need of the previous sentence laying 
down the Vàravamtiya in connection with the Agnishtoma Sama; as a 
matter of fact, however, we find that there is no such need; because we 
have already shown above that there is no mutual relationship between 
sentences laying down such things as the Accessory and the like. 

Then again, the relationship of the Sacrifice with the Varavantiya that 
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is mentioned in the sentence in question, is wholly different from the previ- 
ous relationship (because in the previous case the Vdravantiya was in 
connection with the Vyavyà verses, whereas in the sentence in question, 
it is in connection with the Révati verses); and as such it could never 
attain to the position assumed by the previous relationship. Specially as 
in the previous sentence, the Varavantiya, forming a part of the Action 
itself, is recognised as connected with the Agnishtoma Sama of that 
(Agnishtut) sacrifice ; while in the case in question, we find it mentioned 
as being something in itself desirable by man (as is indicated by the 
distinct mention of the word ‘krtv@’); and as such the Veda could not 
relegate this latter to the same position as the previous one. And as for 
any assumptions based upon the Sümünyatodrshta Inference, we have 
already shown above that such things as we are dealing with are not 
amenable to Inference. 

To the same effect, we have the following declaration: That Sama-— 
which is laid down as independently, by its own form, bringing about the 
Result,—stands in need of the text of the Veda only, for the propose of its 
appearance. 

That is to say, if the Varavantiya Sama had originally appeared, first 
of all, at the Agnishtut sacrifice, then we could not but take it as apper- 
taining to that sacrifice, even if such connection were not mentioned. As 
a matter of fact, however, we find that in the case in question, the Sama 
depends, for its appearance, on the Vedic text only; and it is as taken 
directly from the Veda that it is laid down for the sake of a definite 
result. And consequently the Agnishtut sacrifice and the Agnishtoma — 
Sma connected with that sacrifice do not in any way differ from other 
Sacrifices and Hymns,—in the matter of their being connected with the 
Varavantiya Süma mentioned in the sentence in question. (That is to say, 
the Sama is as unconnected with the Agnishtut sacrifice as with any other 
of the previously mentioned sacrifices, ete., ete. ). 

If the sentence in question had laid down a certain purification of 
the Varavantiya, then we could, somehow or other, identify it with that 
which had been previously mentioned (in connection with the Agnishtut 
sacrifice),—as we do in the case of the sentence ‘ erihzn prokshati > which 
lays down a purification of the corn. But, as a matter of fact, the 
sentence in qnestion does not lay down any such purification. Con- 
sequently we conclude that the Varavantiya of the sentence in question 
has no connection with the Agnishtoma Sama of the previous sacrifice. 

Objection: “ Though the Varavantiya serves to fulfil an end desired 
“by the human agent, yet, so long as it does not help to bring about the 
‘‘completion of the sacrifice, it cannot fulfil that end either ; and thus the 
‘< accomplishment of the sacrifice also being indirectly indicated. the said 
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* Sama attains the position that had been previously found for it (at that 
* sacrifice), just as though the Ourd and the Milk help in the performance 
“of the sacrifice, yet they become connected with the details of the 
* Pranita vessel.” | 

Reply: Such is the case only when um details are m — as pii- 
cations. In the case iu question, however, the Agnishtoma Sama is not a 
qualification of the Vàravantiya. It could be such a qualification, only if 
the sentence in question actually referred to its context—which latter fact 
has still to be established (by the Pirvapatshin). If, in some way or 
other, a certain relationship of the Varavantiya with the Agnishtoma Sama 
were cognised, then there would be nothing to interfere with the application 
of the details of the latter to the former, like those of the Pranité to the 
Curd and Milk. 

Thus then, even this last argument of the Piirvapakshin does not affect 
the reasoning of the Siddhanta; and hence it is only by taking the 
sentence as laying down an independent Action that we can avoid a 
syntactical split (and make the sentence a single whole). 

Because in that case, even when all the elements of the latter 
sentence are such as have not been previously mentioned, all of them are 
capable of being laid down by the process of “ qualified Injunetion "5; while 
there can be no difficulty as to such an Injunction, when, às'a/ matter of ` 
fact, many of the details spoken of in the sentence in question are such as 
form part of the details of the previously mentioned Agnishtut sacrifice, 
and are applied to that mentioned in the sentence in question, only by 
indirect implication. 

For instance, (1) the word ‘état’ (in ‘ étasya’) would refer, by indica- 
tion, to the details of the previous sacrifice, specially as such indirect indi- 
cation is not faulty in the case of a Reference or Description (as it is in that 
of an Injunction). Or the pronoun might directly denote the Action to be 
immediately mentioned ; as the pronoun ‘ ésha’ does in the case of the sen- 
tence ‘ athaisha jyotih, etc.’ ;—(2) as for the Varavantiya, it appears in the 
previous sentence as helping in the performance of the sacrifice; and as 
such, in that form, it would become referred to in the sentence in question, 
as appertaining thereto by indirect implication ;—(3) and the operation 
of the Injunctive also would be very much simplified by making it enjoin 
only the sacrifice as qualified by the peculiar relationship of the Révati 
and the Varavantiya as pointed out by the word ‘ krtva’. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as what would be enjoined in this case are— 
^ (1) the relationship of the Agnishtoma Sama with the Eévat? and the 
* Varavantiya, as well as (2) the sacrifice,—the case in question would be 
“a great deal different from other cases of ‘ qualified Injunction " (as in all 
"these cases, the object of Injunction is the sacrifice only). Because 
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“the qualifications of two distinct Actions cannot be amenable to the 
“ same (injunctive) effort, when an Injunction has served to lay down one 
* Action, we should have recourse to another Injunction for the purpose 
* of laying down another Action. That is to say, those properties and quali- 
“ fications that belong to a single Action are all implied by that Action 
* when it is enjoined, and as such, they do not necessitate any diversity in 
“ the operation of the Injunctive word ; while, on the other hand, when the 
' qualification belongs to an Action other than the one that is enjoined, 
*it is not implied by the enjoined Action, because it is not in any 
* way related to this latter,—and as such, for the sake of such qualifica- 
* tions, it would be absolutely necessary to repeat the operation of the 
4 Injunctive; and this would certainly involve a syntactical split." 

Reply : The latter Bhavana (which is signified in the word ‘ yajéta ") 
takes in, as its subject, only that which is denoted by the word * brtvà ' ; 
and that . Bhavana) too which is denoted by this latter word would take 
in only that qualification which belongs to its own specific object. Then, 
when the new sacrifice (mentioned in the sentence in question) has taken 
up the Rk ( Révat?) and the Sama (Vàravantiya), the position assigned to 
the Révati would be in accordance with the Sama that has its position 
already ascertained. 

That is to say, while the denotation of the word * krtvā, —after hav- 
ing established the relationship between the He&vot? and the Vàravantiya— 
is waiting on the look-out for the second Bhavana [that denoted by the 
word ‘yajeta’], it becomes taken up, as specified by its qualification (in 
the shape of the said connection between the Vdravantiya as based upon 
the Révati verses), by the ‘ Sacrifice’ (mentioned by the root ‘ yapt’ in 
‘yajéta’). And consequently what the ‘ sacrifice’ implies is its own quali- 
fieation (and not that of any other Action). That, however, which is 
denoted by the word ‘krtvā’—i.e., accomplishing or bringing about—is 
not directly connected with the said relationship (of the Rk and the 
Sama); and as such, inasmuch as that relationship comes to have a 
subordinate character, it is relegated to the subsidiaries of the sacrifice ; 
and consequently, in accordance with the Varavantiya, which has its position 
already known by indirect implication, the Révati verses also come to be 
referred to the same (Varavantiya). Thus then, though the sentence in 
question does not lay down the Agnishtoma Sama, yet the qualification 
of the ‘ Sacrifice’ extends to that Sama, and as such there is no incongruity 
in this. 

For the above reasons, it is clear that, in your theory, there is no 
relationship between the sacrifice in question and Vàravantiya. Because 
itis only when the qualifications or accessories have not themselves 
the character of Actions that they betake themselves to an Action; as for 
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the Vāravantīya, inasmuch as it is sung (and as such forms an action in 
itself), what can it have to do with another Action (the Sacrifice, for 
instance) ? 

That is to say, in the case of such accessories as the Dadhi, the 
Milking vessel and the like, we find that, without an Action, their very 
character of ** Instrument" cannot be attained; and as such they stand 
in need of some such Action. As for the Vüravantiya, however, inas- 
much as it is denotable by the root * g@yati’, it is an action in itself; and 
as such, even without any other Action, it is capable by itself, just like 
the sacrifice, of accomplishing the desired result ; and thus not standing 
in need of another Action, it would not be connected with any such, it 
would, when sung by itself on the basis of the Révati verses, bring about 
its result, independently of the performance of any such sacrifice as the 
Agnishtut. And in that case, the words—‘ étasya’, *agnishtoma-sama ’, 
‘krtva’® and ‘yajeta’—would all become wholly unconnected (and 
irrelevant) with the previous sacrifice (the Agnishtut). 

Consequently we must conclude that the Result (mentioned in the 
sentence in question) follows from the Sacrifice; and this sacrifice, being 
spoken of as qualified by properties wholly at variance with those of the 
previously mentioned Agnishtut, is wholly distinct from that sacrifice. 

The Bhashya explains the Sutra as—Saméshu évanjatiyakéshu bhin- 
navakyéshu karmayuktam phalam bhavet. In this the word ‘saméshu’ 
expresses, either the fact of the (previous) sacrifice (the Agnishtut) and the 
(latter) accessory (Vdravuntiya) not standing to each other in the 
relationship of the Basis and the Based, because of the inherent incapa- 
bility of the two,—or that of the Varavantiya, which is an Action by itself, 
being wholly independent of any other Action. The expression ‘ bhinna- 
vakyéshu ’ means that though in the case of both theories—7.e., whether the 
sentence in question be taken as mentioning a particular result following 
from the employment of a certain accessory in connection with the action 
mentioned in the previous sentence, or as laying down an altogether 
distinct Action,—the meaning of the second sentence would be different 
from that of the former, and as such the sentences would be distinct ; —yet 
the distinctness of the two sentences would be better justified by both of 
them laying down two distinct Actions; because otherwise, there would 
remain a certain semblance of the two sentences forming a single 
compound sentence (which would not be quite justifiable in face of the 
distinctness of their significations). 

Says the Blashya—nahyétusya revatyah santi, etc. It is just possible 
that some people might construe the sentence in question as that— 
'étasya ya révatyah, tàsu varuvantiyam krtvà' ; but, though, in this case, 
in view of the Context, the reference to the former qualified Sacrifice 
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would not involve a syntactical split, yet, inasmuch as the fact of bring- 
ing about (or employing) the Bēvatī verses themselves has not been 
previously laid down, any veference to this (as is inevitable in the said 
construction) cannot be quite allowable. And hence the sentence will 
have to be construed as—(1) ‘ tatra révatyah prayoktavyàh, (2) tāsu ca vāra- 
vantiyam, etc.’ ; and this would involvea — = and en the 
word ‘ éfasya ' lisi redundant. z i. i 

The following argument might be — iudi i For the sake 
“of the word ‘etasya’, we could take the sentence as follows—(1) the 
*Injunetive part: ‘étasya revatyah kartavyüh, tāsu ca Varavantiyam, 
“ tacca phalāya’, and (2) the reference part ; the word * yojeta* being taken 
“as merely referring to the previously mentioned Agnishtut sacrifice.” 

But thus too, the sentence is made to lay down three distinct facts; 
and as such syntactical split becomes inevitable ; and further, as for the 
Agnishtoma Sama, we cannot speak of its connection as being either 
enjoined or only referred to (in the sentence in question). If this connec- 
tion were enjoined, then inasmuch as the mere presence of the Agnish- 
toma Sama has: been pointed out by the previous Injunction, the word 
' easya ' would be absolutely useless ; and such an Injunction would also 
involve a syntactical split. This is one way of taking the said text of the 
Bhashya. LR 
Some people, however, take the word ‘état’ in the sense that is 
pointed out by its position, —namely, that of qualifying the Hevati. And 
in that case, the construetion of the sentence in question would be 
like this: ‘@tasyu yà Revatyak tasu vüravantiyam  Agnishtoma sama 
krtvā? But in this case also, inasmuch as there is no specification of 
the sa¢rifice (at which all this is to done),—as the word *éfasya' is 
wholly taken up in qualifying the Révat?, we do not take it with ‘ Agnish- 
toma’, as ‘etasya agnishtoma’ ; specially as even if such a relationship 
between the two words, were meant to be expressed, there would bea 
syntactical split. 

Though the question—'' how do you yourself avoid "m syntactical 
split ?"—should have been put by the opponent, after all the possible 
constructions of the sentence in question, in accordance with the Piürvapa- 
ksha, had been refuted,—yet the Pürvapakshin reasons thus in his mind: 
‘When we have so thoroughly refuted the position of the Siddhdantin, all 
these syntactical splits that he has brought forward are mere magical 
illusions in the void (of his own intellect); and so I will just put 
him the question,-—how do you yourself avoid the said syntactical split ?* 

The Siddhanti replies by putting forward the following construction : 
` Revatishu rkshu varavantiyam süma krivé pagukümo yajéta’; and the 
sense of the reply is that when the sentence in question is taken as laying 
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down a new Action, it is quite possible for this Action to be laid down in 
a qualified form (in the way shown in the construction put forward) ; 
aud as such the sentence having a single predicate, there would be no 
syntactical split involved. 

Question: “ Nanu arthabhedah: yügagcaivam hyapirvah kartavyak, 
“ Revatishu vüravantiyam apurvam '. That is to say, inasmuch as the 
“ sentence would involve two Bhavands mentioned in the sentence—viz., 
the one mentioned by the word ‘krtva’ and another by the word ‘ yajéta ’, 
“ there could not but be a split in the syntax." 

Answer : Not so; because what we mean is that the sentence lays 
down only one principal Bhavana (that signified by * yajeta ') as qualified 
by another secondary Bhüvanü (signified by * krtvà "). 

Objection : “ The relationship of the Revati and the Varavantiya could 
“ not be enjoined ; because as there could be no injunction of a qualification 
“ of qualifications (7.e., of the connection which is a qualification of the bring- 
"ing about, denoted by the root in ' krtvà', which again, according to 
“ you, is the qualification of the * yaga’) ;—any such connection could not 
“ be enjoined by means of the Injunctive Affix (Lin.) ; and as for the affix 
“t kivā’ (in ‘krtva’), it has not been mentioned by Panini, as having 
“the function of the Injunctive. Hence, though the Bhàvanü may he 
“spoken of as connected, yet, inasmuch as the activity of the human 
“agent should depend upon an Injunction, he would take that BAa- 
“ vand to be as good as non-existeut. Thus then, both the Revati and the 
"Vüravantiya being qualifications of the Bhavana of the ‘ sacrifice’ only, 
“they could not be employed outside the sacrifice itself; and as there is 
"mo ground for either of the two restricting the employment of the other 
“(that is whether the Revati restrict the Vàravantiya or vice versá is not 
“ ascertainable), both of them would come to refer to one and the same 
" stotra (Hymn); and then there being no such rule as that both of them 
“should be employed in one and the same place, there would be many other 
" Süámas—the Gayatri, and the rest—that could be*based upon the Rerat; 
“verses (there being no rule restricting the Revati verses as the basis of 
“the Varavantiya Sama only) ; and conversely the Varavantiya Sama also 
“would come to be based upon other verses—such as the Gayatri, the 
" Brhati and the like. And under the circumstances, the idea brought 
“about by the expression ‘ Revatishu Varavatiyam’ would become abso- 
“lutely useless. Hence it must be concluded that the sentence seems to 
^ lay down the Revati verses, in reference to the Faravantiya, which has 
“had its position duly ascertained (in connection with the previous 
t Agnishtut sacrifice).”’ 

Reply: The above argument does not affect our position ; because 
though the word * kriva' does not directly express an Injunction, yet in 
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such cases as the one in question, it is taken as pointing to an Injunction . 
all the same. That is to say, whenever we meet with a sentence like 
‘idam krtva idam kuryüt' (having done this, one should do that),—if the 
action denoted by the verb with the '£/và' affix is one that has been 
previously mentioned elsewhere, then its mention in this sentence is 
simply in the shape of a motive cause or occasion (for the performance of 
the second action); when, however, that action is not one that has been 
previously mentioned, then it is a means or instrument of the accomplish- 
ment of the second Action; because that Action, which is distinctly laid 
down as to be performed after the accomplishment of a previous Action (that 
which is mentioned by the word ending in ‘ ktvā `), can never be performed, 
unless that previous Action has been performed; and as such the 
performance of the Action being found to be absolutely necessary, it is 
admitted to be as good as directly enjoined. Thus, in the case in question, 
the relationship of the Revatt and the Va@ravantiy« (mentioned by the 
word ‘ikrtv@’) is such as has never been mentioned prior to the 
Injunction contained in the sentence in question; and as such it cannot be 
taken as a mere motive cause for the ‘ sacrifice’; and hence it cannot but 
be accepted as something to be actually performed or accomplished. 

Objection : “ If the said connection comes to be something to be accom- 
“plished, how is it that it becomes Powdl to the second Bhavana, which 
“ also is something to be accomplished ? ' 

In reply, the Bhashya says: dvavétavarthau did cabdah çaknoti 
vaditum, abhinirvrttim  pürvakàlatasica (the word 'kriva' is capable of 
signifying both accomplishment and sequence) [and as signifying sequence 
it is only natural that it should point to something that would be performed 
afterwards}, As to how a single word can have two significations, the 
Bhashya says—we find this to be the case in certain instances,—as, for in- 
stance, in ‘ goramdnaya’ (bring the cona),— where thougt. the ‘bringing ' has 
been previously cognised by other means, yet, the word ‘ gona’, though used 
in the sense of the ‘ red*horse', and as such taking the place of the two 
words * red? and ‘ horse ’, does not entail a syntactical split (and the only 
reason for this is that the single word signifies both redness and the horse). 
In the same manner, in the case in question, the affix ‘ktva’ would 
signify accomplishment as well as sequence. 

[It has been argued above—Teat, page 563—that the Injunction of the 
qualification of a qualification is not possible ; but this does not affect the 
case in question ; as] the qualification of a qualification can not be enjoined 
only in that case where that qualification, forming part of the Material, 
is not recognised as part of the Action itself. That is to say, we shall 
show under Sutra IV—-i—ii that itis only the qualification of the sacrificial 
material that is not touched by the Injunction. As for the connection 
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between the Révati and the V àravantiya, it serves as a necessary quali- 
fication of the action of “accomplishment” (denoted by the root ‘ihr’ 
in ‘krtva’); because mere “ accomplishment " being a generic term, unless 
it were qualified, it could not be recognised as something to be brought about. 

Thus then, in accordance with the declaration “ mrshyamahé havishà 
tigeshanam " it must be admitted that the ‘accomplishment’ (denoted 
by ‘kr’ in 'krtvà'), which serves to qualify the Bhavana expressed 
in connection with the root ‘yijz’ (in ‘ yajéta’), is itself qualified by 
the connection between the Révati and the Varavantiya. Thus it is, too, 
that certain Materials and Deities, qualifying the Prayajas that are quali- 
fications of an Action (the Darga-Pürnamüsa), come to be laid down as to 
be utilised in those sacrifices. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the sentence in question serves 
to specify the Rk (Révati) and the Sama (Varavantiya) in connection 
with the Bhavana (expressed in ‘ yajéta’), which is qualified by a certain 
relationship (of that Rk and that Sama) that has been duly accomplished 
(as expressed by the word ‘kriva’). And in this case, the word 
‘kriv@’ should be taken as denoting the particular order of sequence in 
which the various factors of the sacrifice are to be thought of (or deter- 
mined upon), and not as denoting actual performance; because the Sama 
is not employed before the Sacrifice itself (and if the word ‘kriva’ 
expressed actual performance, then the sama would have to be used before 
the sacrifice, as indicated by the sequence expressed by that word); and 
henee we donot take the sentence to mean that we should perform the sacri- 
fice after the Varavantiya Sama has been sung in connection with the Révati 
verses; all it does denote is that we should think of the singing of that 
Süma as to be performed, and then proceed with the actual performance 
of the sacrifice. 

Objection: “ Thus too, there are many objects of the Injunction—the 
“ Révati verses, the Varavantiya, the relationship of these, the Sacrifice, and 
“the desire for cattle. That is to say, the Injunction being assumed in 
“connection with each object that happens to be mentioned in the sen- 
“ tence, there come to be many objects for it ; and that leads to a syntactical 
** split.” i AE à 
Reply : This does not affect us; because we have already explained 
that the multiplicity of objects spoken of does not bring about the multi- 
plicity of the object of the Injunction. 

If, however, what you mean is the multiplicity of those that are en- 
joined as fulfilling some useful purposes,—then, we offer you the following 
reply : Even though many such useful objects may be mentioned, yet there 
isonly one that forms the object of the Injunction ; and this one object, in 
the case in question, 18 tbe qualified bhavana connected with the ‘ sacrifice '. 
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Objection: “The Révati verses also are found to be enjoined in the 
sentence in question (over and above the said Bhavana). Your reply 
* would be all right, if the said multiplicity of objects depended only 
* upon that which is directly mentioned; in the case in question, however, 
“we find that all of the objects-—Révati, etc.—are distinctly enjoined as 
“useful; and as such there can be no doubt as to the said multiplicity.” 

Reply: All that happens to be predicated is not spoken of as ‘artha 
(meaning or object of the Injunction) ; that alone is spoken of as the ‘ ob- 
ject’ which is connected with the principal Injunction ; and there can be no 
doubt that there is only one such object in the sentence in question. This 
is what is meant by the Bhashya—nahyatranékasya proyojanatvénübhi- 
prétayanékam padam vidhdyakam. That is to say, inasmuch as all 
‘other minor actions spoken of in the sentence form part of the principal 
action of the Sacrifice, their cognition cannot be complete until that of the 
Bhüvanü of ‘Sacrifice’; and when this qualified Bhavana has been en- 
joined, there remains nothing more to be looked for. 

Thus then, we conclude that the real object of the sentence being one 
only, there is no syntactical split; while we have shown the many splits 
that are consequent upon the taking of the sentence as the Injunction of 
an accessory detail for the previous Agnishtut sacrifice. 

The Bhashya brings forward another argument of the opponent: 
* Athocyéta Revatyddisarvavigeshanavigishto ydga étasydgnishtutod vidhi- 
yité.” This argument has been brought forward with the sole purpose of 
justifying the use of the word ‘étasya.’ Though this argument admits of 
the Action mentioned by the sentence in question being distinct from the 
previous Agnishtut, yet, inasmuch it makes the sentence lay down the 
Result as connected with the Action,—yet it is opposed to our own view ; 
and hence we shall refuteit. The argument may be thus explained : “ The 
“ text in question may be construed thus—Révatishu Varvantiyam agni- 
“ shtoma sama krivd étasyangéna yajéta (Having sung the Vàravantiya in 
“the Révati verses, one should perform this sacrifice, as subsidiary to the 
‘‘ previous Agnishtut). The advantages attendant upon this construction 
“would be two-fold: (1) there would be no reason for rejecting that 
* which is pointed out by the Context, and (2), the use of the word 
“*@tasya’ would be justified as pointing to that (Agnishtut) which is 
* in close proximity with itself, in the Context." 

To this argument, we make the following reply: The above con- 
struction is not possible ; because that would make the word * pagukámah ' 
wholly irrelevant; and if you do not reject it as such, its inclusion would 
involve a syntactical split ; as a single Action cannot, at one and the same 
time, be laid down as forming part of another sacrifice (the A n u 

also as accomplishing a certain result (Cattle). 
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Objection: “ Athaivamucyéta ‘ Revatishu krtena vdravantiyena pagu- 
kamo yajéta.' "' 

Though this view has been already dealt with, yet it is brought for- 
ward again by the Bhàshya, with a view to show another discrepancy in it. 
Or it may be that, in all cases where an Injunction mentions the fulfilment 
of a desirable end by means of certain accessories, people performing sacri- 
fices have two distinct notions :—(1) some people, like the Mimamsakas, 
believe the Result to follow from the Accessory, (2) while others believo 
that the Accessory only helps in the Sacrifice, and it is the Sacrifice thus 
aided that brings about the particular result. And it is in accordance with 
this latter view that the above objection has been put forward. 

The construction of the texts, in accordance with the above argument 
of the opponents, would be as follows :—“ ‘ Desiring Brahmic glory, we 
“ should always perform the Agnishtut ; but if we desire the acquisition 
“of cattle, then we should perform the same sacrifice as qualified by the 
* Révati verses (and the Varavantiya sung in connection with them). In 
“ this case, we find that the Injunctive affix (in the ‘Yajeta’ of the sentence 
“in question) would serve to enjoin what is in close proximity with it 
“(viz the Agnishtut sacrifice); but being taken up by something else 
* (7.e., the qualification), it would not lay down the original appearance of 
“that Action; and as for the qualified character of the sacrifice, this 
“ would be based upon the Injunction. That is to say, inasmuch as the 
“affix would enjoin the sacrifice with reference to the Result, it would not 
“have to be removed from its legitimate sphere ; and as not pointing to the 
"appearance of any Action, it could not lay down any such appearance ; 
“then as for the Injunction of many things,—just as in the case of the 
“ sentence laying down the original appearance of a distinct Action, 
“ such Injunction of many things is said to be for the purpose of the said 
“ Injunction of the Action ; so, too, would it be in the case of the sentence 
“being the Injunction of the Result; as in this case also what is actually 
“ enjoined is the Action itself, with reference to the particular result. It is 
“with a view to all this that we have said—‘atha Révatishu krtena 
" Vüravantiyéna pagukamo yoj&ta.' As for the Instrumental ending in ‘ Vär- 
“ vantiyéna,’ it actually denotes Instrumentality, inasmuch as the Vdra- 
'" vantiya is an Instrument that helps, through the Stotra, the performance 
" of the sacrifice. Or it may be taken as denoting a characteristic, —the 
“ sense of the sentence being that ‘one desiring cattle should perform the 
= Agnishtut sacrifice as characterised by the Vdravantiya, etc." 

To the above, the Bhàshya makes the following reply : narram gakyam, 
rgyantarapragünát vigeshahündt vatyunyam. That is to say, if the Action 
meant in the sentence in question be the same as the previous Agnishtut 
Sacrifice, then, inasmuch as the previous sentence has laid down the 
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Agnishtoma süma, in connection with that sacrifice, as based upon the 
Vayavya verses,—if in accordance with the sentence in question, the same 
süma were to be sung as based upon the Revati verses, that would cause a 
flaw in the sacrifice, as being deprived of the previously mentioned basis 
of the sama, in the shape of the Vàyavyü verses. 

Objection: * When you yourself were faced by the argument that— 
“< many other sfmas also come to be sung in connection with the Revati 
“ verses'—— you urged in defence the argument that—'the word kriva 
"serves to lay down the fully accomplished relationship of the Revat? aud 
“the Vàravantiya for the sake of the sacrifice, for the word is quite capable 
“of signifying two meanings etc., etc., etc., etc. (And so we too could 
4 — forward the same argument in support of our view.)" 

The Séddhànti, however, thinks that an Injunction öf many things 
is possible only inthe case of the sentence laying down a new Action, 
‘and not in any other case; with this in view, he makes the following 
reply: What we say is possible in our case, because there is a direct declara- 

‘tion to the effect; while, in your case, as there is no such direct declaration, 
it would be impossible to obtain the Revati verses by merely getting hold 
of the Varavantiya ; and as such, the said argument cannot help you. ! 

The opponent retorts—“ Then we too may have a direct declaration— 
‘such as * pagukamo Révatishu varavantiyamabhinirvartayet tato yajeta ' ;— 
“that is to say, the Injunction would be that of a qualified Action with 
"reference to a particular result; or that the word ‘krtvā’ being the 
"required Injunctive word, the ‘yajeta’ may be a mere reference to the 
" previously mentioned Agnishtut sacrifice; and the sense of this is that 
“even though the Injunction lays down the accessory with reference to the 
“ Result, there is nothing in the sentence that lays down the original 
“ appearance of the sacrifice.” 

In reply to this, the Szddhànti proceeds to show his own desirable con- 
clusion that he draws from the Apparent Inconsistency of the said ‘ Injunc- 
tion of many things: If any such declaration as you bring forward 
becomes an established fact, then the fact of the sentence in question lay- 
ing down a distinet Action, and not the mére accessory of the previous 
Agnishtut, becomes fully established. 

Objection: “ Nanu tato yajéta iti yagannvadat yügenüsyüngaprayo- 
“ janasambandho bhavishyati. [In that case, the word ‘yajeta’ referring 
“to the previous sacrifice, what is laid down in the sentence in question wowld 
“ be taken as related to the Agnishtut as tts subsidiary. |” 

In this the opponent only reiterates (in the Bhashya) his former argu- 
ment, not admitting the defeat meant by the Siddhanti to be inflicted by 
the bringing forward of the ‘direct declaration.’ He is met by the 
assertion (in the Bhüshya), This is not possible, ete.- The sense of this 
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argument of the Siddhants is that if the Varavantiya qualified by the Revaté 
verses be taken ns laid down (by the sentence in question) with reference 
to the sacrifice (the Agnishtut),—then, in that case, it would be necessary 
(for the sentence in question) to make a reference to that sacrifice; and 
hence as it would be merely referred to in the sentence, it could not be related 
either to the accessory or to the Result mentioned in the sentence ; and as 
such the reference itself would be wholly superfluous ; if, on the other hand, 
it be related to any or both of them, there would be a syntaetical split. If 
aguin the sentence be taken as laying down a sacrifice as qualified by certain 
accessories, —then, inasmuch as there would be no reason for recognising 
this sacrifice to be the same as the Agnishtut, it could not but be admitted 
to be a distinct Action by itself. Nor could the sentence be construed as 
* yat pagukamo yugéta, etc.’—the reference being to the Result; this would 
not be possible, because as the particular result herein mentioned is not 
mentioned previously in the context, there could be no reference to it. 

This argument also sets.aside the view that the sacrifice (Agnishtut) 
is the motive cause of the Injunction of the Varavantiya. 

Thus then, inasmuch as there would be no very strong ground for 
connecting the V àravantiya with the Revatt verses (and not with the 
other verses), the rejection of the particular Vāyavyð verses gemis 
mentioned would make a deficiency iu the sacrifice. - T 

Oljection: “Atha yägasambandhonuvädak, pee cangata. 
“ That is to say, the result following from the Accessory, what the sen- 
"teuce does is to refer to the fact, pointed out by the context, of that 
“ being subsidiary to the sacrifice.” 

It might be argued, against the Bhàshya bringing forward this objec- 
tion, that there is no difference between this objection and that brought 
"forward with regard to the particular relationship of the Basis and the 
Based, that has been already refuted (see Tegt, page 558). | 

But there is a distinct difference between the two cases. On the for- 
mer occasion, we have refuted the application, to the case in question, of 
the law laid down under Sūtra III—i—18 ; that is to say, that application 
could be possible only on the recognition of the said subsidiary character, 
and hence the relationship of the Agnishtoma-sima would become very 
easy. 

To the above objection, the Bhashya makes the following reply : The 
Syntaz is always more authoritative than the Contect. The said relationship 
of the Basis and the Based could be accepted only when it is found to be pos- 
sible, as being in keeping with the connection of the particular result ; but 
we have alread y shown that no such connection is possible ; while the rela- 
tionship of the Primary and Subsidiary (ov Whole and Parij could be pos- 
sible only hy being included in the Procedure of the Sacrifice , as a matter 
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of fact, however, it is not so included, as we shall show under Sūtra 
III—iii—11, where it is mentioned that that which is not connected, etc., 
etc., becomes included in the Procedure,—while we find the sentence in ques- 
tion connected with a particular Result. 

'l'hus then, there being no incongruity, the sentence in question must 
be taken as laying down a distinct Action qualified by a particular Acces- 
sory and a definite Result. 

The following argument might here be — forward: ‘ Even 
“though the sentence may lay down a distinct Action, the Result would 
“ follow from the Accessory as helped by that Action." 

This is refuted by the well-recognised fact of the Result following 
from the sacrifice, as is distinctly indicated by the proximity of the In- 
junctive affix (with the root ‘ yajz’), as has been shown under the Bhavar- 
thadhikarana (II—i—1), wherein the two alternatives (as to the result 
following from the Accessory or the Action) have been duly considered. 
Consequently the sentence in question must be taken as forming the 
injunction of an independent Action. 

Objection: ^" The qualified sacrifice being the object enjoined, how 
“ could the Agnishtoma-sama, which is an Action other than that sacrifice, 
"be connected with the particular qualification (in the shape of the 
“ Varavantiya as sung in connection with the Revati verses) ? ” 

Reply: It is by direct assertion. As shown before, the assertion 
meant here is the one whose existence is cognized by means of indirect 
implication, in the form—‘ the connection of the Revati and the Vdrav- 
antiya is to be wrought out of the Agnishtoma-sama, Though as a 
matter of fact, there exists no such particular s@ma named ‘ Agnishtoma,’ 
out of which the Varavantiya might be wrought out,—yet what is meant 
is that it is to be wrought out of the Yajfiüyajiya-süma, which is men- 
tioned in the context. Or, the expression ‘out of the Agnishtoma-sima’ 
might mean that the Varavantiya would exist in the midst of the effects 
of the Stotra (the Agnishtoma), as serving the purpose of accomplishing 
it. 

For these reasons we conclude that in the case of similar sentences, 
the Result would be connected with the Action. 


RR DORN P PEN PPP. MES 


l ADHIKARANA (13). 
[A singlo result follows from the Saubhara and the Nidhana.] 


Sūtra (28): “Because of the mention of human effort in 
“connection with the Saubhara, there must be a distinct desirable 
“ result connected with the Nidhana.” 


From among the Ukthya Hymns, the Saubhara is the Brahmasãma 
that has been laid down in connection with the Jyotishfoma ; in connection 
with this we have the sentences ‘ Yadi Rathantaram,’ etc., which serve to lay 
down certain motive causes ; aud then later on, we meet with the sentence -— 
(1) * Yo vrshtikümo yo'nnadyakamé yah svargakamah sa saubharéna stuvita’ ,— 
which meutions the three results in connection with the Saubhara which is 
a necessary accompaniment of the Jyot’shtoma sacrifice, in accordance 
with the rule that all such desirable results are connected with the neces- 
sary accompaniment, because this is equally present in all cases; and it 
will be shown later on, under Sūtra IV —111—5, that such an accompani- 
ment can be only that which helps the sacrifice and fultils a desirable end of 
ihe human agent; and under Sūtra IV—iii—26, that the several results 
mentioned follow from the said necessary accompaniment, alternatively. 
Then again, with reference to the aforesaid Saubhara, we have the follow- 
ing sentence—(2) ‘ Hishiti vrshtikümüya nidhanam kuryat, ürgityannad- 
yukamaya, tih iti svargakamaya.’ — [* Nidhanam’ is the concluding part of 
the süma.]| 

In connection with these two sets of texts, we proceed to consider 
the following question: Does the Saubhara (mentioned in the former 
sentence) bring about its result by itself, independently of the Nzdhanus, 
‘hish’ and the rest (mentioned in sentence (2) ), which bring about sepa- 
rate results of their own (apart from that of the Sawbhura),—or these 
‘hish,’ etc., have been laid down as the various instruments which, when 
employed in connection with the same aforesaid Suubhara, help it in 
bringing about the said results ? 

Though this question has nothing to do with the difference or non- 
difference of Actions, yet it has been introduced here as in a way con- 
nected with the subject. Or, it may be that, like the difference and non- 
difference of Actions, the difference and non-difference of the resultaut 
Apürva also forms the subject-matter of the Adhydya, 
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Specially as the question herein introduced affects the actual per- 
formance of the Action also: for instance, at the time that the Saubhara 
has been commenced by one who wants Rain (1), would the other two 
Nidhanas (ürg and àü&) be used at the time (along with the Saubhara), 
with a desire for the other two results (Food and Heaven), and a distinc- 
tion be made between the two desires for Rau also,—if the three results 
mentioned in the latter passage as following from the three Nidhanas were 
different from those very results mentioned in the former passage as follow- 
ing from the Saubhara itself; (2) or the latter sentence only serves to 
specify the particular Nidhanas for the same Sawbhara (as leading to the 
three particular results), and hence at the time that one has commenced 
the Saubhara for the sake of rain, he should make use of the “ His" 
Nidhana only, the Rain mentioned (in the second sentence along with 
this Nidhana) being the same (as that mentioned previously along with 
the Saubhara) ;—and similarly with the Saubhara, when performed for 
the sake of Food or Heaven. 

As tothe origin of this Doubt, some people explain it as lying in 
the two peculiar constructions that the Bhüshya has put upon the sen- 
tence in question; and accordingly the question becomes reduced to a 
verbal one, viz: “ Are the words ‘hish, etc., connected directly with the 
words ‘ desire for rain, etc., or with the word * Nidhana’ only?” ‘Though 
the word ‘ Nidhana’ is not mentioned along with ‘ arg’ and ‘ an,’ yet there 
is always a desire on our part to learn what these are; and through prozi- 
mity they come to be recognised as * Nidhanas.’ 

On the above question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 


“The ‘hish’ and the rest mentioned in the latter sentence bring 
“about distinct results of their own,—(1) because they are laid down 
“ over again, (2) because the distinct mention of the result in the latter 
“sentence could be justified only if these results were distinct ; and (3) 
“ because this interpretation makes possible the acquisition of many 
* more desirable results. 

“ That is to say,—(1) If the results mentioned in the latter sentence 
“wero the same as those that followed from the Saubhara itself, then 
‘“ their repetition (in the latter sentence) would be wholly useless; be- 
‘cause in that case, there would be nothing that would be laid down by 
"the sentence in question; because the ‘ hish’ and the rest are already 
" known, from other Vedic texts, as the Nidhanas of the Saubhara (and the 
"only other object spoken of in the sentence is the result, and this you 
* take to be the same as that previously mentioned ; and so the sentence 
" would have nothing new to say). Nor can it be urged that the 
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* sentence in question would serve the purpose of restricting the Nidhanas 
“because these being directly laid down (in other Vedic texts)as the 
* Nidhanas to be employed, they can not rightly be set aside on the 
“strength of any such implied restrictions. As a matter of fact, in all 
“cases, restriction, as serving the sole purpose of setting aside something, 
* is highly objectionable. But when all other objects are indirectly im- 
“ plied, then it is possible for the one that is directly laid down to set 
* aside those; in the case in question, however, the use of the ‘hish’ and 
* the rest is not implied indirectly ; and hence the injunction of any one 
"of them cannot set aside the rest. Because we find that they are all 
“ directly laid down by the text that lays down the Saubhara; and under 
“the circumstances, it is scarcely right to take any one of them as set- 
"ting aside the rest, on the mere ground of a repetition actuated by au 
"Injunetion; specially when this latter admits of another explanation. 
"In accordance with our theory, however, the use of * Àish and the rest 
“having the capability of bringing about distinct results of their own, 
“ would be more desirable, for the agent, than those that have been men- 
“tioned as forming part of the Saubkara and thereby helping in the 
“ accomplishment of the sacrifice; and on the ground of this greater 
* desirability the former would very rightly set aside all the latter. 

*(2) The sentence in question would serve a useful purpose, only 
‘if it laid down the relationship (causal) between the ‘ Rain,’ ete., and 
“the ‘hish, etc., which is not laid down in any other sentence. And 
“this would also save us from the anomaly of taking the word ‘ Vrshtz- 
“kamak’ as a mere qualification of the Saubhara, in a sentence which 
“would be taken as serving to restrict the Nidhanas,—while itis quite 
“capable of being taken directly by itself (as mentioning the result 
“ following from the Nidhanas), 

“(3) In the Veda, which consists of Injunctions, we always want a 
“lot of desirable results, because that makes it easier for the Injunctions 
“to urge the human agents to action. 

“ For these reasons we conclude that the results following from the 
“Nidhanas are distinct from those mentioned as following from the 
" Saubhara itself." 


SIDDH ANTA. 


Sutra (29): Inasmuch as those mentioned in the sentence 
in question are exactly the same as those mentioned before, the 
mention of the Results would refer to the Saubhara; and the 
repetition would serve the purpose of restricting the Nidhanas. 


To the above Pürvapaksha we make the following reply— 
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SIDDHANTA (A). 


The ‘hish’ cannot be connected with the Result, because that would 
make the mention of the nidhana wholly redundant; while if the nidhana 
be taken as connected with the Saubhara, the Result could be taken as 
qualifying the Saubhara. 

That is to say, if we were to take the sentence as-—‘ one should bring 
about rain by means of the hish, and by that as a nidhana of the Sau- 
bhura’—, there would be a syntactical split ; for if the * hish’ were not con- 
nected with the Saubhara, then the sentence would be wholly redundant. 
In accordance with our theory, there is nothing without some use; and 
out of the things spoken of in the sentence in question, the Saubhara, as 
bringing about Rain, etc., mentioned in another sentence, has already been 
laid down elsewhere, as also the Results themselves ; and hence all that the 
sentence has got to lay down is the relationship between the * hish,’ etc., 
and the Saubhara ; and as such there is no syntactical split. 

Nor is the sentence altogether useless, as it serves the purpose of 
restricting the particular nidhanas. Even apart from any consideration 
of the one being more desirable, there is, in the case in question, a distinct 
setting aside of the one by the other, on the ground of one being more 
generic in its character than the other ; as for instance, the word ‘ Saubhara’ 
applying to all parts of that sama, it is only by indirect indication that 
al its midhanas (hash, etc.) could be mentioned by the sentence speaking 
of the * Saubhara’ ; while the sentence in question mentions the particular 
nidhanas directly ; and as such this latter is more authoritative than the 
former (and as such this would very well restrict the use of the nidhanas 
implied in the former sentence). And just as that which is implied is set 
aside by that which is directly mentioned, so is also that which is indirect- 
ly indicated, Or, the sentence in question does not set aside any thing 
of the song mentioned by the word “ Saubhara”’; because all that it does 
is to lay down certain letters * hish’ for instance; and as such it would set 
aside certain other letters only (and not the song itself). If the sentence 
had laid down the part of some other song, then the part of the Saubhara 
would be set aside by that ; as a matter of fact, however, the restriction of 
the nidhana only serves to preclude certain letters of the stobha (the 
sama). And as such there is no anomaly of the preclusion of that which 
has been directly laid down. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the repetition of the Results in 
the sentence in question serves to restrict the nidhanas. 


There is something to be said against the above interpretation of 
the Adhikarana ; and this we proceed to show as follows :—— 
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As for the form of the Doubt itself, there can be no such doubt ; be- 
cause the construction of the sentence in question is wholly different from 
that on which the abovementioned Doubt has been based ; because (in the 
sentence ‘ hishiti vrshtikamaya nidhanam ’), ‘ hish’ cannot be taken along 
with *»zdhanam, because of the intervention, between them, of the word 
‘ ershtikümüya, as it would be very undesirable to take the sentence as 
* hish is the nidhana, etc.’ (This is the case of the above representation of 
Pürvapaksha.) 

So also in the case of the above representation of the Siddhanta, if 
the sentence be taken as laying down the ‘hish’ with reference to the 
‘nidhana’ as qualified by ‘desire for vain,—then, inasmuch as it would 
contain a reference to a qualified object, there would be a distinct syntac- 
tical split. If it be taken as laying down the hish with reference to the 
nidhana only (not qualified by ‘ desire for rain’), then the mention of the 
Result would be wholly useless. Because the connection with all nédhanas 
has already been laid down by the mere mention of the ‘ Saubhara’ ; and 
hence no useful purpose would be served by the sentence laying down 
such à connection only. If again, the sentence be taken as—‘ vrshtika- 
maya yat saubharam tasya yannidhanam tatra hish padamprayunjita’ 
(one should use the word ‘ hish’ in the »zdhana of that Saubhara which is 
sung for the sake of Rain),—then, inasmuch as this would involve various 
predications, there would be a syntactical split. Though ‘desire for rain,’ 
‘Saubhara’ and its ‘nidhanas’ have all been mentioned before, yet, inas- 
much as there are many other nidhanas present in the Saubhara, it is neces- 
sary to make an attempt to preclude these; and thereby the sentence 
would come to serve more purposes than one; and that would entaila 
syntactical split. 

Then again, the Siddhdnta, as represented above, has not quite effectu- 
ally refuted the Pirvapaksha ; as the fact of the hish, etc., being nidhanas 
is mentioned by the Veda itself. 

For the above reasons, we must explain the Adhikarava as follows :-— 

The hish being taken with the word 'vrshtikamüya, there arises a 
doubt as to whether the sentence points to its connection with the Result 
or with the Means. That is to say, the sentence being taken as ‘ hishiti 
vrshtikāmāya, there arises a doubt as to whether the hish is related 
directly to the Result, or to a particular Means (in the shape of the 
Saubhara) as qualified by that Result ? 

In fact, it is this construction of the sentence that has been shown in 
the Bhashya, by means of the sentences—hishiti nidhanamiti, état phalam. 
bhavatiti. The sentence—vrshtikamayéti saubharavigéshanam | ( Bhüshya) 
— means that the Saubhara not being mentioned by name in the sentence 
in question, it is only by means of indirect indication that it could 


798 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. II—PADA II—ADHI. (13). 


be qualified by the Result therein mentioned. The assertion—na hisha 
sambandhat—means that the hish has no connection with the form of the 
result. 

And then, inasmuch as the position of the Pürvapaksha based upon 
the repetition of the Injunction would be established otherwise, through 
the force of the collective Injunction relating to the sacrifice in question, 
we proceed to put forward the following position of the 


PÜRVAPAKSHA (B). 


“Tf every one of the nzdhanas were restricted with reference to the 
* Saubhara as engaged in fulfilling its own function,—then, inasmuch 
“as the Injunction of the hish and the rest would be established by the 
“ very fact of these being brought forward by the collective Injunction of 
* the sacrifice in question, there would be no use of another Injunction of 
“them (in the sentence in question), No such collective Injunction, how- 
“ever, is capable of expressing the independent relationship of the hish 
* with the particular Result; and as such, in giving expression to this rela- 
“tionship, the sentence would be serving a distinctly useful purpose. 

* And further, the word ‘ wrshtikamaya’ having directly mentioned 
“the human agent concerned,—it is only natural that when this agent 
* comes to look for the means of accomplishing that Result, this want is 
“supplied by the mention of ‘hish’, etc. Otherwise (if the result be- 
“longed to the Saubhara, then) this Saubhara could be mentioned as the 
" means sought after, only through indirect Indication, based upon the 
“fact of its occurring in the same context and being capable of bringing 
* about the Result in question, And certainly there can beno ground for 
"having recourse to such an indirect Indication (so long as the want is 
* found to be supplied by means of direct Assertion). 

“ This representation of the Pürvapaksha appears to have been intended 
* by the Bhashya, as is shown by the sentence—tathàgrutilakshanü vishayé 
tt ca," 


SIDDHANTA (B). 


The Siddhünta, in that case, would be represented as follows :— 

The previous sentence having spoken of a certain Result as following 
from the Saubhara as a whole, what the sentence in question does is to 
restrict the particular nidhanas of the Saubhara with reference to each 
one of the results mentioned (and thus the mention of the results in the 
previous latter sentence is a reference to the very same results mentioned 
in the sentence). | 


That is to say, inasmuch as the results mentioned in the sentence 
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. in question are distinctly recognised as being the same as those mentioned 
previously in connection with the Suubhara as a whole,—we can never 
believe them to be distinct results (following from the particular Ni- 
dhanas). 

To the question —'* Why then should there be a repetition ? "—the 
answer is—Nidhandrtha punahçrutih (the repetition is for the purpose of 
restricting the Nzdhanas ). 

Question: “ Why should not the Hish, etc., be taken as connected with 
* the Results mentioned in the same sentence with themselves ? " 

Answer: Just as in the previous Adhikarana (II—ii—27) the Varavatiya 
was found not to obtain its desired substrate in the * Sacrifice, —so, in the 
case in question also, the Hish, etc., do not obtain their proper receptacle 
in the Results. That is to say, if we take the sentence as meaning that 
‘one should accomplish the particular result by means of the Hish,'— we 
are at once led to look for the substrate, resting upon which the Hish would 
accomplish that Result, And then, the ‘Saubhara, that happens to be 
mentioned in the Context, cannot be cognised as the required substrate ; 
because it is the whole sama that is expressed by the word *saubhara' ; and 
certainly the whole sima cannot be accomplished by means of the * Hish,’ 
in the same manner as the Homa is accomplished by means of the Dad: ; 
because the Dadhi is capable of extending over the whole of the Homa, 
while the * Hish’ cannot extend over the whole of the Saubhara; which is 
made up of many letters ; and so long as the * Hish’ does not accomplish 
the Saubhara, there cannot be any such relationship between them as that 
of the Basis and the Based. What the ‘ Hish’ can accomplish, by pervading 
over it, is the Nidhana ; but that does not form the subject of the Context ; 
and as such, it could not be the required substrate (of the * Hish’), except on 
the authority of the syntax (of the sentence in question). And thus, the 
seutence itself serving the purpose of pointing out the relationship (of the 
‘ Hish’) with the result as its substrate,—there would be a distinct syn- 
tactical split. 

So also, if we take the sentence as laying down the relationship of the 
' Hi:h with reference to every one of the Nidhanas, then, that would set 
aside the Context, and make the ‘ Hish ' connected with all the Samas ; and 
then it would be necessary, somehow or other, to specify the Sama as the 
* Saubhara' ; and this would require a deal of mental effort. 

Then again, even though the ‘Hish’ could be the means of accomplish- 
ing the Saubhara, through one of its parts, —yet inasmuch as the Suubhara 
consists of many parts, it is not quite clear where the ‘Hish ' is to be put in. 
That is tosay, as a matter of fact, the accomplishment of the Nidhana, 
which is a part of the Saubhara, does not accomplish the Saubhara itself 
that forms the subject of the Context ; because the part is not known as 
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the Saubhara; and we have already shown above that the Santis 
would be taken as the substrate of the ‘ Hish’, in whatever way it could 
be found to be capable of being such a substrate. But even if we grant 
the fact of its being the substrate,—-inasmuch as the Saubhara is made up 
of many such parts as the * Prastava’ and the like, it is not quite known 
in which part the * Hish' is to be iaserted ; specially as it cannot be said 
to be inserted in the Prastáva, in accordance with the law laid down 
under Sütra XII—11—23 ; because in that case it could not be referred 
to as ‘ Nidhana’ (which is the concluding part of the Sama). 

The following argument might be brought forward: “In the case of 
“the Ukthyas (Hymns) laid down for the sake of certain results, we find 
“that they have their substrate in the Jyotishtoma, which is pointed out by 
* the Context, and over the whole of which they do not extend ; and though 
‘it has many constituent parts, yet the said Hymns are, in accordance 
“ with another text, always placed at the end; and in the same manner, 
“in the case in question also, the * Hish’ and the rest, laid down for the 
* sake of certain results, would have the Saubhara for their substrate ; and 
‘therein their position would be fixed by the Veda itself as the end of the 
“ Sama; and it would be this their character of * Nzdhana ' that would be 
“referred to in the sentence in question." 

To this we make the following reply: What you say is not possible ; 
because in the case of the Hymns, inasmuch as they could not be employed 
at any other place, their position was fixed ; as for the * Hish’ on the other 
hand, it is capable of occupying many positions ; and hence it is not quite 
surely indicated at which place it should be inserted. That is to say, 
as for the Hymns, inasmuch as they are never found in any other place, 
and are something superphysical, it is only right that they are never in- 
serted in the midst of the saerifice ; as a matter of fact, we have never found 
them occupying auy other place; and so long as their position is not as- 
certained, their true form cannot be ascertained, nor can they be connected 
with any result ; aud if they existed any where else, they could not be spoken 
of as * Ukthya,’ which is a name applied in accordance with the form (of the 
Sama); and as for the particular position that is pointed out by another 
sentence, itis not found to help the sacrifice in any way ; and as such that 
position comes to be taken along with the mention of the particular 
Results; and hence it comes to be recognized as helping in the accom- 
plishment of those results. In the case in question, however, the natural 
position of the ‘ Hish’ pointed out by the Veda has been mentioned by the 
Injunction of the Saubhara as helping the sacrifice and also as helping 
the accomplishment of a desirable result for the human agent; and in the 
sentence in question, inasmuch as the ‘Hish’ is laid down independently by 
itself, with regard to the particular result, there is nothing to show 
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whether it (the ‘ Hish’) is tobe used in ordinary parlance, or in a Vedic 
sentence, or in another Sama, or in another part of the Sama, or in that 
part of the Säma which occurs in the Context. If the ‘ Hish’ were recog- 
nised as laid down in connection with that (part of the Saubhara) which: 
forms the subject of the Context, then, inasmuch as the place of this 
part is already known, there would be no doubt as to the exact posi- 
tion of the * Hish. ' 

Objection: “ As the word is one and the same, the word ‘ Hish’ that 
* would be used in the case in question would be the same as that em- 
“ ployed in ordinary parlance ; and as such to whatsoever the ‘ Hish' may 
“be — as pertaining, it would always occupy the same posi- 
“tion.” 

Reply: This cannot be; because, even though the word be one only, 
it has a diversity of potencies, as with reference to the purpose served by 
it; and hence the position that the word occupies at one time, could not be 
the same at another time, when the purpose served by it would be wholly 
different, That is to say, the mere fact of the word being one does not 
lead to the conclusion that the position in which it has been found to be 
effective, in one place, would be its position in all cases ; for certainly the 
position oceupied by Devadatta while taking his food is not the same as 
that occupied by him when fighting; as the particular position that a 
thing would occupy depends upon the purpose to be served, and not upon 
the form of the thing itself; and the form remains always the same, what- 
ever the position may be. Consequently, when the purposes to be served 
are different, a single thing comes to occupy different positions. So, in the 
case in question, the position of the * Hish’, as helping the accomplishment 
of the Saubhara, cannot be believed to be the same as that occupied by it 
while accomplishing a desirable result for the human agent. 

Objection: “As a matter of fact the Hish, in both cases, serves to 
“accomplish the desirable result of a human agent; and it is only by the 
“way that it helps also in the accomplishment of the Saubhara (and thus 
“the purpose remaining the same, there would be no difference in the 
“ position).” 

Reply: Itis not so; ; because ilius the — position of the 
* Hish’ has been duly ascertained, the Saubhara cannot be laid down as 
accomplished by it ; and then, what you say would involve a mutual inter- 
dependence: the position of the Hish being ascertained by the fact of its 
helping in the accomplishment of the Saubhara, and this latter fact being 
based upon that position of the Hish. 

Objection: “Just asin the Abhyuditeshfi, even though the madhyama- 
“tandula, etc., are mentioned, yet the tandula that is used is the same 
“that has been mentioned in the Context,—-so, in the case in question 
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“also, the Hish, etc., would be taken as those referring to that (Saubhara) 
* which is mentioned in the Context." 

Reply: What you say is quite proper in the case of the Abhyudsmeaais. ^ 
firstly, because we find the tandula that is mentioned above to be referred 
to by the sentences mentioning the connection of Daibiagy which supply the 
element wanting in the sentence containing the word * Vibhajati,’ which 
distinctly points to that which has been mentioned in the Context; and 
secondly, because the division of the Madhyama, etc., which are mentioned 
by means of the word ‘ Yat ’, does not give rise to any idea apart from that 
of the ¢andula mentioned in the Context; and hence no other tandula 
is taken up. In the case in question, however, we find none of these 
reasons applying to the case of Hish, etc.,and hence there is nothing to 
set aside the idea obtained through the ordinary method of comprehen- 
sion. 

Thus then, inasmuch as the meaning of the sentence cannot be as 
the Pürvapakshi explains, we offer another explanation. 

When, look howsoever much we do, we do not find any relationship 
of the Result directly mentioned (in the sentence in question), then, in 
order to save the Direct Denotation of the sentence from being rejected, we 
take it as referring to the means of accomplishing the mentioned results, 
which have been previously spoken of in the Context ; and hence the mean- 
ing of the sentence comes to be this: ‘The word hish is subsidiary to the 
means of accomplishing the Rain, etc., that have been mentioned in the 
Context.’ The word ‘ vrshtiküma ' in this sentence pointing to that * vrsti- 
kama’ which has been mentioned before, comes to indicate only the Sau- 
bhara, as the means of accomplishing. itself, and nothing else; nor is it 
cognised as indicating the means of the accomplishment of any other result. 
And even though the ‘ Hish, etc., may have been already laid down (as 
part of the Sawbhara), yet the sentence in question would serve the dis- 
tinctly useful purpose of restricting the Nédhanas, as has already been ex- 
plained above (under Siddhanta, A). And these, ' hish, etc., would be 
restricted by the sentence in question, exactly in the same form as that in 
which they are implied by the Saubhara; and (this form being that of the 
Nidhana), their character of Nidhana, becoming accomplished even 
without the actual mention of the word ‘ndhana,’ it is this character that 
is merely referred to in the sentence in question (thus there being no 
occasion for any syntactical split). This is what is shown in the Bhashya 
— vrshtikamüya saubharamastyeva, etc., etc. 


This Adhikarana embodies the exception to two of the foregoing Adhi- 
karanas, viz., that the result follows from the Accessory (II—ii—26), and 
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that it follows from the Action and not from the Accessory (II—ii—27). 
Because what is herein shown is that the sentence in question does not lay 
down the Result, but only indicates the ‘ Hish,’ etc., as part of the Saub- 
hara leading to the aforesaid results. 

The syntactical split that had been urged against us, would have been 
possible, if we admitted of a relationship of the Nidhana (with the Hish, etc.) 
or if we took the Nidhana as directly qualifying the Saubhara. As a matter 
of fact, however, we do none of these; as we hold the relationship to exist 
between the Hish and the word ‘ vrshtiküma ' ; and the fact of the Nidhana 
being the qualification of Saubhara, we deduce from the Context; and 
certainly the peculiarities deduced from the Context do not cause a 
syntactical split. And hence the anomaly of syntactical split does not 
quite apply to us. 


[ SUPPLEMENTARY ADHIKARANA.] 


There is yet another point to be considered, in this connection: (1) 
Does the sentence in question serve to restrict the Hish, etc., with reference 
to the means of accomplishing Rain, etc., in the shape of the Saubhara 
in whatever Rescension of the Veda the Sama may be found to appear ? or 
is the Saubhara to be employed for one desiring rain, in that form in 
which it appears in that Rescension wherein it is found with the Hish as 
its Nidhdna? Similarly with the other two Nidhanas—Urg and Un. 

And on this point we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“As all the Saubharas appearing in the thousand Rescensions of the 
“ Samavéda are recognised as optional alternatives, what the sentence in 
“ question does is merely to restrict the Hish, etc., with regard to the Desire 
* for Rain, etc., (the Saubhara being of any Rescension of the Sámaveda)."' 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: As a general rule, the 
song to be employed for the sake of Rain, etc., must be of that particular 
Rescension in which that song appears with those particular Nidhanas. 

Because in order that the form of the song may not be utterly destroyed, 
one song is never connected with the parts of another song ; and hence what 
is recognised as the alternative to be employed is the whole of the song 
(together with its Nidhana and other parts); and as such all its restrictions 
should always follow the way in which it appears in the Veda. 

That is to say, the form of a Sama is ascertained wholly from the 
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Veda; and hence even the very slightest difference made in its text makes 
it wholly unrecognisable as the same. Consequently if the Nidhana of one 
Rescension were to be employed in the song of another Rescension, the 
song itself would become wholly changed. Nor are any modifications of 
the song allowable, except in.cases where we have a direct Vedic declara- 
tion of such modification,—as in the case of the word *górà' being 
changed into ‘airam’; and also because of the possibility of the con- 
iradiction being avoided by taking up the song of the same Rescension, 
there would be nothing.to warrant the modification; as in all cases we 
admit of the modification, only on the ground of the original form being 
impossible to be used. In the case in question, however, we have a 
distinct song (wherein the Nidhana is quite compatible); and hence it is 
with regard to this song of the Saubhara with the Nidhanas ‘ Hish, 
etc., that it appearing doubtful as to which of the Nidhanas is to be em- 
ployed, the sentence in question serves to restrict the use of each Nidhana. 
And as the many alternatives conceived of are all in the form of the 
whole Sama (Saubhara, as with the one or the other Nidhana), and not 
in that of its parts, there can be no room for the Nidhana peculiar to 
other Rescensions. And the sentence in question restricting the part 
(Nidhana), the whole of the Sama becomes restricted thereby (as the 
restriction of the part cannot be possible without the whole being affected 
at the same time); just as when the Pupil is enjoined to eat out of a 
Kansya vessel, and that too of the food left by his Teacher, it becomes 
necessary for the Teacher also to eat in a vessel of the same metal (as 
otherwise the Pupil could not eat of the food left by him in the Kansya 
vessel). 

The sentence in quat is pee of yet another interpretation. 
‘The sentence lays down the mere relationship between the Saubhara and 
the Hish, both of which have been mentioned previously,—the construction 
of the sentence being: ‘yat m P-—— yacca a 
nidhanam, tadékatra. sampadaniyam. ’ 

Thus then, we conclude that the — serves to — the use of 
the whole Saubhara-süma (with reference to the various results). 


MÀ 


THUS ENDS THE SECOND PADA OF ADHÁYA IL 


ADHYAYA II. 


Pipa III. 


| ADHIKARANA (1). 
[ The Grahagrata is subsidiary to the Jyotishtoma. | 


Sutra ( e. “ The Accessory, being in connection with the 
“Sacrifice, would bring about a distinct Action, because the con- 
nection is in its entirety.” 


In connection with the Jyotzshtoma, from among the various alternative 
Samas, the Brhadrathantara has been laid down as the means of accom- 
plishing the particular Hymn (Prshtha) ; and then we find the sentence— 
* Yadi Raihantarasümü somah syül aindravüyavügrün grahan grhniydt, 
yadi Brhatsümà gukragran’ (‘If the Soma is connected with the 
Rathantara sama, precedence should be given to the holding of the vessels 
dedicated to Indra and Vayu, ete., ete., etc. °). 

And in connection witk. these two sentences, there arises the followin g 
question with regard to the Action with its Accessory, that is mentioned in 
the latter sentence: Is it an action distinct from the Jyotishtoma, or is it 
the same Jyotishtoma mentioned over again, for the purpose of pointing 
out the reason for the precedence of the various vessels at the same sac- 
rifice, as characterised by the Ruthantara Sama ? 

For the sake of this question, we have got to consider the iiti 
question— Is the Rathantara related to the sacrifice in its entirety (4.e., is 
the Ruthantara the only Sama to be used at it) P or is it related by mere 
existence (7.e., the Rathantara is one of the many used in the sacrifice) ? 

And this leads us to yet another question—Is the Hathantara ac- 
cepted as qualified by the Sacrifice, or the Sacrifice as qualified by the 
Ruthantara ? 

Objection: ‘‘ Inasmuch as the presence of the word ‘yadi’ distinctly 
“ points out the Ruthantara as a conditional motive, and as that forms 
“ the subject of the proposition, there could be no relation of the quali- 
*' fication (between the Sacrifice and the Rathantara).” 
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Reply: The Rathantara could be taken as a conditional motive, only if 
it had been mentioned elsewhere, in the form that it is cognised as having 
in the case in question. When, however, such a Rathantara has not been 
mentioned elsewhere, we must admit its injunction by means of the sen- 
tence in question, And then, if the Jyotishtoma were always of the same 
character as that which is mentioned in the sentence in question, as having 
the conditional character, then, in that case, the mention of it in the 
sentence in question could be taken as serving the purpose of laying down 
an accessory detail for the same Jyotishtoma; if, on the other hand, the 
Jyotishtoma is not of that character, then it would be necessary to impose 
upon it that character, and then make it serve as the condition. That, 
without whose relationship the conditional character does not appear, be- 
comes the qualifier of the Condition also; as it will be declared under the 
Artyadhikarana (VI—iv—22, 23) that ‘we can allow of a qualification by 
the material offered’ (Bhà., p. 683). And thus there would be no anomaly 
in the form of the reference being made to a qualified object (as the refer- 
ence would be to the object only). 

The conclusion that would suggest itself at the first sight, in connec- 
tion with the above questions, would be as follows: "The action mentioned 
in the sentence in question is none other than the Jyotéshtoma itself —(1) 
because the presence of the Rathantara Sama, as also that of the Brhat 
Sama, is mentioned by another sentence; (2) because the word ‘yadi’ 
distinctly points to the conditional character, which depends upon the pre- 
vious mention of that which is laid down as the condition ; (3) because 
the particular precedence of the vessel is included in the collective sentence 
laying down the whole procedure of the Action collectively ; (4) because the 
Accessory mentioned in the sentence is not set aside by any other Acces- 
sory mentioned more authoritatively elsewhere; specially so, in accord. 
ance with the Sūtra II—ii—106. 

In opposition to this position of the Siddhanta, we proceed to put 
forward the Pürvapaksha as embodied in the sūtra :— 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 
** The Action mentioned in the sentence in question is a distinct Action 
** because a compound is possible, only when the words compounded have 
“a certain capability ; and this capability is held to exist in the qualifying 
“ Sama ; and the qualification serves to differentiate the object qualified; 
“ while in the Jyotishtoma, we do not find the Rathantara differentiating 
“the sacrifice (by precluding all other Sümas). 
“ It has been explained above, under Sutra II—ii—23, that it is only 
“when the Accessory mentioned is wholly unconnected with the pre- 
“ viously mentioned action, that it serves to differentiate the Action 
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“ mentioned in the sentence from that mentioned before. In the case in 
* question, however, we find that the existence of the object expressed by the 
“ Bahuvriht compound —‘ Rathantarasama’ — is pointed out, by the word 
* * yadi’, as the condition (for the precedence of the vessel) ; and the charac- 
“ ter of the condition is not found to belong to the ewistence of the mere 
* Rathantara; as that has only a subordinate position in the compound 
* (being only a qualification of that which is expressed by the compound). 
“ Specially as in the sentence, we do not recognise the Rathantara to be 
* qualified by the Sacrifice, — we could not very well take the existence of 
“the Rathantara as the condition. Nor is it possible for the Sama ( Rathan- 
“ tara) to be differentiated by the Sacrifice; because that (Samu) exists 
“ elsewhere also. It could have been so differentiated, if the Rathantara 
“ was the Sama peculiar to the Sacrifice in question alone ; but as a matter 
“ of fact, this is not so. 

“ Therefore we must take the compound as expressing the fact of 
“ the Rathantara being the only Sama connected with the particular sacrifice ; 
“and inasmuch as we do not find either the Jyotzshtoma, or any other 
“ sacrifice, connected with that Sama only, the presence of the mere 
“ Rathantara could not be the condition of any such sacrifice. 

“Thus then, having to renounce all notion of condition, we find the 
“word ‘ Rathantarasdma’ to be inexplicable; and from this apparent 
“ inconsistency of the word, we come to take it as laying down an alto- 
* gether distinct Action, at which the Rathantara would be the only 
“ Sama@ employed. Specially as that distinct Action is quite capable of 
"being performed. And the mere existence of the Rathantara can- 
“not be a qualification; as it does not extend over the whole of the 
“ sacrifice; and not being a qualification, it cannot have the capability, 
* (of being compounded) ; and without the capability, there can be no 
“compound ; but as a matter of fact, we find the Samāsa actually present 
“in the case in question ; consequently the Action mentioned in the sen- 
“tence is not recognised as being the same as the one mentioned before. 

“ Question: ‘ Wherefore should we not take the Jyotishtoma itself, as 
“ having, in one alternative case, the Rathantara Sama only ? ' 

* Answer: It cannot be taken in this way ; because such an assump- 
“tion would be a direct contradiction of the Injunction of other Sdmas 
“ mentioned in connection with the Hymns directly laid down with 
“regard to the Jyotishtoma. The Rathantara sama, though mentioned 
“as connected with the Sacrifice, is found to be of no use in the 
“ performance of the Sacrifice itself; and hence, in accordance with the 
“ Sütra, III—i—18, comes to be indirectly taken along with the Hymns 
“ (sung at the Sacrifice) ; while the Gayatra and the other Sdamas are laid 
* down directly in connection with those Hymns ; and as such the presence 
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“of these latter is more authoritative than that of the Rathantara 
* (whose presence is only implied indirectly). When, however, the sentence 
“ is taken as laying down a distinct Sacrifice, it would directly lay down 
* the Rathantara as related to that Sacrifice ; and as such in this case the 
* Ruthantara would be more authoritative than the other Sümas, which are 
“all mentioned along with the original Injunction ; and so in this case 
* there is nothing incongruous in the mention of the Rathantara. | 

“Thus too, the word ' Rathantarasümü being taken as referring to 
* something distinct from that which is denoted by the words (* Rathan- 
“ tara’ and ! sima’ ) themselves, —the presence of the Bahuvrihi compound 
“ would become justified; as the predominant factor in that compound 
“is always something apart (from that denoted by the component 
“ words). Otherwise (7.e., if the Rathantara be taken as the qualification 
* of the previous sacrifice) the compound in question would have to be 
* taken as pertaining to the subordinate element (as the qualifying ad- 
* junct always occupies the subordinate position in a Bahwvorihi com- 
* pound; just as in the case of the compound ‘lohitoshnishak’ (in the 
“sentence ' lohttoshnishü rtovjah pracarant: ,’ where all the other factors 
* being found to have been previously mentioned, the sentence is taken 
* as laying down only the redness of the turban). 

"If again, the word ‘ Rathantarasama’ be construed along with 
“the sentence that lays down the Precedence of the particular vessels, 
* — then, there would be two diverse Injunctions, that of the 
* Rathantara and that of the Precedence ; and hence they could be accom- 
“ plished through the Injunction of an altogether fresh Bhavana (of a 
* distinct Sacrifice). The expression ‘somah syàt, through the extreme 
“proximity of the two words, would directly point to the fact of the 
“Soma being something to be brought about; while the accomplishment 
* of the fact of the Sacrifice having the Rathantara sama, could, at best, be 
“assumed only indirectly. And in accordance with our view, all that the 
“word ‘somah’ would do would be to point out that the new Sacrifice 
“(laid down in the sentence in question) is only a modification of the 
« Jyotishtoma ; specially as the word ‘somah ' distinctly points to the pri- 
“ mary original of the Sacrifice in question. 

* Hence we conclude that the sentence in dial is the Injunction 
“of a distinct Action. . | 

“ This is what is shown in de Bhashya, by 1 means of we sentence— 
‘* yadi Rathantarasametyasya ko’rthak, etc., etc., etc,’ 

" As for the particular precedence of the vessels, it would apper- 
* tain to the other Action (laid down by the sentence), either by means of 
“ syntactical connection, or by the sub-contewt. Though the intervening 
“component sentences have no authority, in the face of the whole taken as 
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“one compound-complex sentence, yet no useful purpose being found to 
“ be served by that complete sentence as a whole, no significance can be 
* attached to it; and as such the having recourse to the intervening com- 
“ponent sentences could not adversely affect the Injunctive potency in 
* question. 

* With a view to the fact of completing a certain factor (viz., that 
“which forms the denotation of the Bahwvrihi compound) by supplying 
"its deficiencies being more reasonable than its rejection, the Bhashya 
*adds—atha và yadi icchéta, etc. (if one desires, etc.); because, the 
"element of Desire is always implied by the fact of the Action being 
“something to be performed, the supplying of this element in the sen- 
* tence in question must be accepted as tit and not a mere 
“ gratuitous assumption. 

“In consideration of the fact, that in comparison — this supply- 
* ing from without (of the element of Desire), it would be far simpler to 
“ accept the indirect function of the word itself as taken with another 
“word removed from it by certain steps, as this would entail only the 
“ disregarding of the property (proximity) of words (and leave the words 
“intact),—the Bhashya takes up another position, by citing the instance 
"of such sentences as ‘yadi galim bhunjita tatra dadhyupasincéta’ 
“(that is to say, just as this sentence is accepted as laying down the 
“eating of (ali, so, the sentence in question may be taken as laying 
“down the fact of the Somu-sacrifice having, the Rathantara for its 
“ Sama. 

“The opponent, however, retorts by putting forward the fact of the 
“ corroborating Instance itself not being duly established—' How does the 

“eating of Cali come to be laid down by that sentence ?’ - | 

“ The answer is that the said laying down would be awe at by invert- 
“ing the order of the sentence, which really means that—‘if one wants 
“ to mix curd with his food, he should eat Cali’; that is to say, the ‘Lin’ 
“ (Injunctive) affix in * uwpansincéta’ is taken as having the force of the 
“ Desiderative, in accordance with Panini’s sütra—* kamapravedané, etc.’ 


* (III—ii—153). - b 
“ And in accordance with te — the meaning of the sen- 
* tence in question comes to be this: ‘If one wishes to accord precedence 


* to the vessels dedicated to Indra and Vayu, he should perform the sacrifice 
“at which Rathantara is the Sama employed.’ And thus the real Injunctive- 
“ ness comes to belong to the two words 'Somah syāt, apart from the 
“conditional ‘if’ (‘yadi’). And though in this case the word ' grhniyat' 
‘is deprived of its direct injunctiveness, yet, being taken as serving the 
“ purpose of denoting ‘desire, it would, in reality, come to serve the pur- 
"pose of the Jnjunctive also; inasmuch «s one always does what he desires. 
192 
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* Or, it may be that the Injunctive (in ‘ grhniyat’) lays down the prece- 
“ dence of the particular vessel, as desired by the agent. 

“The Bhashya puts forward yet another explanation, in consideration 
“of the fact that the following explanation does not require any such 
“indirect and remote constructions as necessitated by the foregoing 
* explanation. The explanation is put forward by the Bhashya, in the 
€ sentence—The Injunctive affix denotes the causal relationship, in accord- 
“ance with the laws of Panini. That is to say, (1) the Injunctive in 
*' Somah syat’ denotes the Cause, while that in ‘ grkatyat’ denotes pure 
“ Injunction itself; and the sense of the sentence, in that case, comes to 
"be this:— One should hold the vessel with due precedence of those 
* dedicated to Indra and Vayu, as caused by that Soma-sacrifice which em- 
“ ploys the Rathantara sama ; and as this latter Sacrifice could not serve the 
* purposes of the Cause, until it is itself. duly accomplished, the injunc- 
* tion of its performability also comes to be implied in the sentence ; —(2) 
“or, the Injunctive in * grhntyat ' may be taken as denoting the effect (that 
* which is caused), that in ‘ syat' being taken as denoting the Injunction ; 
“ though in this case, the Soma-sacrifice would not be directly mentioned 
“as the Cause, yet its causal character would be implied by its proximity 
“with the effect (às mentioned in *grhniyat'), and the meaning of 
"the sentence would thus come to be that—one should perform the 
“ sacrifice, as being the cause of the according of a particular precedence to 
“ the vessels dedicated to Indra and Vayu. 

“The various alternative theories here put forward are summed up 
“in the following verse: 

= “ (1) The rejection of the conditional ‘yadi’; (2) the supplying of the 
“element of ‘ Desire’; (3) the inverting of the construction of the two parts 
“of the sentence ; and (4) the taking of the Injunctive Affia as denoting the 
“ causal relationship. 

* As every one of these theories will be of use in the Siddhānta of the 
"next Adhikarana (dealing with Avéshti), they have been explained 
* here in detail. 

“ Then again, it is a general rule that the Cause itself must be a duly 
"established entity before it serves to bring about the effect ; and in the 
“ case in question, we find that the presence of the Rathantara is not quite as 
“ well established as the existence of the Sacrifice itself. That is to say, 
“the precedence of the holding of the vessels occurs in connection with 
“the Morning Libation, while the Rathantara sama is sung at the Midday 
“ Libation ; and so inasmuch as this Sama itself would not be a duly 
“accomplished entity Zn the morning, it could not be the cause or condi- 
“tion of the said precedence ; because in this case the word ‘condition, ' 
‘*nimattu,’ is equivalent to ‘cause.’ For us, onthe other hand (who hold 
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* the sentence to lay down a distinct sacrifice), there is no need of any 
* such ‘condition’ or cause ; or even if we require such a cause, the sacri- 
“ fice itself would serve as the cause or ‘ cond ition ' required ; and the sacri- 
“fice will be an established entity from the very beginning (and so there 
* would be nothing incongruous in its serving as the ‘condition’ of a 
* eertain detail in eonnection with the Morning Libation). 

“Lastly, inasmuch as the Jagat-s@ma does not appear in the Jyotish- 
“ toma—as will be shown under Sūtra X-v-58,—the Soma-sacrifice, men- 
“tioned in the sentence as having this sáma, cannot but be admitted to 
“be wholly distinct from the Jyotishtoma ; and, consequently, the case of 
* the Soma-sacrifices with the other S@mas (Rathantara and the rest) being 
“exactly similar to that of the one with the Jagat sama, we cannot but 
* admit those also to be wholly distinct from the Jyotishtoma. 

* And hence we conclude that the whole of the sentence in question 
“lays down a distinct Sacrifice." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sittra (2).—The same Action having diverse characteristics, 
these could be mentioned for a certain purpose,—the Action being 
one only, on account of the sentence (in question) being sub- 
sidiary (to the previous sentence). 


On account of the reasons shown briefly at the opening of the pre- 
sent Adhtkarana, we conclude that the sentence in question merely lays 
down accessory details for the previously mentioned  Jyotishtoma, and 
does not put forward a distinct sacrifice. (1) Because it is the same sacri- 
fice of the Jyotishtoma that is mentioned with its several characteristic 
Samas, with a view to serve the purpose of showing the cause or condi- 
tion of the precedence to be accorded to one or the other of the vessels ; 
and inasmuch as the sentence in question is subsidiary to the foregoing 
sentence, it cannot give rise to any notion of a distinct sacrifice ; and hence 
the Sacrifice in question is believed to be one and one only, (2) Or, be- 
cause of the fact of the Rathantara, etc., being laid down in the sentence 
in question, it is concluded that it is the Jyotishtoma sacrifice that is laid 
down as having these Sümas, mentioned in sentences that are subsidiary 
to the original Injunction of the Jyotishtoma; and, consequently, the 
Action mentioned in the sentence in question is none other than the 
Jyotishtoma, which, therefore, is the only one sacrifice spoken of in the 
iwo sentences. 

Objection: “ Inasmuch as the Rathantara süma does not serve to 
‘differentiate the sacrifice in question, and as a qualifieation it stands iu 
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€ need of other Samas, the compound ‘ Rathantara- sama” is — 
“impossible,” 

Reply : That which applies to a thing only partially i is ridi found to 
be accepted as qualifying it by its mere existence (and not by differentiating 
it from others) ; and in the case in question, that is held to be the con- 
dition which appears as the qualified at the time that the compound is 
broken up (4.e., the compound is broken up as * yatsambandht Rathantara- 
sima sah, the qualified in this case is the Soma sacrifice, and there is 
nothing objectionable in the = ad -— — — - condi- 
tion). | | 
That is to say, if it were such that one Rathantara existed in the 
Jyotishtoma always, and that always in the company of another sima, 
then it might not have served to differentiate it; as a matter of fact, how- 
ever, we find the Jyotishtoma being performed even without the Rathun- 
tara; and hence the presence of Rathantara can very well serve the purposes 
of a qualification differentiating this performance of the Jyotishtoma from 
that in which the Rathantara is not used. If there be no notion ofa ' quali- 
fication’ without the intensifying word * éva’ (7.e., if unless the qualifica- 
tion spoken of be specified as the only one possible, it be not cognised as a 
qualification), then too, we could explain the conditional clause as * yadi 
Bathantara-sdma astyéva.’ And inasmuch as the Bahuvrihi contains with- 
in itself the force of the Possessive affix, which latter includes the 
factor of existence, the assumption of the intensifying *éva' would 
not be wholly unfounded. Or, the word ‘éva’ might be inserted after 
‘sama, the clause being explained as ‘yadi Rathantaram sdmaivasya bha- 
vati! ; and in this case the force of the word ‘éva’ may be explained in 
the following manner: Though the Rathantara is always sama, yet when 
it is not employed ina certain sacrifice, then, so far as that sacrifice is 
concerned, not helping itin the manner of a sama, it is as good as not-sama ; 
while when the Rathantara does exist in a sacrifice, then it is spoken of as 
‘sima’; for the character of ‘ sama’ meant in the clause in question must 
be taken as depending upon its presence, or otherwise, in the sacrifice ; 
otherwise, if the mere form of the Mathantara, independently by itself, 
were meant, then the use of the word ' sáma ' again (in the word ‘ Rathan- 
tara-sama@) would be a useless repetition. 

Nor, so far as the Jyotishtoma is concerned, is the Rathantara depen- 
dent upon other simas ; and as such there would be nothing incongruous 
in the compound in question. Because such dependence is found in cases 
where many sümas are mentioned by means of a single Dvandva compound 

as appertaining to a single Hymn. In a case (like the present), however, 
where each süma is mentioned separately, as accomplishing a distinct 
Hymn, the instrumentality of each towards such accomplishment is wholly 
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independent ; and there is no harm done to this instrumentality (by such 
" independence). 

Or, it may be that, inasmuch as the word ‘sama’ is a mere repeti- 
tion, it is to be taken as indicating the Hymn accomplished by means of 
the sama ; and hence the compound indicates the Stotra (Hymn) that is 
brought about by the Ruthantara (and as such there is no dependence 
upon other Hymns). 

Or again, it may be that, inasmuch as the Brhut and the Rathantara 
are spoken of in the same sub-Context, and are endowed with secondary 
functions, they are opposed to each other ; and as such, vying with each 
other,—inasmuch as both have the same character of being references to 
the existing state of things,—they serve the purpose, independently of all 
other Samas, of precluding each other (from being employed at the Joyotish- 
toma), and thereby attaining to the character of a qualification. And 
in this way there is nothing incongruous in taking the Sacrifice qualified 
by the Rathantara as the condition (of the particular precedence of certain 
vessels), 

Or, lastly, we can admit the Rathantara itself, as qualified by the Sacri- 
fice, to be the condition laid down. 

Objection: “ But as a matter of fact, the Rathantara is not cognised 
* as being qualified by the sacrifice.” 

Reply : True, it is not so recognised ; but when, as you hold, the sacri- 
fice is not cognised as qualified by the Rathantara, because of the fact of 
this latter not extending over the whole of the sacrifice, —then, on expound- 
ing the compound (in * Rathantarasima’) as ‘ Rathantaramasya sima’, we 
find the relationship of the Qualified and the Qualification reversed; and 
certainly there could be nothing wrong in the cognition of this relation- 
ship; and thus inasmuch as in the expounding, the ‘ sacrifice’ would have 
the genitive ending, it would be cognised as the qualification (as in ‘ Rajiiah 
purushah', the Raja is the qualifying factor). And this would be the 
sense desired to be conveyed, because of the impossibility of the sacrifice 
having the character of the Qualified, as pointed out by the compound at 
first sight. 

Though, as a matter of fact, the Rathantara is present, in its natural 
form, in other sacrifices also, yet the mere fact of its presence in the 
Jyotishtoma would be enough to point it out as its qualification. Because, 
as a rule, for one thing to be recognised, in a sentence, as the qualification 
of another, all that is necessary is that, in that particular sentence it should 
be mentioned as a property peculiar to that object,—and not that it should 
always belong to that object alone; for if it were so, then, ‘ blue’ could not 
be cognised as qualifying the ‘lotus,’ or ‘ possessed by Devadatta’ ns 
qualifying the “ Cow " ; as throughout the world, the Cow is not the object 
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possessed by Devadatta ; and so too the property ‘ blue’ does not belong to 
the lotus alone; so that, according to you, these two could not be spoken 
of as qualifications. 

On the other hand, if the recognition of one thing as the qualifica- 
tion of another depended upon the fact of its really belonging to that 
object alone, then such a relationship would never be sought to be ex- 
pressed in words; for certainly there is no use of mentioning such a 
qualification as that ‘ the Fireis hot’. Therefore all that we should accept 
as the means of such recognition is the fact of the property being men- 
tioned, in that sentence, as belonging to that object alone. 

This condition we find fulfilled in the case in question ; because in the 
sentence iu question what is meant to be spoken of as the coudi- 
tiou of the particular precedence is the Ruthantara as belonging to the 
Jyotishtoma only. And, under the circumstances, there is no ground for 
rejecting the foremost coguised conditional character of the Rathan- 
tara, and attributing it to something else. 

Thus we find that in any case, there is nothing incongruous in the 
fact of the said Rathantara being the condition; and, consequently, we 
cannot accept any of the four alternatives—‘ Rejection of the word 
yadi °, etc.—propounded by the Purvapakshin. (See above, p. 810.) 

As for the assertion that the Injunctive Affix denotes either the 
presence of Desire or the causal relation,—none of these two denotations 
could be cognised until the aforesaid conditional character has been duly 
comprehended ; and so long as the cognition of this latter is possible, it is 
not right to accept any other denotation that has not been cognised. 

As a matter of fact, we find, even in ordinary experience, the conditional 
character belonging to objects, present, past and future ; and as such the 
fact of the Rathantara being sung at midday, while the vesselsare held in the 
morning, cannot be effectively urged against the said conditional character 
of the Rathantara. Then again, that which is known in the morning as 
sure to come is as good as present ; and in the case in question we find that 
at the time that the performance of the Jyotishtoma is just beginning, it is 
already well known that the Ruthantara would be sung at midday; be- 
cause, as a rule, all doubtful details are fully settled before the perform- 
ance is actually begun; and so all the priests, as well as the sacrificer 
himself, must be fully aware of the fact of a certain thing to be done in 
course of the performance, before they actually proceed with the perform- 
ance itself ; specially as it is only by such previous settling of all doubtful 
details that people become accustomed to, and experts in, the performance 
of sacrifices. 

Then again, as a matter of fact, the Condition helps the Conditioned, 
not by it ctual material presence, but simply by being fully known ; and 
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hence even though the Rathantara may not have been actually sung in 
the morning, yet, inasmuch as it has been determined upon (in the 
very act of determining the performance of the sacrifice), and is fully 
known as such, it could very well serve as the condition (for the particular 
order of precedence in the holding of the vessels in the morning). And 
when it is the sacrifice, as qualified by the Rathantara, even though exist- 
ing in only one part of it, that is the condition of the precedence—then, in- 
asmuch as the sacrifice is present in the morning also, there would be no 
incongruity in this. 

Nor is the use of the Injunctive Affix regulated by connection with 
any point of time; and as such it could not be taken as indicating the 
conditional character of a thing existing at any definite point of time ; be- 
cause the affix in ‘ syat' is quite capable of affording the meaning that— 
‘if the sacrifice be, or has been, or will be, connected with the Rathantara 
Sama, ete.’ ; and it is only by the indirect implication of the sentence that 
the Rathantara, in the case in question, is fo be. 

As for the last argument (of the Pürvapaksha), based upon the 
similarity of the Rathantara, ctc., with the Jagat-sama (which is not present 
at the Jyotishtoma )—it is not quite proper; (1) because in such super- 
physical matters, an inference from similar instances can have no autho- 
rity; and (2) because the case of the Jagat-süma is not quite similar to 
those of the Rathantara and the rest; the former being as incapable of 
being included in the Jyotishtoma, as the injunction of the First day of 
the month as qualified by duality and plurality. And further, even in the 
case of the Jagat-sama, the action is not wholly different from the Jyotish- 
toma ; because all that it does is to represent the condition ee to 
the Vishuvat sacrifice mentioned elsewhere. 

For these reasons we conclude that the sentences in question onl 
serve the purpose of laying down certain conditions of precedence [and do 
not lay down distinct actions]. 


La LO OO OO we am er se 


ADHIKARANA (2). 
[The Avéshti ts a distinct Sacrifice. | 


Sutra (3).-Because of the mention of the Avéshti being 
connected with the mention of the Sacrifice, it must be accepted 
as pointing chiefly to a Sacrifice (and not to an Accessory). 


In the same context with the sentence ‘ Raja vàjasuyena svarajyaka- 
mo yajéta’, we find the sentence—I. ‘ dgneyo’ shtakapalo-hiranyandakshini ` 
and so forth, which serve to lay down, by mentioning the relationship of 
certain substances with particular deities, the sacrifice known as * Avéshti’ ; 
and then, subsequently, we come across the following sentence: II. ‘ Yadi 
Bréhmano yajēta Barhaspatyam madhyé nidhayahutimühutim hutvà hut- 
vä bhighdrayét, yadi Rajanya Aindram, yadi Vaigyo Vatgvadévam.’ 

With regard to this last sentence, there arises a doubt, as before; 
anditis this: A. Does it serve to lay down the inserting of the Barhaspatya, 
etc., as due to (conditioned by ) the connection of the Avéshti—as form- 
ing part of the Rajasiya—with the various castes,—a connection that has 
already been laid down in the previous sentence? Or, does it lay down a 
distinct performance ( of the Avéshti ), in connection with the Brahmana, 
etc., not mentioned before ? 

This leads us to the further question: viz.: B. Areall the three castes 
eutitled to the performance of the Ràjasüya, or the Kshatriya only ? [As 
if the latter, then the connection of the three castes with the Avéshti of 
the Rajasiiya cannot be said to have been previously mentioned. | | 

C. And this last question would lead us to the consideration of the 
word ‘ Raja’, which is the word that specifies the Agent entitled to the 
performance of the Rajasiya ; and in connection with the word “ Raja", 
we shall have to consider the question as to whether it signifies the 
‘ Kshatriya’, or ‘one who performs the functions of a king.’ 

Objection : ** Inasmuch as we find another sentence—‘ é/ay@ amnüdya- 
“kamam yajayét —which is wholly distinct from that which lays down 
“the performance of the Rajastiya with its subsidiaries, and which lays 
“down the Avéshti, as not connected with any particular caste,—it is clear 
“that the connection of the three castes is already mentioned ; and hence 
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* there could be no doubt as to the sentences in question mentioning the 
“ connection of the castes only by way of pointing out the conditions for 
* the inserting of the Barhaspatya and the rest." 

Reply: It is not so; because we find that the Avēshți is already re- 
cognised (through the sentence ‘ Raya Rajasuyéna, etc.’) as one to be per- 
formed by the Kshatiriya,— and that the other sentence also (‘étaya annà- 
dyakümam, etc.’) does not lay it down as to be performed by Agents other 
than the Kshatfríya; consequently, we find no ground for the perform- 
ance of the Aveshti apart from the Rajastéya; as such it comes to be 
taken as forming a part of the Rajasiya itself; so we conclude, in 
accordance with the law laid down in the Sūtra IV—iii—5, that the 
‘Kingdom of Heaven’ (‘svarajya’) (mentioned in the former sentence) 
is the result common to the Rajastiya and the Aveshf?; while the ‘food ’ 
(*annadya?, mentioned in the sentence quoted by the objector) is the result 
peculiar to the Avéshti itself. And even if the Aveshf? be performed apart 
from the Rajasitya, it would be performed by the Kshatriya only, when 
desiring the particular result of obtaining Food ; and as such there would be 
no connection with the other two castes. As for instance, the Action of 
studying the Veda and the laying of Sacrificial Fire being known as to be 
performed by the three higher castes only,—even though the sacrifices 
depending upon these two Actions may be found connected with any and 
every agent that may be desirous of obtaining the results following from 
those sacrifices, yet they come to be finally recognised as to be performed 
only by the non-Cüdra castes ; and as in the case of the Rājasūya itself, 
even though all men may be equally desirous of the * Kingdom of Heaven ', 
yet on account of the Action being specified for the Raja only, it is the 
Raja alone who could be the acquirer of that result (by the performance 
of the Rājasūya). 

Thus then there are only two alternative theories to be considered : 
(1) The Awésht; (as connected with the three castes) is laid down in the 
sentence laying down the Rajasiya, and (2) it is laid down by the latter 
sentences. 

And on this question we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA, 


“In view of the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana, 
“it must be admitted that the latter sentences only serve to lay down the 
“ conditions for the particular insertzons, 
“ And to the performance of Hajasiya, all the three castes are entitled, 
“as shown by the word ‘ Raja’, which signifies ‘one who performs the 
“functions of a king.’ Because all through the world, it is only one 
103 
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* performing the kingly functions that is spoken of as ‘ Raja.’ And it is 
* thus alone that the text in question can have an extended application. 

“ That is to say, when it is possible for the word ‘ Raja’ to be taken 
* both ways (?.e., as signifying the Kshattriya, and as signifying * one who 
“ performs the kingly functions’), it is far more advisable to accept the sig- 
“‘nification of all the three castes; because this interpretation alone 
* would be compatible with the mention (in the subsequent sentences) 
“of the conditions (‘yadi Brühmanah, etc,’), aud with the Context, ete. ; 
“and also because this interpretation would not curtail the scope of the 
“ declaration of all the three castes ^ — to the — of 
“the Rājasūya. | , 

* For these reasons it — be "— that persons of all the three 
“ castes, performing the functions of a king, are * Rajas; and these func- 
“ tions are well known to consist in the protection of the people and the 
“ removal, from among them, of all troublous factors. 

* 'The Bhashya speaks of the word ‘ Raja’ being used in the above 
* sense by the people of Arydvarta (North India); and this is meant to 
* show the authoritative character of the signification, jn accordance with 
“the Sztra 1—11—9. 

* Objection: ‘The Bhüshya, by declaring that trustworthy people use 
“the word Rajya in the sense of kingly functions, admits the independence 
* of the word Raja, which forms the base of the word Rajya. (That is to 
* say, the said declaration makes the signification of the word Rajya de- 
* pendent upon that of the word Raja, which is the word appearing in the 
* text in question; and hence what the declaration does is to seek to ex- 
* plain the word—Rajya—not in the text—by the help of that—Raja— 
“ which occurs in the text; and consequently the word Raja being inde- 
' pendent, it could not be explained as Rajyakaria). Because the word 
“ Udamégha is not comprehended by being explained as related (as father) 
“to Audaméghi; in fact it is the word Audaméghi that is comprehended by 
“ the help of Udamégha, which itself is independent. (And so the word 
“ haga cannot be rightly comprehended by the help of the word Rajya).’ 

* Reply: Though the people of old comprehended the word * Raja’ 
“ by itself, and deduced from that the meaning of the word ‘ Rajya ’,— 
** yet for us, people of the present day, it is quite the other way. 

* That is to say, when the direction * Gamanaya’ is used, the person 
« or. it and the person comprehending it, understand it as—‘ yo gauh 

‘sa dnétavyah’; (that which is the ox is to be brought), and yet the 
“third person Midi by, who is ignorant of the meaning of the 
“ word ‘ gam’, but knows that of the word ‘ ànaya ', takes the direction to 
“mean that ‘ya üneshyate sa gauh’ (that which will be brought is the 
“ ow), —just as the ‘sacrificial post’ is recognised as such only when the 
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“ sacrificial animal is tethered to it. In the same manner, though such an- 
“ cient writers as Panini and Manu have declared—‘ yo Raja tēna janapa- 
* darakshanam kartavyam, yacca Raja tasya karma Rajyam’ (‘He who is 
* the king has for his duty the protection of the people, and he who is the 
“ Raja, his function is Rajya’),—yet we, who are not quite sure of the 
* signification of the word ‘ Raja’ though quite sure of that of the word 
‘< Rajya’, comprehend the said declaration of Manu, etc., in the follow- 
“ing way: ‘Inasmuch as the Smrtis have made the above declaration, 
“we must conclude that they understood the word Raja as signifying 
“ something capable of doing Rajya (4.e., performing the functions of the 
“king),—just as the word ‘yipa’ is applied to something to which the 
** sacrificial animal can be tethered. 

“This ‘ Rajya '—kingly function—is found to be performed by people 
“t of all the four castes; and hence all of these are Rajas. But inasmuch 
* as, in accordance with other laws and regulations, the word ‘ Raja’ 
“found to have its ends fulfilled among the three higher castes only, 
“the Cudra becomes naturally precluded by the fact of his being devoid 
* of Vedic study, etc. There is, however, no such ground of precluding 
“any other caste; and hence we conclude that all the three higher 
“ castes are entitled to the performance of the Rajasiiya. 

“ Objection: ‘As a matter of fact, the kingly functions have been 
“specially laid down for the Kshattriya ; and hence it is only by an unlaw- 
“ ful assumption of others’ functions that the Brahmana and the Vazgya 
* perform those functions; and as Sail these latter cannot be rightly 
* called Rajas.’ : | i 

* Reply: "This ee does not — our r position; because by 
* the mere faet of having performed the kingly functions, these two castes 
“also acquire the title of ‘aja’; aud this (performing of the kingly func- 
* tions) is all that is required by the Rajastiya-Injunction. As to whether 
“ these functions are performed lawfully or unlawfully, that is a question 
“affecting the character of the performing agents, and as such cannot 
“have anything to do with the sacrifice (Jiajasuya). 

“ Objection (in the Bhashya): ‘ We find the word Raja applied even to 

“ euch mamaria as do not perform the kingly functions of protecting the 
** people, etc.’ 

“This argument has been brought forward here as forming the 
** basis of the Siddhanta; and hence we proceed to refute it; but before 
* doing that we must find out what it means. It means dudd this: ‘It 
“has been said above, in connection with the words varhih, àjyam and 
* the like, that when even a single part of the word has been found to sig- 
“nify the Class, we cannot assume any other signification for it (and so in 
“ the case in question also, when, even in the case of a single person, the 
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« word Raja has been found to signify the Kshattriya-class, we cannot very 
‘¢ well assume any other meaning for it).’ 

* The reply to this is that in the case of the word ‘ Raja’, we find the 
"literal signification (that afforded by its constituent parts) to be more 
“reasonable than any other (that is dependent upon mere popular con- 
" vention). This is what is meant by the Bhüshya, when it says—praka- 
*' vanavagat, yadigabdasamabhivyaharacea. 

“Then, concludes the Bhashya—na karmantaram vidhayishyaté. 
«This means that the sentence would not lay down the performance of the — 
'* Avéshti apart from that of the Rajasiya: (the word ‘karmantaram’ being 
“ taken indirectly in the sense of prayogantaram) ; or it may mean that—if we 
“admit of the same construction as that shown above, in the case óf the 
“sentence ‘yadi galim bhunjita dadhyupasincet’, then the same sentence 
“could not serve to lay down both the connection of the Braéhmaan, as 
“ well as the insertion of the Barhaspatya; and in this case the word ‘ kar- 
“ mantaram ’ of the Bhashya would be taken directly in the sense of ‘ another 
* Action’, and not indirectly as in the former case. 

“ The above reply to the objection has been given by admitting both 
“ gignifications of the word ( t.e., that accepted by the people of the Andhra 
“ country, who use the word ‘ Raja’ in the sense of Kshattriya, as well asthat 
“ accepted by those of Aryavarta, who apply the word to the performer 
“ of kingly functions). But we now proceed to show that there is no reason- 
“able ground for applying the word ‘ Raja’ to a person devoid of kingly 
*' functions. 

“It will be readily admitted that that which is accepted by all men 
** must set aside that which is not accepted by all of them (and there ean 
“ be no doubt that all men apply the word * ràjà' to real kings, while it is 
“only the Andhra people that apply it also to oue without the functions 
** of a king, simply if he happens to be a Kshattriya). 

“ Another argument brought forward in the Bhashya is—That which 
“is admitted by people without contradiction is more authoritative than that 
€ which is decried, though accepted. But this is the same argument as the 
* former, only expressed differently, for ‘decrying’ and * non-decrying ’ are 
“nothing apart from ‘non-acceptance’ and ‘ acceptance’ respectively. Or, 
“it may be that the former argument brought forward merely the existence, 
* or otherwise, of the acceptance of the significations ; while the latter 
‘speaks of their contradiction or non-contradiction. And as there is a 
“ clear difference between Ignorance and Mistaken Knowledge, the two argu- 
“ments cannot be said to be mere repetitions of each other. Says the 
* Bhashya—aryavartanivasindm .... mlecchébbiyah samicinatara ücüro bhava- 
“ti; and here the mention of 'üryüvartanivüsinàm ' only serves to show, 
“as before, the greater authoritativeness of the one signification, in 
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“accordance with the Sūtra I—ii—9; while the clause 'samzcinatara 
“ acdro bhavati' refers to the usage of the word. 

* For the above reasons, we conclude that the sentence in question 
'! serves to mention the Brahmana, etc., already mentioned in the former 
“ sentence as conditioning the insertion of the Bàrhaspatya, etc. Specially 
“ because, there can be no doubt as to the sentence ‘yadi rajanya aindram ' 
* mentioning the Rajanya (Kshattriya), already mentioned in the previous 
“ sentence (for there can be no doubt as to the Kshatiriya being spoken of 
“ by means of the word ‘ Raja’), simply as conditioning the insertion of 
“the Aindra; and then the cases of the other two sentences—' yadi Brah- 
“ manah, etc., and * yadi Vaicyak, etc. '—being exactly similar, the same 
* must be admitted with regard to these also." 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply :— 

The sentence in question serves to lay down the connection of the 
Brahmana, etc., with the Sacrifice ; because such connection has not been 
mentioned before,—the mere performing of kingly functions not sufficing 
to make one known as ' Raya.’ 

That is to say, the word ‘ Raja’ denotes the Kshattriya, and cannot be 
taken in its literal sense. Because the literal meaning might consist 
either in the performing of the kingly functions, or, according to the signi- 
fication of the root ‘raj,’ in Brightness or Effulgence; and both of these are 
impossible; because we find the word having a well-known meaning 
apart from the literal; and even though this meaning may be known in 
one part of the country only, yet it will always set aside the applica- 
bility of the literal meaning ; and then too, there is no one definite 
literal meaning that is recognised as universally applicable ; as on the 
one hand, the word ‘ #474’ is not found to be applied to such bright things 
as Fire and tlie like; nor, on the other, to such representatives of the king 
as are not duly anointed, though performing quite well the kingly func- 
tions of protecting the people, and the like. 

Objection: “ As for the Representative of the king, inasmuch as he 
"performs those functions by being appointed to it by another person, 
“the word ‘ Raja’ is not applied to him; just as the word ‘ sacrificer ? 
“ (* yagamana’) is not applied to the sacrificial Priests.” 

Reply: This is not right; because we actually find the word 
* Ràja, in many cases, applied to the Rulers over smaller subsidiary 
estates, to which they have been anointed by the all-powerful Emperor, 
io whom they are subordinate. 


Question: " Then, inasmuch as the word is fouud to be applied to 
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“those that have been anointed to the functions of a king, it may be 
“taken as expressing that ‘anointment’ (and not the ‘ Kshattriya’ 
** caste)." | 

Answer: That would not be possible; because, the Anointment also 
is declared by the knowers of Law to belong to the Kshattriya only, just 
like the word ‘Raja’; and hence that too could not belong to a non- 
Kshattriya. 

The word could be recognised as expressing Anointment, if this 
formed the independent and absolute cause of the application of the word 
(i.e., if the word were applied to anyone and everyone whom we would 
anoint); while, as a matter of fact, we find this Anointment restricted, 
by ali Smrti laws, to the Kshattriya only; and as such it is only at the 
time of its Injunction (by thesentence ‘ Rajanam abhishincéta ’) that it 
becomes connected with the word ‘ Raja ’,—just as the ‘ chopping’ becomes 
connected with the word ‘ grass.’ 

It is for this very reason that the word ‘ Rājā’ is not taken as signi- 
fying, like a compound word, both of these—the ‘ Kshattriya’ caste and 
* Anointment ’—conjointly (7.e., the word is not accepted in the sense of 
the ‘anointed Kshattriya’). Specially because the word could be so 
taken, only if it were always actually found to be applied to the Ashattriya 
and the Anointment conjointly, and never to the Kshattriya caste alone,— 
or if the ‘ Anointment' were laid for other castes also. Asa matter of 
fact, however, we find that the word is applied, in the very Injunction 
* Rajanamabhishincéta’, to the person to be purified by Anointment, long 
before the Anointment has actually taken place. 

Hence we conclude that the word ‘ Raja’ is generally accepted as 
denoting the caste ‘ Kshatiriya.’ 

Nor can it be urged that—“ the Injunction ‘ Ràjünamabhishinceta ' 
serves to point out a name to be applied in the future (its meaning being 
that one should anoint that person who would, after that Anointment, be 
known as ‘ Rājā’).” Because a name is always found to be used as already 
pertaining to the object named; and it is only when such application has 
been found to be impossible that, in certain cases, we admit of a name 
being based upon future applicability. In the case in question, however, we 
find that one signification (the caste Kshattriya) is an established entity 
already ; and so we cannot rightly assume another signification (in the 
shape of the anointment), as the use of the word is found to be quite 
possible even without such an assumption. 

And even if the word be taken as signifying ‘ Anointment,’ people 
knowing the Law do not apply it to a non-Kshattriya ; while as for one who 
would so apply it, disregarding the Law on the point, such unlawful appli- 
cation could not be recognised as the basis of the word's signification ; 
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just as if a Cüdra happen to lay the Fire, that Fire does not come to be 
recognised as the ‘ Ahavaniya’ (‘sacrificial’) Fire. 

And further, the Word, its Meaning, and the Relation between them, 
—all three, being eternal, pertain to the natural state of things existing ; 
and as such they do not base themselves upon impermanent causes, gra- 
tuitously assumed by us for the occasion. For instance, in the case in ques- 
tion, the word ‘ Raja’ being eternal, its signification too must be one that 
is permanent, because there can be no real relationship between the Per- 
manent and the Impermanent. This permanence is cognised as depend- 
ing either upon the nature of things or upon an expressed Vedic Injunc- 
tion. Then, as for the Anoiniment, it is not found to be permanently in- 
herent in any person, like his caste ; and hence its permanence will have 
to be accepted as based on an Injunction; but as a matter of fact, we 
do not find any Injunction laying down the applicability of the word 
* Raja’ to a non-Kshattriya ; and hence, after all, we come to the conclusion 
that it is the caste * Kshaítriya ' only that is the invariable signification of 
the word ‘ Raja’ ; and hence that alone must be accepted as denoted by it. 

The above argument also serves to preclude the possibility of the signi- 
fication of the word ‘ Raja’ being based upon the performing of kingly 
functions; because those junctions also are found to be connected with the 
Kshattriya caste, only after they have been laid down as pertaining to the 
Raja,—just like the said Anointment. And, asa matter of fact, we have 
found the word ‘ Raja’ applied to one who has neither been anointed, nor 
performs the functions of the king,—and not to such persons as have been 
anointed and perform those functions, but are not Kshattriyas (this latter 
usage is met with among the Dravidas). 

Hence too we conclude that — of all the three castes cannot be 
called * Haja.’ | 

Further, all grammarians —" ji Sod y — 7 as ‘ Rajnah 
apatyam, deriving it from the basic noun ‘ Rajan’; and yet the word 
‘ Rajanya’ has no other meaning but the Kshattriya caste. If the word 
* Raja’ were applicable to all the three castes, then the off-spring of the 
other two castes would also be spoken of as ‘ Rajanya.’ Because the word 
* Kajanya’ is applied by universal convention to the Kshatiriya; while if 
all the three castes were ‘ Rajdas’, will you please explain to me why the 
word ' Rajanya’ should not be applied to the off-spring of the other castes ? 

Objection : “ If the word ‘ Rajanya’ denotes the Kshattriya only, what 
* would be the use of the patronymic affix? Because the word ‘kshattriyu,’ 
* denoting the caste, is equally applicable to the Father and the Son; aud 
“hence in all cases the Rajanya should always be spoken of as ‘ Raja.’ 
“That is to say, just as the offspring of the crow is called the ‘crow,’ so 
“ the offspring of the Raja would be ‘ Raja. " 
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Reply: This does not quite affect our position; because though as 
a'matter of fact the word * Rajanya’ is synonymous with ‘ Raja,’ yet it is 
only by way of showing its grammatical formation that it is explained as 
* Rājñah apatyam’; and the said explanation is possible only when both 
refer to the same caste, as the offspring always belongs to the same caste 
as the Father. 

Objection: “The word ‘ Rajanya’ would denote the Kshatiriya caste, 
* on account of the sūtra ‘when the patronymic is affixed to ‘Rajan’ it de- 
“ notes the class’ ( Vārtika on Panini Sutra IV —i— 1387), and not on account 
“ of the word being explained as ‘ Rājñak apatyam’; and consequently the 
* denotation of the word ‘ Rajanya’ could not affect that of the word 
« * Raja. " - | : ——— . d EN 

Reply : It is not so; because inasmuch as the Vartika you quote does 
not mention any particular class, it might be taken as referring to the com- 
prehensive class * Man’; aud so, according to this Vartika, the word * Raj- 
anya,’ would come to denote that class ‘Man’ (and not the ‘ Kshattriya’). 

Objection: “ As a matter of fact, we find the teachers of Law and 
** Sacrifices laying down different duties for the Raja and the Rdajanya, 
* which shows clearly that the word ‘ Raja’ is different from * Rajanya,’ ” 

Reply: True, we meet with such differentiated duties ; but that is in 
accordance with the maxim of the ‘ Brahmanaparivrajaka’; that is to say, 
the word ‘ Raja’ refers to the particular Rajanya who has undergone 
anointment (just as the word ‘ Parivrajaka’ is applied to the particular 
Brahmana who has gone through the rites of Renunciation), 

It has been argued that—“ the word ‘ Raja’ being found to be cap- 
“able of having both significations, i.e., the Kshattriya caste, and the perfor- 
** mer of kingly functions, —it is the latter that comes to be accepted, in the 
* present instance, as being more in keeping with the Context, ete.” 
And it is this argument that we now proceed to refute, as follows : 

Both the words—‘ Raja’ and * Rajya '— could not have their significa- 
tions wholly independent of the other; because the fact is that when one 
of them has its signification fixed by convention, that of the other follows 
from it. . . F : 
To explain this further: when the word ‘ Raya’ has been known, by 
convention, as signifying the Kshattriya caste, then the signification of the 
word ‘ Rajya ’—explained as ‘ the function of the Ràjà '—comes to be based 
upon that of the word ' Raja’; and so long as this is possible, it is not 
right to assume an independent denotative potency for this latter word. 
As even without such au independent denotative potency, there;would be 
nothing incompatible in the usage of the people of Arydvarta (who apply 
the word "Rajya' tothe ‘kingly functions of protecting the people’ 
aud the like), it conversely, it be held that—“ the word * Rájya ! itself 
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has its signification of the function of protecting the people fixed by con- 
vention, before that of the word ‘ Raja’ is known, "—then too, the word 
‘ Raja’ would, as based on the word ‘ Rajya’, come to be applied to the 
performer of that function; and it would not be necessary to assume any 
independent denotative potency in the word ‘ Raja’; and as such there 
would be nothing incongruous in the usage of the Dravidas, who apply the 
word ‘Raja’ tothe Kshattriyas, who are capable of the said functions of 
protection, etc. Though the particular usage is peculiar to the Dravidas, 
yet the Bhāshya attributes it to the Andhras, because these also, like the 
Dravidas, inhabit the southern part of India, 

For the above reasons, we conclude that the words * Raja’ and ‘ Ra7- 
anya’ caunot be regarded as both having their meanings fixed by con- 
vention, independently of each other, or as both having only such sense 
as is afforded by their constituent parts. 

And when it comes to the acceptance of one of the two words 
having its independent signification fixed by convention, it is distinctly 
more reasonable that it should be accepted with regard to the word ‘Raja’; 
because, as a rule, whenever there is a doubt caused by a disagreement 
between usages, a satisfactory conclusion is always arrived at by the help 
of the stronger authority of a properly compiled Smrti. 

That is to say, Manu and other writers of Smrti declare that the 
function of protecting the people, etc., which is expressed by the word 
‘Rajya,’ belongs to the Kshattriya ; Panini and others also expound the 
word ‘ Rajya’ as ‘the function of the Raja,’—wherein, they hold (vide Pā- 
nini, Sutra V—i—124), that tothe word ‘ Raja,’ which has its signification 


independently fixed by convention, the affix ‘shyan’ is added (to make the 


word ‘ Rajya’). Other grammarians explain the grammatical formation 
of this word (‘ Rajya’) as with the affix ‘ yak,’ which is;an affix particu- 
larly laid down for the word ‘ Raja’ which appears to be mentioned in the 
group of words beginning with ‘ patyantupurohita’ (Panini, Sutra I—v— 
128); and it isthus alone that we could have the presence of an accentuation 
that is peculiar to the affix ‘ yak,’ and that of the udátta accentuation iu 
the beginning of the word. For these reasons, we must take the Bhashya 
onthe point as declaring that it is the formation of the word ‘ Rajya’ 
that should be evolved out of the word * Rājā; and not that of the latter 
from the former. For if the formation of the word ‘ Raja’ were evolved 
out of the word ‘ Rajya,’ then there should be certain definite gramma- 
tical rules laying down either the elision of the letter ‘ya’ (in ‘ Rajya’), 
or the modification of the word ‘ Rajya’ into ‘ Raja.’ 

For these reasons, the construction must be explained as ‘ Rajiah 
karma Ràjyam' (the function of the Raa is ‘Rajya’), and not as 
‘ Rājyasya kartā Raja’ (the performer of the kingly functions is * Raza ^) 
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Nor can the latter explanation be accepted on the mere ground of the 
apparent inconsistency (of the use of the word among the people of Arya- 
varta) ; because such usage of the word ‘ Raja’ is known in another part 
of the country. Aud even if the Apparent Inconsistency were rightly 
brought forward, the aforesaid Smrtis of Manu and others would dis- 
tinctly point tothe fact of the functions of protecting the people, etc., 
^ belonging to the Kshattriya ; and as such it would be the Kshattriya that 
would come to be known as * Raja,’ 

Then again, as a matter of fact, we find that the whole of the word 
‘ Raja’ is present in the word ‘ Rajya’; and hence it is only right that 
the latter should be held to have its denotation governed by that of its con- 
stituent part (‘ aja’); which, however, cannot be said of the word * Raja ' 
wherein we do not find the whole word ‘ Rajya’ entering into its constitu- 
tion. 

Objection: * True; in this way the word * Rajya’ does come to have 
* its denotation fixed by that of its constituent part ‘Raja.’ But in that 
“ case, the word ‘ Rājā’ could never be applied to a non-Kshattriya who may 
“ perform the functions of the king; and hence it cannot be denied that 
* there would be an incompatibility of the usage common among the people 
“of Aryavarta; as the said explanation of the word * sy, ' would at once 

“mark down as incongruous such uses of the word as ‘na Qüdra-ràjye 
““nivasét’ (one mein not live in a country where a ies ts the 
** vaga).” 

Reply: Yogat lokah prayuhkte : that is to say, the word ‘ Rajya’ is 
explained as formed by its connection with the ‘Raja,’ and then the pres- 
ence of the Rajya (kingly functions) in the Drainage etc., makes the 
word ‘ Raja’ indirectly applicable to these latter castes also. 

Question: "In that case, you admit the fact of the word ‘ Raja’ 
* being taken as formed by its connection with ‘ Rajya’ E func- 
“ tions).”” 

Answer: That does not touch our position ; because we holt the word 
‘ Rājā’ to be only indirectly (or figuratively) applicable to the Brahmana, 
etc. It would be only if we made the word directly applicable to these, 
that the Adhikarana would be wholly reversed. While as for the indirect 
application, inasmuch as it is always set aside by the direct application, 
even if it were admitted, it could not set aside the Siddhanta. Hence it 
must be admitted that the word ‘ Raja’ is applied to the Brahmana, etc., 
only in consideration of the fact of these latter being the proxy of the 
Kshattriya, in the performance of his legitimate functions (of protecting 
the people). 

This is what is meant by the Bhashya when it says—na tvévam smaranti 
Räjyäyogāt Rajet:; which must be taken to mean that usage being much 
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less authoritative than Smrti (vide Adh. I, Pada iii), the said usage 
must be explained as being figurative or indirect. 

It has been urged above that—‘ as the word ‘ Audamegha’ gives us 
an idea of its basic noun ‘ Udamegha,’ so the word ‘ Rajya’ could afford 
an idea of its basic word ‘ Raja.” But this Indirect Inference is set 
aside by the Direct Perception of the usage common among the Dravidas. 

If the performer of kingly functions were to be spoken of as ‘ Raza,’ 
then, in that case, it would be necessary for us to infer the existence, firstly, 
of the said relationship of Action and its Performer, and, secondly, of certain 
grammatical rules definitely laying down the presence of that relation- 
ship in the case in question. And certainly very much more authorita- 
tive than any such inferred grammatical rule, is the already existing rule 
that lays down the formation of the word ‘ Rajya’ as ‘ Rajfiak karma’ (the 
functions of the Raja). 

The opponent argues thus:  ' Yo yo rajyam karoti, etc., etc. 
* That is to say, the relationship of the Denoter and the Denoted is always 
“ascertained by invariable concomitance or non-concomitance ; and 
“there is no doubt that the word ‘ Raja’ is always concomitant with 
“the presence of the performance of kingly functions (amd as such the 
“word ‘Raja’ is taken as denoting the performer of kingly functions); 
“while the word ‘ Rajya’ is not found to be always concomitant with 
“the functions of the Raja (and as such this latter word cannot be taken 
“as denoting these functions). Then as for the grammatical rules brought 
* forward above, all that such rules do is to differentiate between the 
“correctly-formed and the incorrectly-formed words; and as such, they 
“can have nothing to do with the case in question; because both the 
“words ‘Maja’ and ‘ Rajya’ are equally correctly formed ; and hence the 
* bringing forward of grammatical rules is altogether improper." 

To the above we make the following reply: It is true that such 
is the common usage, and the grammatical rules have nothing to do as 
to what word has its denotations governed by the presence of which other 
word ; though it is so, yet, it is by the explanation of the correct or the 
incorrect formation of words that the fact of certain words governing the 
denotation of other words is pointed out; as for instance, in the case in 
question, the formation of the word ‘ Rajya’ being explained as ‘ Rajah 
karma’ (king's functions), it is clearly pointed out (by this formation of 
the word) that the denotation of the word is fixed by that of the word 
* Raja.’ 

Thus then, the greater authoritativeness of the grammatical emrtis 
distinctly points to the fact that it is the word ‘ Raja’ (and not 
' Rajya’) that bas an independent denotation of its own ( fired solely by 
convention). And as for the particular usage that you have brought 
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forward in support of your contention, we find that it is not observed 
among the Dravidas. According to us, on the other hand, mo special 
importance is attached to usage; and as such the fact of our theory not 
being in keeping with the usage of Arydvarta does not in any way tar- 
nish it. But, as a matter of fact, even in Arydvarta we do find the 
presence of kingly functions whenever the word ‘ Raja’ is used; and thus 
there can be nothing incongruons in our theory; as all that it does is to 
explain what is used, and leave off the explanation of the fact of the 
word not being used (by the people of Aryavarta) with reference to those 
Kshattriyas that are devoid of kingly functions. 

And further, in all cases, a qualification is such as is peculiar 
to the object in question; and hence the word ‘ Rajya’ refers only to 
such functions as belong to the ‘Raja’ alone, and not to such other actions 
as thinking and the rest. That is to say, protection of the people is the 
distinctive function of the King; and hence it is this that is spoken 
of as ‘ Rajya’; and as for such actions as those of thinking, winking and 
the like, inasmuch as these are found to exist in kings as well as in other 
men, they do not serve to distinguish the king, and as such, are not 
spoken of as ‘ Rajya.’ | | | * 

Thus then, even though the fact of the word ‘ aja’ denoting the 
Kshattriya may not be countenanced by the usage of all men, yet, in 
accordance with the Sūtra I—iii—9, we cannot but admit it (to be more 
authoritative and acceptable). And it has been shown above, under 
Sutra I—1i—10, that in matters of merely verbal usage, which pertains 
to ordinary perceptible things, a certain authoritativeness attaches also 
to the inhabitants of countries lying on the frontiers of Aryāvarta. 

Thus then, the Rājasūya sacrifice being concluded as being for 
the Kshattriya only, the sentences in question must be taken as laying 
down the Brahmana, etc. as performers of the Avéshti (which is an 
Action distinct from the Ràjasinja). 

And hence the particular Result—obtaining of Food (mentioned in 
the sentence * étaya annüdyakümam, etc.) — would follow from the perform- 
ance of the Aveshtz apart from the Rajasiiya. Because the performance 
of the Avéshti in the midst of the Rajasiya will have been completed 
by the obtaining of the Kingdom of Heaven (the specific Result of the 
Rājasūya); while its performance apart from that would be in need 
of the mention of a Result for itself (as that of the Rüjasuya can no 
longer appertain to it) ; and consequently the Result (Food) subsequently 
mentioned would naturally attach itself to this latter performance. 

` Objection: “The obtaining of food must be accepted as the Result 
" following from the Avéshti in all cases; because it is mentioned directly 
"in connection with this Sacrifice,—in the sentence ‘étaya annadyaka- 
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“ mam, etc.’ ; while the Result spoken of in connection with the Rajasiya 
“could apply to the Avéshti only indirectly; and there can be no doubt 
“that what is mentioned directly would set aside that which is only 
* indirectly pointed out." 

Reply: It is not so; because there is no contradiction between the 
two Results. 'That is to say, if the two Results were found to be mu- 
tually incompatible, then it would be necessary to admit the fact of one 
setting aside the other; as the accepting of both would necessitate 
the assumption, either of the fact of the two as optional alternatives, 
or of the repetition of the Action in question (for the bringing about 
of the two results) (and such assumptions have been often shown to be 
extremely objectionable]. When, however, the two Results are capable 
of being reconciled by means of the limiting of their scope, there is 
no need of any such objectionable assumptions. As a matter of fact, 
there is nothing incompatible in the fact of a single Action of the 
Avéshti bringing about many results; because distinct results might 
very well follow from its distinct performances. As for Repetition, 
it will be shown later on, that it 1s objectionable only when the Results 
are spoken of as following conjointly (from the same Action). Specially in 
the case of the Aveshti, a repetition is inevitable, as it has been laid down 
in connection with the Brahmana, etc., on the one hand, while, on the 
other, itis also included in the Rajasiya — cannot be performed 
by the Brahmana). 

If the sentence ‘étaya annadyakamam, etc. were the originative 
Injunction of the Avéshti, then it could reject the applicability to the 
Av&shti of the subsequent Rajasiya-Injunction. As a matter of fact, how- 
ever, we find that both thesesentences—‘ étayd, etc.’ and the Ràjasuya Injunc- 
tion—mention results in connection with the Action of the Aveshtz, which 
is originatively laid down in the sentence 'ügneyóshtükapülo, etc. ; and 
as they do not mention the two results as appearing at one and the 
same time, we do not perceive any difference between the authoritative char- 
aeter of the two sentences (and hence the one cannot set aside the other); 
because just as the Rajasiiya-Injunction is found to mention a result 
in reference to the Actions mentioned in close proximity to something else, 
so also is the sentence 'éfayà, etc.’ ; specially as neither of them makes 
mention of the ‘ Avéshti’ by name. Because the word ‘ Rajasiiya’ is not 
a generic name (applying to many sacrifices), like the word ‘ Paurna- 
mast’; as what it denotes is the Avéshti as a part of the sacrifice as accom- 
panied by the complete group of sacrifices mentioned in connection with it 
(while the word ‘ Paurnamüsi' applies to each of the sacrifices composing 
it; and hence the word ‘ Rajasiyena’ cannot be taken as denoting the 
Avéshti). And so, on this ground too, none of the two is found to be 
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weaker than the other. The only difference between the two is that 
while the one (Rajastya-Injunction) mentions many sacrifices, the 
other (*etayà, etc.’) mentions only a few ; and certainly this does not make 
any very great difference (in the authoritativeness of the two sentences). 

“Objection: Inasmuch as the pronoun ‘étaya’ points directly 
“to the Avéshti mentioned in the Context, there is a distinct difference 
“between this and the Rajasiya Injunction which refers to it only 
“indirectly.” 

Reply: This would have been quite true, if the pronoun ‘ efat’ 
(in ‘étaya’) were connected with the Result, or if it pointed to some- 
thing, to be spoken of, as we find inthe case of the sentence ‘atha 
ésha jyotih. As a matter of fact, however, we find that even in the 
sentence ‘ étay@, etc., itis on account of the proximity of the root ‘yajz’ 
to the Injunctive Affix (in ‘y@jayéta’) that the Result—food—is men- 
tioned in connection with the Avéshti, which is indicated by that root 
(*yaj?"); and this indication of the Avéshti is found to be done also by the 
root ‘yajz’ occurring in the Rajasiya-Injunction ; and so even this does. 
not make any difference in the authoritative character of the two Results. 
Then again, even though the pronoun ‘etay@’ refers to the Avéshti laid 
down in the Context, yet it could not refer precisely to the Avéshiz, 
without the help of the sentence ‘ agnéyoshtakapalah, etc.’ ; and with the 
help of this sentence, the Rajasiya-Injunction also would refer to the 
Avéshti equally well; and thus also, both must be admitted to be equally 
authoritative. 

Objection: ‘There is a distinct difference between the two, on 
“ the ground that the sentence *&/ayà, etc.’, occurs in the particular sub- 
“context (of the Avésht7), while the Rajasiya Injunction is a general 
“statement (and as such takes in the Avéshti also, among many other 
* sacrifices that go to form the Rajasiya).” 

Reply: But this is just the same as what we have pointed out 
before—viz., that the only difference lies in the fact of the one referring 
to many more sacrifices than the other; but at the time of the actual 
referring to the Avéshti in particular, both are equally authoritative. 

Further, if there were an absolute non-difference between the Avéshti 
of the Ràjasuya, and the Avéshti performed by the Brahmana, etc. (which 
latter is the one referred to by the sentence *é&fayà, etc.’)—then what you 
say might have been all right (7.e., then alone could the mention of the 
two Results be said to be incompatible). As it is, however, we have. 
just shown that the two Avéshtis are wholly distinct. And thus the 
very fields of the two results—Kingdom of Heaven and acquiring of Food 
—being distinct, there is no contradiction between them. 

But though the two Avéshtis may be different, yet, the mention of 


AVESHTI IS A DISTINCT SACRIFICE. 831 


only such details as the inserting of the Barhaspatya, etc., distinctly 
indicates that the origin of this .Avesht? also is the same Avéshti that 
has been previously mentioned in the Context. 

Then as for the ''Eójasüya" (spoken of in the sentence ‘ yadz 
vüjanyah, etc.'),—inasmuch as his activity also (towards the performing 
of this distinct .Avésht?) would be equally possible, specially as the word 
mentioning the result of the distinct Avéshti (7.e., ‘ Food’) is equally 
connected with the sentence ‘yadi rajanyah, etc.’,—by him also, this 
Avéshti would be performed, either as a distinct sacrifice by itself, or as 
a repetition (of the Avésht: that he may have performed along with the 
Rajasiiya). 

And for the Rajanya also, the mention of the inserting of the Aindra 
in the middle would be possible, only if the Avéshfi were performed by 
him, independently by itself, as a single sacrifice made up of the various 
minor offerings of the Cake to Agni, to Indra, to Brhaspati, etc. (as thus 
alone could the Aindra—offering to Indra—be offered as the middle 
offering) ; whereas when the Avésht: is performed in course of the 
Rajasiya, inasmuch as the sacrificial gifts (of each of the offerings 
that go to form the Avéshti) are different (from each other, as also from 
that of the Hàjasuya), each of these offerings (Ishtis) to Agni, Indra, etc., 
would be performed independently by itself; and as such (all of them 
not constituting a single performance), the mention of putting any one of 
these ‘in the middle’ would be wholly irrelevant (as there being no 
single performance made up of these performances of the several Ishtis, 
of what would this be the ‘middle’? ). 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the sentences in ques- 
tion serve to lay down the connection of the Brahmana, etc., not men- 
tioned before. 


ADHIKARANA (8). 
[The Adhana is an object of Injunction. ] 


Sutra (4): The laying of fire forms an object of Injunction, 
because it does not form an integral part of all sacrifices. 


In connection with the sentence ‘ vasant@ Brahmano’gninadadhita,’ there 
is a doubt, as in the previous instance, as to whether the adhàna (Laying 
of Fire) has been previously mentioned elsewhere, or not, fit be found, 
in some way or other, to have been mentioned, then even in the absence 
of the conditional ‘if’, the sentence would be taken as laying down the 
condition (for the particular season to be chosen); and in that case, 
the construction of the sentence in question being,—*' yad Brahmana adadhita 
tad vasanté”—the ‘vasanta’ and the ‘ Bradhmana’ would come to restrict 
one another (i.e. the Spring would be the time for the Brahmana, and 
the Brahmana would be the performer in the Spring time). While, on 
the other hand, if the Luying of Fire be not found tohave been previ- 
ously mentioned, then the sentence in question would become the Injunc- 
tion of the Laying as performed by the Brahmana at the time of the Spring ; 
and the following would be the advantages of this latter interpretation :— 
(1) In the three sentences—(a) ‘ vasanté Brahmano gninüdadhita, (b) gri- 
shmé Rajanyah, (c) garadi Vaiçyak’ ,—inasmuch as the Laying mentioned in 
the first sentence would be wholly taken up by the accessories (Brahmana 
and Vasanta) mentioned in the same sentence, the Accessories mentioned in 
the other two sentences would point to distinct actions (of Laying) ; and as 
such there would be three Layings of Fire; (2) the presence of the Atmane- 
pada affix in * àdadhita' would point to the necessity of the sacrificer him- 
self laying his own Fire; (3) the Çūdra would become precluded (from 
sacrifices, as only the three Layings of Fire are laid down, and without the 
laying of Fire, no sacrifice could be performed). If, on the other hand, 
the sentences be taken, not as Injunctions of the Laying, but as simply laying 
down conditions, then we would have the reverse of all these three advan- 
tages. r 

What is said in regard to the sentences in question would also 
apply to such other passages as—‘vusanté Brahmanamupanayita grish- 
me Rajanyam, garadi vaicyam’; as the condition of these sentences is 
exactly like that of those dealt with in this Adhikarana. 
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The Adhikarana may be briefly summed up thus :— 
THE PURVAPAKSHA. 


* The Laying of Fire having been implied by an Injunction of a sacri- 
“ fice tn general (as ‘svargakamo yayéta), ov laid down by a general Injunc- 
“ tion (such as * Ya evamvidvanagninadhatté, etc.’),—its mention over again 
“in the sentences in question must be taken as mentioning the various 
“ castes as conditions for the particular times of the Laying. 

* That is to say, in the first instance the first argument in our favour 
“is that, inasmuch as the Injunctions of such actions as the Agnihotra 
"and the like would not be possible without the sacrificial Fire made 
* ready by the proper method of Laying it, this Laying of the Fire must be 
* taken as implied by those very Injunctions; and hence the mention, in 
* the sentences in question, of the same Laying must be taken as serv- 
“ ing the purpose of laying down the Brahmana, etc., by way of specifying 
“ certain conditions, If, however, it be argued, that, on account of these 
“Injunctions having other direct objects of Injunction, they cannot 
“rightly serve the purpose of indirectly implying any such action as the 
"said Laying,—then, in that case, we would bring forward another. 
“independent Injunction of the Laying itself,—in the shape of the sen- 
“tence ‘ya évamvidvan  àgninüdhatte, etc.,,—an Injunction which is, 
“ wholly distinct from the previous Injunction, which has its injunctive. 
* potency taken up by the laying down of the Accessory details. And 
“thus then, the Laying of Fire having been already laid down in this In- 
** junction, the sentences in question could not be taken as enjoining the 
“same Laying of Fire.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


The argument of the Siddhdnta may be thus summed up: So long 
as we have a direct Injunction, we cannot very well admit of an implied 
or inferred one ; and hence either the mention of the purpose to be served, 
or that of the existing state of things, can never serve as Injunctions. 

That is to say, the mere mention of the purpose to be served by the 
Laying of Fire (in the shape of the accomplishment of the sacrificial, 
Ahavaniya, Fire for the Agnihotra, etc.) cannot be taken as necessarily 
pointing to the injunction of the said Laying ; as the necessary Fire could 
be obtained by merely begging it of another Agmbotra-performer, speci- 
ally as in the case of the injunction of the Laying of Fire being implied by 
those of Agnihotra, etc., there is no Atmanépada restricting the Fire to that 
which is prepared by the sacrificer himself. When, however, the neces- 
sary Injunction is found to be directly asserted (by a Vedic text), there is 
no Inconsistency which could lead us to assume an unheard-of text (as 
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containing the required injunction),—the only ground for assuming such 
texts being some sort of an Apparent Inconsistency. Then, as for the men- 
tion of the existing state of things,—in the sentence ‘ ya évumvidvadnagnina- 
dhatt@, etc.’,—so long as we find a direct Injunction of the Laying of Fire, in 
the shape of the sentences in question—‘ vdsanté Brahmano’ gninddadhita,’ 
etc, etc.—any mere description of the existing state of things can never 
acquire an Injunctive potency (to the same effect) ; specially as this latter 
has got to serve a distinct purpose of laying down all such details as the 
fetching of the water, etc., mentioned in the original direct Injunction. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the sentences in question 
serve to lay down the hitherto unmentioned Laying of Fire as pem 
by the Brahmana, etc. 

[We now proceed to explain "€ words of the Bhāshya putting f forth 
the aforseaid Pūrvapaksha and Siddhànta, | 


THE PÜRVAPAKSHA-BHASHY A. 


* The sentences in question serve to mention the Brahmana, etc., as condi- 
* tions for the previously mentioned Laying of Fire. ‘ Why so?’ Because the 
“ words are similar to conditional phrases. 2,08 i 

* Question: ‘On what is the similarity based? That is to say, when 
“ there are no such conditional words as ‘yadi’ and the like, how can the 
* sentence be said to be similar to conditional clauses ? ' 

“ Answer: The ground of similarity is the utterance of the words Brah- 
“ mana, etc., along with the words Vasanta, etc. That is to say, the injunc- 
* tive potency of the sentence having been used up in laying down the 
“relationship between other words (:.e., Brühmana, etc., and Vasanta, etc.), 
“the sentence could not serve to enjoin the Laying of Fire, and as such 
* it could only be taken as laying down certain conditions—(in the shape 
“ of the said relationship between the Brahmana and Vasanta). 

^ Objection: * But we find the word Brahmana uttered, in the sentence, 
“ along with the verb TO LAY also. That is to say, the sentence could be 
* taken as laying down the Laying of Fire as qualified by Vasanta, | 

* Reply: As a matter of fact, however, the relationship of the Brah- 
“mana with the Laying of the Fire is not unknown. That is to say, inas- 
“ much as the relationship between the Brahmana and the Laying of Fire 
* js already known, it could not form the object of any fresh Injunction. 

“ Question: * Being mentioned by what is this relationship known ? ' 

“ Answer: It has been mentioned by the texts speaking of certain desir- 
‘able results to be obtained. The stray reply is given with a view that as 
“the position is not capable of being shaken, there is no need yet of bring- 
“ing forward the strongest authority available in the shape of the text 
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t (* ga evam, etc.’), that directly lays down the Laying of Fire. (And this is 
“ kept in store for future emergencies.) 

“ Objector: ‘What are the texts speaking of desirable results in the 
* matter of such an Injunction ?' 

* Reply: The texts laying down the results following from the Agniho- 
* tra, etc., are such texts, Though what the objector meant was an angry 
* denial of the capability of such texts to lay down the Laying of Fire, yet 
“the reply that is given is with the view that the —— is ignorant of 
* the forms of the texts themselves. 

* Question: ‘How can these texts, that are actually found to lay 
* down something else, be:said to enjoin the Laying of Fire?’ 

* In reply to this, the Bhüshya brings forward an Apparent Incon- 
“sistency: In accordance with the Sara VII—iii—28, we find that the 
“ actions mentioned in these texts include within themselves the sacrificial 
* Fire also; and inasmuch as the sacrificial Fire could not be brought 
“about by any other means save that of Laying, the Injunction of the 
“ Action naturally includes that of the Laying of Fire also. 

“Then again, if the sentence were taken as laying down the relationship 
“of the Brühmana with both the Vasanta and the Laying of Fire, then there 
** would be a syntactical split. That is to say, we can admit of the injunc- 
“tion of a qualified object, only when all other ways of Injunction are 
* found to be impossible; in the case in question, however, we find that 
“ the simple method of Injunction is quite possible; and as such we can- 
“not admit of a qualified Injunction.” 


THE SIDDHANTA-BHASHYA. 


To the above arguments we make the following reply: As in-the 
previous Adhikarana, so here also, the sentences in question serve to lay 
down the Laying of Fire. Because such Laying is not subsidiary to the 
actions. That is to say, if the Laying of Fire were subsidiary to the 
Actions, then there could be a question as to whether it is implied by 
these or not. As a matter of fact, however, we find that, in accordance 
with law laid down under Sūtra VII—11—29, the Actions end with the 
inclusion of the Ahavaniya and other sacrificial Fires ; and there is no 
reason to show that the Laying of Fire is a subsidiary part of them. 

Though in Sutra III—vi—15, the Laying of Fire is spoken of as help- 
ing all actions, yet, this willbe explained as merely referring to the fact of 
the Laying helping the Fire, which helps to accomplish all Actions. 

“Question: ‘But what, tf it be 8o (i.e. even if the Laying be not a 
* part of the Actions, how does that affect the present question) ? The 
“sense of this is that even the Action could also imply, through 
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* Apparent Inconsistency, the subsidiary (Laying) of its own subsidiary 
e Con Ne 

“ The reply to this is that what is done by Apparent Inconsistency is that 
“ the teats, Laying down the fulfilment of certain desirable ends by means of cer- - 
“ tain actions, indicate the Fires, and not the Laying of these. (Because it is 
* possible for the Fire to be obtained by asking for it from another Agni- 
“ hotri, therefore there is no Apparent Inconsistency in the Fire that would 
“ necessarily point to the Laying.) 

“Question: ‘But Laying is the means of having the sacrificial Fires. 
“ We take the mere material form of the object, only in cases where that 
“object is capable of being brought about by the ordinary ways of the 
“ world,—as for instance, in the case of such objects as a piece of Cloth, 
“a Cart, and the like; the sacrificial Fires, however, are not capable of 
"being brought by means such worldly ways; and hence it is absolutely 
“ necessary for the means of their accomplishment to be mentioned or 
“implied in the Veda itself; and as there is no such means save the Day- 
“ing, this also is implied by the Fires (7.e., by the Apparent Inconsistency 
“of the Fires, which would not be possible without the Laying).” 

Answer: Itis not so, because of there being no such absolutely invariable 
connection. That is to say, Laying is not the only means of obtaining the 
Fires, which could be obtained by many such means as begging, pur- 
chase, and so forth, And all these methods would supply the only defi- 
ciency of the sacrificial Fires that is felt in the texts speaking of certain 
desirable results; and hence there is no absolutely certain indication of 
the Laying (by the Fires or by the Actions); and as such there is room 
for the Restrictive Injunctions of the Laying of Fire (as by means of the 
sentences in question). 

The following argument might here be urged: “The Fires, obtained 
“by such means as begging and the like, could not have the character of 
** ! sacrificial fires’ ; because this character depends upon the fact of the 
** Fire having undergone certain purificatory rites." 

Reply: "Though it is true that, in the first instance, the three sacri- 
ficial Fires (the Dakshinagni, the Garhapatya and the Ahavaniya) are pro- 
duced by means of Laying,—yet, when they have been once thus duly 
prepared (by one person), there would be nothing to deter another person 
from subsequently obtaining those Fires by the means of begging, etc., just 
as we find in the case of the Corn. Thatis tosay, in the case of the Corn, 
we find that though it is not possible for the Corn to be originally produced 
by any other means save that of agriculture, yet it is not necessary for 
all men to obtain it by the same means; as it could be very well obtained 
even by purchase, etc, (after it has been once produced by the farmer by 
means of agriculture). In the same manner, in the beginning one man 
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would produce the sacrificial Fires by the orthodox method of Laying ; and 
then other people would obtain it from him by the other means of begging, 
etc. Just as we find the potter making jar after jar, and selling it and 
giving it away,—so in the same manner, any one person would go on pro- 
dueing the Fires by the orthodox method, and then selling them or giving 
them away to other persons. Thus then, as the Laying of the Fire would 
have been laid down by such texts as ‘ Agnihotram juhuyat svargakamah,’ 
in one case (of the first man who would produce the Fires by the ortho- 
dox method), while in other cases (of other people), it would not have been 
laid down by those texts. And as such there is distinct room for the lay- 
ing down of the Laying of Fire (at least for the sake of those persons who 
could not obtain it by other means). Though we shall show later on 
that even in the other case, it was not possible for the —- to have been 
laid down by those other texts. 

If, on the other hand, the sentence in question be — as the direct 
Injunction of Laying, then it at once sets aside the possibility of all other 
means of obtaining the Fire; specially as, in that case, the Atmanépada 
affix in ‘@dadhita’ distinctly shows that the result of the Laying 
would accrue to him alone who actually does the Laying ; consequently 
the accomplishment of the Sacrificial Fires, which is the result of the Lay- 
ing, would not belong to one who does not himself perform the Laying ; 
for whom the Fire, even if obtained from one who has duly laid it, would 
be as non-sacrificial as ever. While if the Injunction of the Laying be 
taken to be implied in the texts speaking of certain results as following 
from the Agnthotra, etc.,—then, inasmuch as such an inferred Injunctive 
sentence would contain neither the Parasmaipada nor the Atmanépada 
affix, the result of the Laying would accrue equally to one who has and 
who has not performed it ; and hence, there would be nothing to set aside 
the emyloying of the other means—begging, etc.—of obtaining the Sacri- 
ficial Fires. And hence it would be absolutely necessary for the Laying 
to be directly enjoined. 

And further, so long as we have direct declarations of the Laying of Fire, 
—in the shape of the sentences in question,—no other texts can betaken to mere- 
ly imply such an Injunction. That is to say, such texts cannot be accepted 
as enjoining the Laying even for the first person who could seek to pre- 
pare the Sacrificial Fire. It has been explained above that all Restric- 
tive Injunctions serve to lay down something not mentioned before; 
because so long as there is a direct Injunction, there can be no assumption 
of an implied one, And as a matter of fact, we have direct Declarations 
of the Laying of Fire; and hence it is not possible for any to be merely 
indirectly assumed or inferred. If there were no such direct declara- 
tions, then, in that case, inasmuch as without a properly laid Fire, the 
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performance of the Agnihotra and the rest would be impossible, the Injune- 
tion of these sacrifices would become meaningless ; and hence in that case 
these Injunctions would, for their own sake, imply the Injunction of the 
due Laying of Fire. But when we have such direct declarations, there can 
be no assumption of these; as it is not right to assume that which is 
not mentioned in the Veda; specially when it is so that the other 
texts also, that speak of certain results following from certain sacrifices, 
lay down actions that are to be performed only by those for whom thon sen- 
tences in question lay down the Laying of Fire. ` 

With a view to set aside all the arguments that -. ioe ma 
against him, the Pürvapakshi retorts: ‘There is a direct Injunction of 
“ Laying, other than the sentences in question, the existence whereof 
“ makes these latter merely denotative of certain conditions ;—and that 
* Injunction we have in the sentence ‘ya évam vidvanagninadhatté, etc." ” 

The reply to this is that this text that you have brought forward only 
serves the purpose of laying down the preparatory details of the Laying. — 

The opponent thinks that the preparatory details are laid down 
elsewhere in the Context by means of a sentence which is distinct from 
the sentence ‘ ya évam, etc.’ ; and with this in view he replies by saying— 
“ The sentence that I have brought forward is the one that serves as the 
“ originative Injunction of Laying ; because this sentence, speaking as it 
“does of the Laying of Fire, cannot be taken as serving the same purpose 
“as the sentences speaking of the fetching of water and the other prepara- 
“tory details." 

Reply: The difference in the purposes served by the two sentences — 
‘ya Evam vidvan, etc.’ and that mentioning the Fetching of Water, etc.— 
would have syntactically separated them, only if the former actually laid 
down the Laying of Fire. This Laying, however, we find to be laid down 
in the sentence ‘ Brahmano vasanté, etc.’ ; and as such the mention of it 
again in the sentence ‘ya evam, etc.’ is only for the purpose of laying down 
the preparatory details, 

Question : * But how is it ascertained which of the two sentences— 
* * vasante, etc.’ and * ya "mem, etc’ —is "ie real originative Injunction of 
“the Laying ?" 

Answer: In the sentence ‘ e etc.’, we find the Injunction directly 
expressed (by the word ‘ adadhita ’), while in the case of the other sentence 
—‘ ya évam, etc.'—it would be got at, very indirectly, from out of the 
Arthavüda therein contained— ya évam . . .. sapatnam bhratrvyam avartim 
sahate.' 

That is to say, if both sentences were equally inj — (of Laue 
then the object of both being the same, there could have been some rival- 
ry between them, as to which one should be accepted as the true 
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Injunction. As it is, however, one sentence—‘ vasanté, etc.'—is injunctive, 
while the other—"' ya évam, etc.’ —is only eulogistic. And certainly a mere 
eulogistic sentence cannot set aside the Injunctiveness of the sentence 
' vasanté, etc., because an eulogy is a helper (and not an obstructor) of 
Injunctions. If, on the other hand, the sentence ‘ ya évam. etc.’ had the 
character of the Injunction, then, inasmuch as the enjoining of what has 
already been enjoined once would be most improbable, our theory might 
have been thwarted. As a matter of fact, however, the case is that the 
Laying having been enjoined by means of the Injunctive affix (in ‘ āda- 
dhita'), the other sentence—‘ ya évam, etc'—spenks of it only for the 
purpose of eulogising the preparatory details connected with it; and as 
such it can have no injunctive character. Then again, the injunction. 
of the Root-meaning (‘dha@’ in ‘@dadhita’) by means of the Injunctive 
affix, occurring in the same word, is got at by direct denotation ; while it is 
only indirectly, through syntactical connection, that an eulogistic sentence 
could point to such an Injunction, which, in this case, can, at best, be 
only an assumed or inferred one ; and certainly an indirectly assumed In- 
junction has its injunctiveness very much farther removed than that of 
one expressed directly. E 

Objection: ‘‘ That ‘the Brühmana should lay the fire’ is also a sen- 
“tence. That is to say, in this sentence also, it is only by syntactical con- 
“ nection that the Injunction (contained in the word ‘ àdadhita' is con- 
nected with the Brahmana, etc." | 

Reply : So long as the Laying itself is directly enjoined ( by 
the Injunctive affix in ‘ddadhita’), it does not matter whether all the 
rest—the connection of the Brahmana—is implied by syntactical con- 
nection. In the case of the other sentence, on the other hand, there is no 
eulogy expressed in the samé word (that speaks of the Laying—‘ ad- 
hatté’); and it is got at only when that word is joined on to tbe words 
' sapatnam bhratrvyamavartim sahaté’; and thus in this case, the Laying 
too is connected with the eulogy, only by means of syntactical connec- 
tion, 

In the case of the sentence ‘ vasanté, etc. we can avoid the syntac- 
tical split, by taking it as the injunction of the Laying of Fire as qualified 
by a particular performer and a particular time. And thus there can be 
no doubt as to the injunctiveness of the sentences in question. 


ADHIKARANA (4). 
[The Dakshayana, etc., ave accessories. | 


Sūtra (5): “The Dàkshayana, etc, are enjoined as distinct 
“actions; (1) because of the particular names attached to 


“them.” | ".- ae m | 

[In connection with Darca-Pirnamasa, we find the sentence, * Dak- 
shüyana-yajfiéna yajēta prajükümah, sakamprasthapyéna yajeta pagukamak, 
sankramayügéna yajéta annadyakamak.’ And in connection with this 
there arises a doubt as to whether these sentences simply lay down certain: 
accessories for the Darga-Pürnamüsa as bringing about certain definite 
results, or they lay down distinct sacrifices, independent of the Darga- 
Pürnamása.| 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“ In connection with the sentence ‘ dadhnéndriyakümasya juhwyat,’ 
“it has been shown above (II—ii—25, 26) that this sentence lays down 
“a certain result following from a certain accessory of the same sacrifice. 
* And this is quite proper ; because in that case the Dadhi is not mentioned 
“ as co-extensive with the Homa ; and as such it could not be taken as 
“a name of the Homa, that would, on account of this name, be taken as 
“ different from the previous Homa. In the case in question, on the other 
“ hand, we find that the name ‘ Dakshayana ' is mentioned as co-extensive 
“ (identical) with the Sacrifice, and has not been applied to the pre- 
“ vious sacrifice (the Darca-Pürnamüsa) ; consequently, in this case, there 
“ can be nothing incongruous in the fact of the word ‘ Dakshayana’ pointing 
“to a distinct sacrifice, qualified by that name. Nor is there any such 
“substance as ‘ Dakshayana’ known to exist, as we do find those like 
“the Dadhi. Consequently, on account of the reasons shown under II—i 
** —], we conclude that, inasmuch as the sentence lays down a sacrifice 
“ with reference to a definite result, that sacrifice is wholly distinct from 
“ the previous Darga-Pirnamasa,” 


Sutra (6): ‘ (2) Because the Injunction of the Action does not 
* pertain to the Accessory." | 


“That is to say, the Injunctive potency of the sentence in ques- 
"tion has not been removed away from the Action, so that it could 
“ go over to the Accessory.” 


Düksháyana, ETC., ARE ACCESSORIES. ' Ed 


" Sütra (T): *(3) Because the sentence is quite complete with the 
mention of the Result." 


“ Inasmuch as the Result can never form the object of Tn- 
* junction, the sentence cannot be said to lay down the Result with 
: “reference to the Sacrifice,—in the same way as the Corn is taken as laid 
“down, in the sentence 'vrihibhiryoj8ta '; and as such the sentence 
“must be taken asenjoining an Action (as no third object of Injunction 
-“ is possible in the sentence) ; and (inasmuch as no Action that has already 
"been enjoined once could form the object of another Injunction) 
“it must be admitted that the Action herein enjoined is distinct 
“from all— Darca- Pürnamáàsa, etc.—that have been enjoined before." 


SIDDHANTA. 


‘Sutra (8): It is a modification (of the previous sacrifice), because 
of the Context. 


Even though the sentence be the injunction of Action, yet, that 
Action cannot be any other than the one laid down before,—for rea- 
sons shown under Sūtra II—iii—26 ; specially as the sentence is found 
-to bring about an idea of the (causal) relationship between an Accessory 
( Dakshayana) and a Result (acquiring of children) ;—just as in the case of 
the sentence 'dadhnendriyakümasya, etc., it must be admitted that 
the sacrifice referred to is the same that has been laid down before. 

It has been argued that there is no Accessory known as ‘ Dak- 
shayana.’ But this is scarcely true; because the fact of there being 
such an accessory is pointed out by the Context itself-—just as are 
many other accessories, like the Ukthya and the rest ; that is to say, 
we find in the Context that after the sentence in question has laid 
down the Daksh@yana as an Accessory, there is another sentence that 
points out the actual form of that Accessory. 

And just as in the case of Dadhi, so here also, the Dakshdyana is not 
to be taken as co-extensive or identical with the Sacrifice. 

And further, even if the Dākshāyana, etc., be taken as co-exten- 
sive with ‘ sacrifice, then too, on account of their proximity to the 
"adhi, etc., these sacrifices would be recognised as mere modifications 
"(of the Darga-Pirnamasa). Consequently, even in this case, what 
the sentence would do would be to lay down the Result following from 
a modification of the Darga-Pürnamása, and not from any other sacri- 
: fice wholly distinct from it. 

In this way, an utter disrnption di the Context would also be avoided. 
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Though there will be a rupture of the Context in connection with the 
Dàkshàyana to this extent, that that which is mentioned as leading 
to a definite Result (e.g., the Daksháyana) cannot be taken as part of the 
procedure,—yet inasmuch as the Darga-Pürnamüsa would form the 
substrate of the Daksh@yana, the mention of the Darga-Pürnamáàsa could 
very well be connected with subsequent sentences (under consideration), . 
and thus help them (in their denotation). 


Stra (9): Also because we find Vedic texts indicative (of non- 
difference). 


[We have the sentence—' Tringatam varsháni Darca-pirnamasabhyam 
yajéta; yadi Dakshayanayaji syāt atho api pancadagaiva varshani 
yajéla ; atra hi ēva sā sampadyalé; dv hi paurnamasyau yajēta 
dv& amüvüsye, ātra hi €va khalu sã sampad bhavati.’ (‘One should perform 
the Darga-Pürnamüsa for thirty years ; but if the sacrificer happens to be 
a performer of the JDüàkshayana, he could finish it in fifteen years 
2... as in this sacrifice two Paurnamüsis and two Dargas are per- 
formed ; and hence the requisite number of these latter would be com- 
pleted by the Dākshāyaņna being performed for fifteen years only.'] 

This completion of the ‘ thirty years’ and the * Darga-Pürnamüsa ' (by 
the performauce of the Dākshāyaņa) distinctly indicates the non- 
difference of the JDakshàyana from the JDavga-Pürnamüsa. For the 
thirty-year course of the Darga-Purnamdsa could not be made up by 
the performance of an altogether different sacrifice (while the text. 
distinctly lays down the fact of the thirty-year course being made up 
by the fifteen-year course of the Dakshdyana), Nor could there be a 
gratuitous rejection of the thirty-year limit, whereby the fifteen-year 
course would be due to a different sacrifice (that is to say, the mere per- 
formance of an altogether different sacrifice could not justify a rejection of 
the original thirty-year limit). Nor can it be urged that the course 
of the Durcga-Pirnamasa itself is reduced to one of ‘fifteen years’ by reason 
of the performer being à performer of another sacrifice in the shape 
of the Dakshayana. Because if this latter were wholly distinct from 
the former, there would be no relationship between the two (whereby the 
performance of one could reduce the course of another). And aiso 
because in that case, there would be no justification for the explana- 
tory sentence ' dv& hi pawrnamüsyau dvé amavasyé’ (which lays down the 
fact of two of each of these being performed in the Dakshayana, in- 
stead of only one, as in the case of the ordinary Darga-Pirnamasa, 
as the reason for the thirty-year limit being reduced to one of fifteen 
only). 
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Sutra (10): The name (‘ Dikshayana’)is due to the peculi- 
' arity of the Accessory. 

(This Sutra meets the Pürvapaksha argument of Sütra 6). 

The Name serves the purpose of distinguishing an Action from 
others, only when it occurs in tlie originative Injunction of that Action, 
and is not recognized to have a connection with any previous Action. In 
the case in question, however, we find that the name ' Dakshayana’ is 
not connected with any originative Injunction ; specially as in this 
case we do not find the sentence introduced by any word expressing 
the beginning of a new action,—as we do in the sentence ‘atha esha 
jyotih, etc’ And then, inasmuch as the Name is quite capable of 
being explained as mentioning an Accessory of the previous Sacrifice, 
it cannot serve the purpose of distinguishing the Action. That the 
word ‘ Dakshayana’ denotes a mere repetition of the previous sacrifice 
of the Darga-Pirnamasa is shown by the sense afforded by the com- 
ponents of the word itself, as also by the above-quoted text (that there 
are two Dargas and two Paurnamasas, in the JDüàkshàyana). Hence 
we conclude, from the Context, that the Result mentioned in the sentence 
in question follows from the Ddakshdyana as based upon the Darga- 
Pürnamüsa. The word ‘ Daksha’ means ‘the Sacrificer who is expert 
and very quick at the performance of the sacrifice (of thirty years, 
in only half the time)’; the Priests appointed by such a sacrificer are 
‘ daksha’ (appointed by the clever sacrificer); and the ‘ayana’ (per- 
formance) of these priests is the ‘ Dàksháyana' (and thus we find 
that the constituent parts of the word also point to the same fact that 
is mentioned in the text quoted above). 

The name * Sdkamprasthiya ' also means that the substance referred 
to by this word is offered (‘ prasthiyaté’) along with (‘sākam’) the 
smaller vessels, before the cutting up of the Sünnüyya cake; and thua 
this name also is found to belong to a material only, in connection 
with the previous sacrifice; and hence in this case also, there is 
nothing to oppose the recognition, in the sentences in question, of 
the Action that lias been mentioned before. 


Sutra (11): There is notbing peculiar in the completion (of 
the sentence with the mere mention of the result). 


[This meets Sitra 7.] 

Though the sentence does not enjoin the Result in reference to 
the Action, yet, inasmuch as it does not speak of any connection between 
the Action and the Result, the Action herein mentioned cannot be 
different from the previous sacrifice. Just as the fact of the Hesult 
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following from the Action has been established 
et seq.—-so, exactly in the same manner, has it also 
Stra I1—11—26, that there are certain sentences that 
purpose of establishing the relationship between a Result. 
Accessory of the previous sacrifice, And hence there — 
as to which of these two previous conclusions should be a 
in question, the presence of certain other words (such as 1 
Sutra 9) distinctly point to the conclusion that in the 
the Result is mentioned as following from the Accessory (o 
sacrifice) and not from any distinct sacrifice. 


ADHIKARANA (5). 
e 
[Actions mentioned along with Substances and Deities are distinct 


sacrifices. | 


Sutra (12): “It is a mere preparatory rite, as not occurring 
“in the Context (of any particular sacrifice); eeeidy as 
“there is no word denoting an Action." 


Without reference to any particular sacrifice, we find the sentence— 
* Vàyavyam ¢vetamalabhéta bhitikamak,’ * sauryam carum nirvapét brahma- 
varchasakamah. And in connection with this there arise the following 
questions :—I. Inasmuch as, as a general rule, all sentences, not appearing 
in reference to any particular sacrifice, are taken as serving some purpose 
of the Action mentioned in the Context,—does the sentence simply lay 
down the accessories * Cveta ' and * Caru ’ respectively of the ‘ Touching’ 
and ‘Preparing,’ that form part of the Darga-Pürnamüsa sacrifice, 
which is the action mentioned in the Context? or does it lay down 
two independent and distinct Actions? II. (If the Actions mentioned 
are distinct and independent), are these actions only those that are 
mentioned by the actual words of the sentence? or is it these actions 
as accompanying the ‘sacrifice’ that are meant ? 

The fact of the sentence in question not occurring in reference 
to any particular Action has been specially pointed out, in the Bhà- 
shya, with a view, (1) to show that there is sufficient ground 
for doubt, (2) that the present Adhikarana is not a mere repetition 
of what has been dealt with before, and also with a view to afford 
some sort of a ground for the (3) Pürvapaksha and (4) its Refutation. 

(1) If the * Touching’ and the‘ Preparing’ had been mentioned 
in reference to a previously mentioned sacrifice, then the idea 
of that sacrifice would be present when we came across the 
sentences in question; and as such there could never be any ques- 
tion of the sentence laying down a distinct sacrifice. While when 
they do not appear in reference to any such sacrifice, imasmuch 
as the accessories of Cvéta, eíc, are quite capable of forming the 
objects of Injunction, it might be that these might be taken as 
enjoined with reference to the ‘Touching’ and the ‘ Preparing ’ 
spoken of at a distance (in the sentence laying down the Darga- Pürnamsa); 
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or it might be that no idea of that previous sacrifice being present 
in the mind at the time, the sentence may be taken as laying down 
a distinct Action ; and thus the matter would be doubtful. 

(2) The sentence in question would, at first sight, appear as 
laying down an Action connected with the‘ sacrifice,’ and hence as having 
been already dealt with under Sūtra II—ii—17, But as the sentence in 
question does not appear with reference to any sacrifice, and hence 
there is no sacrifice, in this case, which could be referred to by it,— 
secondly, as the accessories of ‘ Cvéta,’ etc., are quite capable of being 
laid down by themselves with reference to the Actiom conneeted with 
the substances mentioned in that sentence itself,— the injunction of an 
action connected with the ‘sacrifice’ could, im the ease in question, 
scarcely be got at ; and hence it becomes necessary to take up its considera- 
tion on the present occasion. 

(3) It is only when the sentence does not refer to any previous 
action that the Parvapaksha could have the slightest semblance of 
plausibility ; because, no other ‘ Touching ’ and ‘ Preparing’ being 
found in the same Context with the sentence in question, it could not 
but be taken as laying down certain accessories with reference to the 
original ‘ Touching ’ and ‘ Preparing ’ (of the Darga-Pirnamasa). 

(4) The Refutation of this Purvapaksha also would be possible only 
when the sentence in question is known as not occurring in reference to any 
previous sacrifice, Because then alone could it be argued that, inasmuch 
as the sentence does not occur in any partieular Context, it could 
have no distinguishing feature whereby it could pertain to the 
original ‘Touching’ and ‘Preparing’; specially as the connection 
of these is actually found to be materially impossible ; and as such these 
original ‘Touching’ and ‘Preparing’ could never be mentioned in 
the sentence in question. 

The ‘Touching’ and the ‘Preparing’ have been spoken of in 
the Bhashya as ‘gunavidhi,’ because they form the objects of the 
gunavidhi. 


On the above questions, we have, at first, the following 
PURVAPAKSHA A. 
“Just as in the case of the Dakshaydna it has been found (in 
“ the foregoing Adhikarana) that, the sentence mentioning the connection 
“of the Accessory, and thus there being no word injunetive of amy Aetion, 
“the séntencé could not bé taken as laying down a distinct Action, 
'"-—so would it also be in thé case in question. This similarity 
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“between the two cases is what is implied by the word ‘ca’ inthe 
“ Sutra. 

“The Sidra mentions the word ‘aprakarané’ with a view to 
“ point out the exact object, with regard to which the sentence in 
“ question would lay down the Accessories. Or it may mean that, 
“though there is this difference between the sentence in question 
“and that dealt with in the previous Adhikarana, that the present one 
* does not appear in the Context of any particular Action,—yet inasmuch 
"as the connection of the original action (Darca-Pürnamüsa) is wot 
“obstructed by the presence of the Injunction, in the sentence, of 
“any other Action, the sentence must be taken as mentioning the 
* original actions of * Touching’ and ‘ Preparing’, only with a view to lay 
“ down certain accessories in connection with them. Hence the sentence 
“* Cvétamalabhéta’ must be taken as enjoining that the Oart-pole at 
“the JDarga-Pürnamüsa should be touched after it has been made 
“white; and similarly the sentence ‘carum nirvapét’ should be 
“taken as enjoining that the ‘preparing’ (or holding), at the same 
* Darga-Pürnamüsa, is to be of the Qaru (boiled rice), or that it is 
“to be measured by the Rice. 

“Then, as for the meution of the results of ‘ prosperity’ and 
“ * Brahmic glory ’ spoken of in the sentence as following from ‘ Touching’ 
“and ‘Preparing’, it would be a mere reference to the same results 
“following from the Davrca-Pürnamüsa, which is specially spoken of 
“as accomplishing all desirable results. 

“Then as for the word ‘Vayavyam,’ that too could be taken as 
“only referring to the cart-pole of the Darga-Pürnamósa ; because 
“the pole is made of the wood of a certain tree, and Vayu is the presiding 
“Deity of all trees. And as for the word ‘ Saurya,’ that would be 
“a reference to the Agnéya cake of the Darga-Pürnamüsa, because 
* both Agni and SZrya are the deities of Light. 

“For these reasons we conclude that the sentences serve to lay 


* down accessories for the Actions mentioned in connection with the 
‘* Darca-Pirnamasa.” : 


Sutra (13): "Mere ‘Touching’ and ' Preparing’ are the distinct 
"actions laid down by the sentences ; because all Actions 
" are based upon Direct Vedic Declarations." 


[In reply to the above Pürvapaksha we have the following arguments, 
which, however, embody another Theory not acceptable to us, and which is 
refuted in the next Sutra, Hence this is treated us a distinct Purvapuksha.] 
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PURVAPAKSHA B. 


“Tf ‘Touching’ and ‘Preparing’ were wholly incapable of 
* having the character of the enjoined, then alone could the sentences in 
* question be taken as laying down mere Accessories, As a matter of 
“ fact, however, it is those Actions themselves that are meant to be enjoined 
“by the sentence. | gd 

"For the present we lay aside the cee Vasca Me proceed 
* to refute the aforesaid arguments, on the basis of the word express- 
* ing the result. 

“If the * White’ and the ‘Rice’ be taken as laid down with refer- 
“ence to previous ‘Touching’ and ‘Preparing,’ then the mention of 
. * the Results (Prosperity and Brahmic glory) would be wholly meaning- 
“less, For even if the mention of these were mere references to the 
“call results’ following from the Darga-Pirnamasa, then too the parti- 
“cular results of ‘ Prosperity’ and‘ Brahmic glory’ would be only 
“two among the many alternative results; and as such the mention 
“of these as if they were the only results would not be quite compatible. 
“If again, these Results be taken as mentioned by way of qualifica- 
“tions, then there would be a syntactical split, If then the sentences 
. “be taken as laying down the relationship between the Accessory and the 
“Result, then, inasmuch as the original ‘Touching,’ etc., of the 
* Darga-Pirnamisa would not be capable of serving as the substrate 
“of this relationship, the sentence itself would also have to lay down 
"the connection of the necessary substrate; and this would entail a 
“ syntactical split. 

" Whereas there is no objection to the view that the sentence 
“lays down the Touching as qualified by ‘white’ ;—it is with a view to 
“this that the Sūtra says—because actions are based upon Direct Vedic 

“ Declarations. That is to say, in the case in question, it is the Action that, 

"being the object of Injunction, is based upon the authority of that 

Nu cie and hence the Injunction of the mere Property of 
‘white’ ould not have the authority of the Veda. | 

“Or, the Sutra may be taken as follows: The action meant to 
“ be laid down £s just what is distinctly mentioned, and not as accompanied 
“by ‘Sacrifice’; because the only basis for Actions is Direct Declaration ; 

“ that is to say, the element of ‘ Sacrifice’ not being mentioned in the text, 
"it could not well be accepted as enjoined by it. Nor is that 
k bu 80 very necessary that without it nothing can be accomplished ; 
“as it is quite possible for the ‘Touching’ and the ‘ Preparing’ to bring 
“about the Results, and thus serve as the Principal Actions. Specially as 
“ there is no ground for believing that the Action that has once been known 
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“as subsidiary to another, can never appear as a Principal Action, 
"even when it is actually spoken of as such; because the Principal or 
“ subsidiary character of an Action depends upon the Veda; and 
“there is nothing inherent iu the Actions themselves that would mark 
“ them out as the one or the other. 

* As for the word ‘Va@yavyam’ (which might be urged as pointing 
* to the fact of the ‘ white object’ being offered to the Deity Vayu, which 
* offering would constitute a sucrifice),it could be explained away, as being 
“a mere reference, on the ground that all substances are capable of 
“ being, in some way or other, related to certain deities (even without 
“their being actually offered to them). Or, the sentence might be 
“taken to mean that—‘when one has set aside a certain object for 
“the sake of Vayu, if we happen to touch it, it would bring prosperity 
“to us.’ And as the sentence embodies a qualified Injunction, 
* there would not be any very great trouble in taking the sentences 
“thus, Or, the sentences might mean that the desirable results are ob- 
“tained as soon as the white object is touched for the sake of Vayu, 
* or when the boiled rice is prepared for the sake of the Sun. And cer- 
“tainly it is not in a sacrifice alone that anything can be done for 
“the sake of certain Deities. Because there is no incompatibility 
"in something being done for the sake of a certain Deity, whenever 
* that happens to be enjoined for being done as such (even if it be not a 
“ sacrifice), Therefore all that the sentence in question means, in 
“accordance with the expressed Injunction, is that ‘something 
“ white should be touched for the sake of Vayu.’ 

“ Having shown that there is a syntactical split, if the sentence 
“ be taken as laying down an Accessory, and then, the connection of 
“the Result,—the Bhashya now grants, for the sake of argument, the 
“ rejection or neglect of the word expressing the result; and then 
“it proceeds to show anomalies in the above Purvapaksha: Atha và 
“yo sau vidhayakah gabdah, etc. The sense of this is that, though it will 
“be said later on that the sentences that do not appear in connection 
“with any particular Action serve the purpose of mentioning some- 
“thing for the original Action of the Context,—yet, this declaration is not 
“onë that has an absolute verbal authority; as it is only based upon 
“the fact of these factors mentioned in the sentences being otherwise in- 
“ capable of serving any useful purpose, apart from the original action. In 
“ the case in question, however, we find that the existence of ‘ Touching’ 
“and ‘ Preparing’ elsewhere (7.e., apart from the original action) is not 
* wholly impossible,—because they are met with even in ordinary worldly 
‘“ experience. Then if the ‘Touching’ were meant to be specified in the 
“sentence in question with the sole purpose of precluding the ‘ touching’ 
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* of the ordinary world,—then, there being no other specifying word, the 
* specification would have to be done by the Injunctive affix itself; and 
* hence all that the word * alabh&ta! could mean would be ‘that touching 
* which has been laid down as something to be done’; and the potency of the 
“ Injunctive having been wholly spent up in this, any further injunction 
“of the Accessory would be absolutely impossible. Nor ean the 
“ single injunctive word * dlabhéta’ serve the twofold purpose of indicat- 
“ing the former ‘ Touching’, and laying down the accessory ‘ white.’ 
“If again the word ‘dlabhéta’ be taken as referring only to the Root- 
* meaning (the Touching previously mentioned), then as the mere ‘ Touch- 
‘“ ing’ would exist in the ordinary world also, the accessory would come 
“to be enjoined for such ordinary Touching also; and as such Injunction 
“of the accessory for the ordinary Touching would not bring about any 
“results, the word would become meaningless. But this mere meaning- 
“ Jessness, without the action of any Context, etc., cannot lead us to accept 
“only the Verdic ‘Touching’ and ‘Preparing’ as to be meant by the 
“sentences in question. b | 

“ And hence, there being no ground for connecting the sentences with 
“any original Action mentioned before, they must be taken as laying 
“down a distinct ‘ Touching ' and ‘ Preparing.’ " 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (14): But the ‘sacrifice’ is laid down; because of the 
mention of the enjoyer of the Substance and the Result, which 
are related to some sort of an Action. 


Just as the presence of the word speaking of the Result has been 
urged as setting aside the former Pirvapaksha that the sentences lays 
down an Accessory,—so, in the same manner the latter Pürvapaksha also, 
which holds mere ‘ Touching’ to be the object enjoined, can be refuted 
by means of the words expressing the Deities (‘ Vayavyam’ and 
* Sauryam’). ; 

Inasmuch as, as a matter of fact, the Injunction in question depends 
upon each of the words contained in the sentence, it must be taken, in the 
case iu question, as pertaining to the relationship of the substance, the 
Deity and the word (* váyavyam ’) expressing that relationship. And as the 
relationship would not be possible without the action of ‘ sacrifice,’ 
it naturally implies such an Action; specially as no other action is 
capable of bringing about that relationship. For if we were to touch 
the subtsance, without offering it to the Deity Vayu, it would not be 
'vüyavya, Nor can the sentence be taken to mean that we should 
touch only that particular substance which is ordinarily known as 
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* payavya’ (dedicated to Vayu) ; because such dedication to a Deity can be 
brought about only by performance. Hence the sentence could not but 
be taken as meaning that‘ the white substance should be offered 
to Vayu’; and from this we conclude that the sentence is the Injunction 
ofa ‘sacrifice’ (in the shape of offering). Because the ‘Injunction of 
Sacrifice’ will be defined later on as ‘yajatwodana dravyadévatakriyum 
samudayé kriyarthatvat’ (IV —11—27). 

And thus the ‘ touching’ and ‘ preparing’ mentioned in the sentences 
in question would be mere ‘ references’ to the same Actions mentioned in 
the original Injunction (in connection with the Darga-Pirnamasa). 

Though the Pürvapakshi has brought forward the objection of the 
highly complicated character of the theory of the sentence being 
a qualified Injunction,—yet as it must have been carelessly brought 
forward, and that too against an assumed adversary, we take no 
notice of it here (because we do not hold to that theory; what we 
hold is that the Injunction is of the Sacrifice only, there being mere 
references to Touching and Preparing). 


Sutra (15): Also because we find texts indicating the same 
conclusion. 


We have the text—' Sawmüraudran carun nirvapét. . . . paricrité 
yajéta’ ; and in this as soon as the word *saumüraudram' (which speaks 
of the connection of the Caru with the Deities Soma and Rudra) 
has been uttered, though there is no word expressing ‘ sacrifice,'—yet, 
inasmuch as the sentence ‘parigrité yajēta, which lays down the 
proper cooking of the rice, refers to a previous Sacrifice by the word ‘ yajéta,’ 
—we always recognize the sentence as laying down a certain action con- 
nected with ‘sacrifice. In fact, in the case of the sentence ‘ agni- 
shomiyam  pacumülabhéta, it is only by the above reason that the 
presence of ‘sacrifice ' is admitted. 

In the previous Adhikarana we considered the question as to whether 
the sentence is an Injunction or a mere reference to a previous Action ; 
while what we have considered in the present Adhikarana is the question 
as to,—the Injunctive character having been established,—what sort of 
an Action (either mere Touching or Sacrifice) is enjoined by it. And as 
such there is no mere useless repetition, 


ADHIKARANA (6). 
[The Touching of the Calf, etc., is a mere purificatory rite, ] 


Sutra (16): In a doubtful case, the correct conclusion is arrived 
at by a perception of similarity. 


Some people declare that—‘ whatever is mentioned in glosses 
and commentaries is present in the Sūtra; as it is the Sūtra that is 
the source of all meanings ; everything is contained in the Sutra.’ 

And against these people the following is urged: A reason never 
establishes its conclusion until the form of this effect has been duly 
shown. And,as a matter of fact, we find the Sūtra mentioning only 
the reason,—‘ prayadarganat. Nor is the meaning of the Sūtra or 
the Context, etc., capable of showing what special instance is meant 
to be dealt with, or what the question and conclusion are? Thus then the . 
Sutra being altogether unintelligible, it devolves upon the commentators 
to try and remove this deficiency of the Sutra. Specially asthe supplying 
of words, from outside, into the Sutra, has been prohibited, only with 
reference to such Sütras as are quite explicable without it; and all that 
is meant by that prohibition is that, inasmuch as the sole motive of the 
author of the Sūtra is to train the intellect of the pupil, only that 
much of extraneous matter should be assumed, without which the 
Sutra would be inexplicable, and all sorts of matter are not to be saddled 
on to it, 

And hence inasmuch as the subject, etc., of the Adhikarana have not 
been mentioned in the Sé#tra, the author of the Vrttt shows what 
they are. This is how people explain the Bhüshya, when it proceeds 
to draw upon the gloss of Upavarsha. 

In connection with the present Sūtra, Upavarsha has cited the 
sentence * vatsamülabhata, found in the Agnzhotra section, in connection 
with the milking of the cow. And he has shown that, with regard to this 
sentence also, we have a threefold doubt: (1) Does the sentence 
lay down the calf with the reference to the ‘Touching’ originally 
mentioned in the Context ? (2) Or, does it lay down mere ‘ Touching’ ? 
(3) Or does it lay down a ‘ Sacrifice’ ? 

As to the first alternative, it has been left out, because, there being 
no specification in the sentence, there is nothing in it to point to the 
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‘Touching’ previously mentioned in the Context ;—as shown in the 
foregoing Adhikarana. 

And inasmuch as the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana 
points to the fact of the sentence under consideration here also being the 
Injunction of a Sacrifice, the Bhashya proceeds to explain the present 
Adhikarana as an exception to the foregoing one, 

Though, as a matter of fact, on account of the sentence dealt with here 
being a counter-instance of the foregoing Szddhünta argument based upon 
the connection of the Enjoyer, the Pürvapaksha of the present Adhikurana 
has almost wholly been represented (in the shape of the Siddhanta 
of the foregoing Adhikarana); yet the Bhdshya proceeds to present it 
afresh ; because of the peculiar character of the intellect of certain persons ; 
as there are some people, so imbued with the idea of the Logician, 
that they think of interpreting the Veda also by means of Inferences 
from similarity; and these persons would never grasp the fact of the 
Pürvapaksha having been refuted, unless it has been duly set forth 
previously. 

Some people accept the word ‘dlabhéta’ as synonymous with 
‘sacrifice, on the strength of the foregoing Adhikarana ; while others 
take it as merely implying the ‘sacrifice’; and it is both these views 
that they bring forward in connection with the sentence in question 
also. And we have in connection with this a twofold 


PURVAPAKSHA:— 


namely: ‘ (1) The sentence in question lays. down a distinct sacrifice,— 
* (2) it lays down the calf in connection with the sacrifice that has been 
“laid down previously.” 


THE SIDDHANTA 


view is that in the case of the sentence dealt with in the foregoing 
Adhikarana, we accepted the injunction of the ‘sacrifice,’ on the sole 
ground of the relationship between the substance and the Deity therein 
mentioned (by the word ‘ vayavyam ’),—and not, either on the strength 
of a newly-discovered expressive potency of the word ‘ dlabhéta,’ 
or on that of a fallacious Inference (of the implication of ‘ sacrifice ’ 
by the word ‘ Glabhéta’). In the case in question, however, as we have 
no word expressive of the said relationship (of Deity and Substance), 
we must take the word ‘dlabhéta’ in its simple direct signification. 
Thus would the similarity of the present ‘ touching ' with the purificatory 
secondary actions of cow-milking and the like be explained; as the 
* Touching ' also would be a mere secondary rite ; and this ‘ touching of the 
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calf’ at the particular time of milking the cow, would serve a visible 
purpose of making the cow yield more milk. 


Sutra (17): Also because of the possibility of the connection 
with the particular Arthavada. 


Close upon the sentence in question we have the sentence ‘ vatsa- 
nikanta hi pagavah ' (* Animals love their young ones dearly’); and this 
could be taken as an .Aríhavüda showing a reason for the previous 
Injunction, only when the preceding sentence ‘ vatsamdlabhéta’ is 
taken as enjoining the ‘touching’ by way of fondling it for the purpose 
of making the cow yield more milk [the two sentences together meaning 
that ‘one should touch (fondle) the calf, with a view to the cow yielding 
more milk, because animals love their young dearly ']. > 

If, on the other hand, the word ‘ alabhéta’ meant ‘ touching for the 
purpose of killing’ (by way of offering to a Deity), the mention 
of the fact of the young being dearly loved by animals would be 
wholly irrelevant ; for in that case the purport of the two sentences would 
be this: ‘Because the calf is loved by its mother, therefore it should 
be touched for being killed'— certainly not a very relevant proposi- 
tion! In [the other case (i.e., when *àlabhéta' means touching by way 
of fondling) it would be quite natural to expect that, inasmuch as 
the cow is fond of the calf, if we fondle the calf, or the calf fondles 
us, the cow would be moved to yield more milk, the flow of which would 
be accelerated; by the sight of her calf being fondled. 

Thus also, it must be admitted that the sentence in question 
lays down mere ‘Touching’ as a secondary action calculated to serve 
a useful purpose. 


ADHIKARANA (7). 
[The Naivara Caru is for the purposes of Adhàána.] 


Sūtra (18): As connected with the word mentioning an Action, 
it must be taken as being for the sake of that Action ; special- 
ly as such is the direct signification of the words of the 
text. 


The Adhikarana before last having dealt with the significations of the 
words * alabh&ta' and‘ nirvapét’ as contained in the sentences ‘ gvetama- 
lubhéta’ and *sauryaficarunnivvapeét, —the last Adhikarana has dealt with 
the counter-instance of the first part of that Adhikarana ; and the present 
Adhikarana proceeds to deal with the counter-instance of the second 
portion dealing with the ‘Preparing’ in connection with the boiled 
vice. Nor is the case of this exactly similar to that dealt with in 
the foregoing Adhikarana; as in this we have a further ground of doubt, 
in the shape of the mention of a Deity (Brhaspati). 

[In connection with ‘ Agni, we meet with the sentence ‘ nazvarac- 
carurbhavati, and then ‘ yadénam carumupadadhati’; and here arises the 
question as to whether the boiled rice is laid down for the purpose of the 
sacrifice (the sense of the texts being that ‘having sacrificed out of the 
rice, the remnant is to be kept aside), or that it is laid down for the sole 
purpose of being kept aside.] 

And on this question, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“The character of a subsidiary to Sacrifices is inherent in all 
“such substances as boiled rice, cake and the like ; and hence in all cases, 
“ it is necessary to give up one's ownership of these substances (in favour 
“ of someone else). Consequently, what the word * wpadadhüti' in the 
“ sentence ‘carum wpadadhàti' means is that there is to be a ‘ pratipatti ’ 
“(keeping aside, throwing away ) of the Caru; and as no such ‘ pratipatti ' 
* of a thing would be possible until it had been already utilised, we are 
“ Jed to look out for that at which the boiled rice could have been utilised ; 
“and the foremost of all, that which presents itself as being most capable 
“of affording an occasion for the said utilisation of the Rice, is the 
"'Sacrifice'; and hence we are led to accept the fact of the Caru 
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“being of use at the sacrifice. Subsequently too, we meet with the 
* sentence ‘Brhaspateretadannam yannivürü, etc’, which distinctly men- 
“tions Brhaspati as the Deity of the Rice; and under the circumstances, if 
* the connection between the Rice and that Deity were not duly established 
* by means of a sacrifice, the mention of the Deity would be absolutely 
* meaningless. Therefore we must take the sentences in question to mean 
“ that— after having performed the sacrifice of the Barhaspatyacaru, 
* which forms a part of the Agnéya sacrifice, we should desist, for a 
“time, from proceeding with the other sacrifices connected with the 
* Agneya, and keep aside the Rice (that has been offered to Brhaspati).’”’ 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: There is nothing 
inherent in the Rice that would always make it employed at sacrifices ; in 
fact the use to which such things are to be put is ascertained by means 
of the authoritative directions that may be found with regard to them. 
As soon as the appearance of the Rice has been mentioned, we 
naturally seek for the use to which it could be put ; and we are met by 
` the sentence ‘ yadénam carum upadadhati, which directly lays down the 
fact of the Rice helping towards the preparation of the altar for the 
reception of the Fire to be used at the sacrifice. And the Rice thus 
having its use clearly defined, it could not have any connection 
with another Action, even if such an action were directly mentioned ; and 
hence it is all the more impossible for it to have anything to do with 
an Action that is not even mentioned (but only indirectly implied). 
Nor can the keeping spoken of be said to have the character of the 
Pratipatti; because we do not know of any use to which it could 
_ be put prior to the keeping. 

Further, even in the case of an action which is performed with 
regard to an independent purpose, the Rice has a certain predomin- 
ance over the keeping; and hence as unless the Rice is purified by the 
said keeping, it cannot help in the preparation of the altar,—there is 
nothing incompatible in the presence of the Accusative ending (in 
* Qarum !). G 

Then again, inasmuch as there are only three ways of the direct 
mention of the connection of a Deity [viz, (1) the Nominal Deific affix, 
(2) the Dative ending, (3) the Indicative words contained in the 
mantras ],—the connection of the Nivara Rice with the Deity Brhaspati 
mentioned in the Arthavada could, at best, be only an implied (or inferred) 


one; as that Arthavada is devoid of all the three means of directly 
mentioning the Deity. 
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That is to say, the Deity Brhaspati, being mentioned in connec- 
tion with the N vara (in the Arthavada passage), could be connected with 
the Rice, only by a highly complicated process. For instance, (1) first of 
all, * Brhaspati, though mentioned in the supplementary <Arthavada, 
would have to be taken as the Deity in reference to the Injunction, which, 
however, does not stand in need of any such connection of Deity ;— 
then (2), the deific character of Brhaspati would have to be assumed, 
even iu the absence of any of the three indicators of Deity—the Nominal 
Affix and the rest ;—and (3) lastly, there would be the necessity of having 
to assume the fact of the 'sacrifice' being implied by the sentence 
' natvaraccarurbhavate.’ 

For these reasons, it is far more reasonable to take the Caru (Rice) 
as serving the purpose of being kept aside. 

Some people bring forward the supplementary sentence ‘ Barhaspatyo 
bhavati, as containing the word ‘ Barhasputyah,’ which is co-extensive with 
' caruh, and which serves to point out, by means of the nominal affix, the 
Deity connected with the Caru (Rice). But for these people also, it 
would be necessary to take the Injunction, in the very first instance, 
as pointing to the fact of the Caru being for the purpose of being 
kept; and then as there would be no deficiency felt in the Injunction, for 
want of a Deity, it would not be possible for the sentence to lay down any 
Deity. Consequently, the present tense in the sentence ‘ Bürhaspatyo 
bhavat?' would indicate that the character of being related to Brhaspati, 
that is attributed to the Caru (in the sentence ‘Brhaspaterva etadan- 
nam yannivürüh') by way of eulogising it,is the same that we perceive 
as belonging to it, at the present time; and thus the meaning of the 
sentence ‘ Brhaspaterva, etc.’ comes to be the same as that of the sentence 
* Barhaspatyo bhavati’ (though this latter occurs in the Taitiiriya Text, 
while the former in the Madhyandiniya). 

For these reasons we conclude that the nace in question lays 
down, not a sacrifice, but that alone which it distinctly mentions—vzz., the 
keeping aside of the Caru. 
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ADHIKARANA (8). 
[The Tvashtra Pütnivata is subservient to the Pavyagnikarana.] 


Sutra (19): Inasmuch as the Patnivata is recognised as the 
previous one, the sentence in question must be taken as 
serving the purpose of precluding (the subsequent sub- 
sidiaries ). 


In connection with what has gone before, we proceed to consider 
whether the word ‘ utsrjat? ' signifies the sacrifice or not. 

The sacrifice having been laid down 1n the sentence, ‘ Poashtram 
patnivatamalabhaté, we find another sentence—' Paryagnikrtam patni- 
vatamutsrjanti, And in connection with this latter sentence, there 
is a doubt as to whether it lays down an Accessory (to the sacrifice laid 
down in the former sentence), or a distinct Action,—the doubt being due 
to the twofold construction of which the sentence is capable. And on 
this, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


* The sentence lays down a distinct Action; because the Injunctive 


“ potency of the sentence pertains, as in the case of the sentence *'vüya- 


“ vyam cvétamalabhéta, to the relationship between the substance and the 
“ Deity. 

* And further, inasmuch as the sentence in question does not counted 
“ any mention of T'vashtà, the action mentioned therein cannot be recognised 
* ag the same as that mentioned in the previous sentence (in which the word 
“ Tvashtra forms an important factor); and (if the action mentioned in 
* the two sentences be taken as the same on the ground of both sentences 
“laying down the ‘pdatnivata’), then, on account of the sentence in 
* question containing the mention of ‘ paryagnikarana’ also, there would 
* be a syntactical split (if it laid down the Painivata also). 

“That is to say, if in the sentence in question, both the words 
* (* paryagnikrtam ' and ‘ patnivatam’) were mentioned as mere qualifica- 
“tions, as the two words ('£vàüshtra' and ‘ patnivatam’) are in the pre- 
* vious sentence,—then the action mentioned in the sentence in question 
“could be recognized as the same as that mentioned in the previous 
‘sentence. As a matter of fact, however, in the case in question, 
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" we have not even the slightest touch of such a recognition,—as we have 
“ that of * Mahéndra’ in the Indrapragatha ; and hence even on account of 
"the aetion mentioned in the second sentence being connected with 
“a distinct Deity (Agni), it cannot but be taken as distinct from that 
* mentioned before (which is connected with Tvashta as its Deity). 

"If again, the sentence be taken as laying down the * giving away’ 
“ (‘utsrjati’) with reference to the Pdtnivata, then, inasmuch as it is 
* also found to mention the qualification of ‘paryagnikriam, there would 
"be a syntaetical split; and it would be in an indirect way that the 
"'giving away’ would be connected (with the paryagnikarana). And 
“further, as the ‘giving away’ of the Pātnīvata has already been men- 
“ tioned in the previous originative Injunction, its repetition in the sentence 
“in question would be useless (if the Actions were the same). Nor is any 
“useful purpose served, in the present instance, by the injunction of the 
“ Paryagnikarana (in connection with the action in question); because its 
"existence in that Action is already indicated by its presence in the 
“original Primary of that Action. Nor can we accept the sentence as 
‘containing an alternative injunction of the Action having Pātnīvata for 
“its Deity ; as the position of the Deity is already occupied by T'ashtà 
“ mentioned in the originative Injunction. 

“Nor ean the difference of the two Actions be asserted on the mere 
“ ground of the repetition of the Paryagnikarana, whose helpfulness in the 
“original Action has been duly ascertained,—as in the case of the Grha- 
“médhiya, Because the sentence in question mentions the Paryagnikarana 
“merely as a subordinate factor. Nor can the word ‘ Paryagnikarana ' 
“ be taken as denoting the subsidiary procedure ending with the Paryagni- 
“karana; and as such the mere mention of the ‘ Paryagnikrtam ’ 
“could not serve to separate the part of the procedure ending with the 
“ Paryagnikarana, from the subsidiary actions that come after it. Nor 
"again is the word ‘Paryagnikriam’ expressive of time; and hence the 
“sentence could not be taken to mean that the giving away is to be done 
“at the time of the Paryagnikarana, And there is no ground for taking the 
“word ‘Paryagnikritam’ as indirectly indicative of the time; specially 
“when the direct signification of the word makes the sentence quite 
“ compatible and explicable. 

“Then again, all the subsidiaries of the sacrifice being equally laid 
' down as to be performed along with it,—and the performance of none of 
“these being prohibited by any other sentence,—when the time of the 
* Paryagnikarana comes, all the subsidiaries would come to be performed ; 
“and it could not be definitely known which one of the many subsidiaries 
. is to be performed at that time; because if all of them were to be 
“ performed at that time, the prescribed time would be transgressed ; 
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“while if attention were paid to the observance of the time (by the 
“ performance of any one of the subsidiaries), that would mean the neglect 
“of the other subsidiaries (consequently the sentence cannot be taken as 
“laying down the time of the Paryagnikarana, for the performance of the 
“sacrifice mentioned in the previous sentence). 

“The same arguments also serve to set aside the view that the 
“sentence lays down the particular state of the ‘giving away’; because 
“the previous Injunction itself has laid down that the Patnivata is to be 
“given away when in the state of the Paryagni (and so this could not be 
“enjoined over again in the sentence in question). If it be urged that 
* the sentence serves to preclude the condition subsequent to the Paryagni- 
“karana, then that would entail the three anomalies (of rejecting the 
“enjoined, accepting that which is not enjoined and so forth, which have 
“been shown to attach to all Preclusive Injunctions). 

“ Thus then, we find that in the sentence in question, there is nothing 
“that could be laid down with reference to the previous sacrifice; and as 
“such we conclude that it lays down a distinct Action, connected with the 
“Deity (Agni) and the material (Pdtnivata),—having for its original 
“either the sacrifice mentioned in the previous sentence (which has the 
“same Deity and Accessory), or the Agnishomiya sacrifice.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply: Inasmnch as the 
sacrifice mentioned in the sentence in question is actually recognized as 
the same as the one mentioned in the previous sentence, we cannot 
perceive any other sacrifice in it; and what the sentence in question does 
is to lay down, with regard to the same sacrifice, all the subsidiary 
procedure ending with the Paryagnikarana. 

The word ‘ Patnivata’ in the sentence in question can very well 
denote the previous sacrifice, even though it is accompanied by two quali- 
fications,—just like the word ‘agni’ in connection with the Manotà sacri- 
fice. And the words ! paryagnikrtamutsrjati' also are cognised, on account 
of the Context, as laying down an accessory for that same sacrifice. 

Objection: * But we have shown above that none of the variotüs 
“ways of the injunction of accessory is possible in the sentence in 
“ question." ° 

Reply: True; all the rest have been rejected'as impossible; but you 
have not refuted the theory that the accessory laid down is the Subsidiary 
Procedure ending with the Paryagnikarana. 

Though the word ‘Paryagnikrtam’ itself does not, like the word 
“idauta’, directly express that which ends in that (Paryagnikarana), yet it 
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is quite capable of implying it; especially as one cannot be spoken of as 
having finished the Paryagnikarana, until all that precedes it has also been 
done. Consequently the mention of the ‘Paryagnikarana’ alone also 
implies all that precedes it. 

And then, the sentence laying down the performance of the Tvdastra 
is found to stand in need of the mention of the method of procedure to 
be employed in regard to it; and inasmuch as it would have no reason, 
for going beyond the group of subsidiaries ending with the Puryagni- 
karana (the capability of whose usefulness has been perceived ),—it would 
not stand in need of all subsidiaries of the original Agnishomiya. And 
thus, it having been duly ascertained that, the subsidiaries connected with 
the Tvashtra sacrifice ending with the Paryugnikarana,—and the mere form 
of this sacrifice having been mentioned in the previous sentence,—what 
the sentence does is simply to preclude (or separate) the presence of the 
subsidiaries subsequent to the Paryagnikarana, from the Tvashtra sacrifice. 
And hence it is this separation (or preclusion) that is spoken of in the 
Sūtra as the effect of the sentence; hence the Si#tra—‘ pirvatvadavac- 
chédah’. 

In this way we would be saved from all the trouble of inferring a 
distinct sacrifice, a distinct Apirva, etc., etc. 

Nor is it that the ‘ giving away’ has been made connected with the 
word ‘ Paryagni,’ which removes it from its natural precincts. Because 
the object of Injunction being the ‘giving away’ as qualified by the 
subsidiaries ending with Paryagnikarana,—though the form of the ‘ giving 
away’ has been already mentioned, yet what the sentence does is to lay 
down the subsidiaries ending with -Paryagnikarana, with reference to 
that ‘giving away’ which has been previously mentioned ; and as such 
there is no removal of any factor from its natural precincts ; and hence 
in one way itis the ‘giving away’ itself that has been spoken of as the 
object of Injunction. 

In accordance with your theory, on the other hand, the Root (in 
utsrjati*) would come to denote something wholly distinct from itself, just 
as in the case of the sentence ‘ dadhnendriyakümasya juhuyat’ (as you 
‘would have to take ‘utsrjati’ as laying down something different from 
“giving away’, its rightful denotation). And for this reason also, we 
should accept the action mentioned in the sentence in question to be tho 
same as that mentioned in the previous sentence. 

Then again, inasmuch as the Context also favours the view taken of 
the subsidiaries ending with Paryagnikarana, no significance can be 
attached to the mention of the ' Patnivata’; as this last word serves as n 
mere reference to (description of) what already exists; and this explana- 
tion meets the objection urged above, as to our theory necessitating the 
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object. . 
For these reasons. 


ADHIKARANA (9). 
[ Adabhya, etc., are the names of Grahas.] 


Sutra 20: When the name appears by itself without any mention 
of the sacrificial material, it would be subservient to the 
Action. 


[In no particular connection we find the sentences, ‘ ésha va? havisha 
haviryajaté yo'dübhyam grhitva somaya yaját&, and ‘ para và etasyayuh 
prana ēti yongum grhnāti.] 

And with regard to the holding of the Adābhya and the Ançu, there 
is a threefold doubt, just as in the case of the dlambha (Touching). And 
just as in that oase, so here also, after having set aside the two other 
alternative theories, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


* The sentences in question enjoin two sacrifices. The arguments in 
“ support of this view are as follows: It has been shown above (under 
* ' Namadhéya’) that the name of a sacrifice serves to distinguish it even 
“from that sacrifice which may have been originally mentioned in the 
“ Context; and hence it will distinguish actions all the more easily from ` 
“those that are not mentioned in the same Context, with regard to which 
“there can be no idea of identity. 

"In the case in question we find that the names ‘adabhya’ and 
** Ancu' are not known to belong to any sacrifice mentioned in the 
* Context; and hence the sentence cannot be taken as laying down a mere 
“ repetition of the same. Consequently we conclude that the sentence 
"lays down the Ékàha sacrifice which forms part of the Jyotishtoma— 
“this conclusion being pointed out by the similarity of the injunction of 
"holding. Nor is the case in question similar to that of the ‘touching 
*of the calf'; (1) because in the first of the two sentences in question, 
“ we find the direct mention of the ‘sacrifice,’ and in the second, we have 
“a specific name, which serves to distinguish the Action so named from 
“all other Actions; and (2) because the presence of the injunction of 
** holding’ in the sentences transfers, to the actions herein mentioned, 
“all the details of the Jyofishtoma ; and as such these actions become 
“fully equipped with all the necessary factors of the Material and the 
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“ Deity, etc. (which is not found in the case of the sentence ' vatsama- 
** labhéta’). | 

* And for these reasons, we conclude that the sentences lay down 
“ distinct sacrifices." 


SIDDHANTA, 


To the above we make the following reply :— 

In the case of sentences where we have only the Name and the holding 
mentioned (as in the case in question), the chances of the mention of à 
sacrifice are very much less than in the case of the sentence ‘vatsama- 
lubhēta’ ; because the former is devoid even of the mention of a Material. 

That is to say, we find that, in the sentences in question, the mention 
of the Deity is a long way off; and even the object that would form the 
objective of the mentioned ‘holding’ is not mentioned. Because the 
substance cannot be pointed out except by a class or by a property. 
Aud so long as it has not been ascertained that the actions mentioned in 
the sentences are sacrifices, there can be no idea as to the sacrifices being 
similar to the Jyotishtoma; and as such ‘Soma’ (the material offered 
at the Jyotishtoma) could not be recognized as the material to be held. 
And as for the verb ‘ grind@iz,’ also, there is no reason to believe that it is 
always concomitant with the Jyotishtoma; because all that it expresses 
is mere holding (and this action is present in all sacrifices). 

Nor are the names in question—‘ Adabhya’ and * Ancu’—the names 
of any sacrifices, whereby they could serve to distinguish these sacrifices. 
Because these words have been accepted as names, simply on the ground 
of their co-extensiveness with ‘holding’; and as for the difference of 
‘holding’ from the previous sacrifices, we also admit it; but it does not 
follow from this that the sentence lays down a distinct Sacrifice. 

As a matter of fact, we have proved, under Sūtra IL—ii—18, that 
even when such sentences are'accompanied by the mention of Deities and 
Materials, they cannot be taken as laying down sacrifices. While in -— 
case in question, we do not find even this (mention of the Deity and the 
Material). As for the sacrifice that is mentioned by the word ‘ yajéta’ in 
the sentence speaking of the 4düàbhya, it cannot, in the present instance, 
be taken as enjoined by the Injunctive affix (in ‘ yajéta’), which has its 
injunctive potency transferred elsewhere (to the Accessory),—as shown 
under the Párvapaksha of the Sutra II—ii—27. Therefore the sentence 
(speaking of Adabhya) must be taken as laying down the Do. with 
reference to a certain sacrifice. (laid down before). 

Question: “ But how do you connect the Ancu with a por CH 
“the sentence speaking of it does not contain the word *'yajat ?) ? "' 

In reply to this some people assert that its connection with a sacrifice 
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is established by means of the Jyotishtoma, with which it has the 
similarity of the presence of ‘holding.’ As a matter of fact, however, 
we find that both the sentences in question occur again in connection with 
JTyotishtoma, inthe Tatttiriya Rescension of the Text. And this repetition 
of the sentences having no other use, would serve the purpose of pointing 
out the fact of the Angu and the Adabhya being employed in certain 
Actions. And just as in the case of the sentence ‘ saptadaga sümidhenih, 
ete, the mention of the ‘seventeen’ not occurring in any particular 
context, it is utilized by being taken along with the Samzdhéni, and its use 
is pointed out by the sentences in the same Context ;—so also would it be 
in the ease in question. 

Hence we conclude that the only reasonable position to take up, in 
regard to the sentences in question, is that which is expressed in the 
Sutra II—111—12,—viz., that they lay down secondary preparatory rites. 
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ADHIKARANA (10). 
[The Agnicayana is a secondary preparatory rite. | 


Sutra (21): “The word ‘Agni’ would be cognised as denoting 
“a sacrifice, because of the presence of indicative marks.” 


In connection with the sentence *agnificinute* followed by the 
sentences—‘ athàto'gnimagnishtoménünuyajati, tamukthyéna, tamateratréna, 
tam shodagina, etc.’—we have a threefold doubt: (1) Does it lay down a 
distinct Sacrifice ? or (2) Does it lay down mere Cayana (collecting) ? or 
(3) Does it lay down an accessory for all the Primary and Subsidiary 
sacrifices P And on this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


"(1) As we do not find the sentence repeated again in the Con- 
“ text, as we do in the case of the sentences dealt with in the foregoing 
“ Adhikarana,—(2) as no useful purpose would be served by the mere 
“ purification of Agni,—we conclude, from the very fact of the presence 
“of the name, that the sentence lays down a distinct sacrifice; and thus 
“alone could we justify the subsequent mention of the Result, in the 
*' sentence ‘ Rdhnoti, etc.’ Nor can the result herein mentioned be said to 
* follow from an Accessory; because no substrate of any such Accessory 
* js mentioned in the Context. 

“ And then, we perceive that such distinctive marks as the Upasad, 
etc, which are the invariable accompaniments of the Soma sacrifice, 
“are connected with the Action mentioned in the sentence in question. 

“So also, in the sentences ‘ athato’gnimagnishtomenanuyajati, etc., 
** we find that ‘ Agni’ is the name of a sacrifice to be performed ; because 
* the sentence ‘agnim yajati' is precisely similar to the sentence ‘ samzdho 
“yajatt, wherein it has been shown, under Sūtra I—iv—4, that the 
* word 'samidhah' is the name of a sacrifice; and hence we come to take 
“the sentence in question as laying down a sacrifice qualified by the name 
"' Agni, And this ‘Agni’-sacrifice comes to be qualified by the 
“sanstha’s of the Agnishtoma, which are found to be present in it. 
“Then as for the words ‘ dvirütra, etc., they could be taken as pointing 
“out the alternatives of time. 

“Or, (when the sentence in question is not taken as laying down a 
“ sacrifice), inasmuch as the subsequent sentence is a mere injunction 
“of the sanstha’s, the mention of the word ‘yajate’ could be taken as a 
“mere reference to a certain previous sacrifice. If, however, the word 
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*einnute, in the originative Injunction (Ze, the sentence in question), 
“ signify a sacrifice, —then, on account of the coextensiveness of * Agni’ with 
“ ‘ sacrifice’ appeariug subsequently (in the subsequent sentences), it is 
“ concluded that in the very first sentence, the ‘Agni’ is the name of a 
“ sacrifice. 

“Then, as for the particle ‘anu’ (in ‘anuyajati’), it only serves to 
“ refer to the fact of the Agni sacrifice being performed after the Jyotish- 
“ toma, which fact is also mentioned in the sentence ‘ ētēna (Jyotishtoména) 
“ anishtvd, nünyéna yagéta.”  [* Until one has performed the Agnishtoma, 
* he should not perform any other sacrifice. | 

“ Or the sentence ‘ agnimagnishtoména, etc.,’ expressly mentioning the 
“fact of the Agni being subsequently performed with the help of the Sanstha’s 
“ of the Agnishtoma,—such subsequent performance would be possible only 
“if ‘Agni’ were a sacrifice. In all cases we find that the order of sequence 
* or precedence is laid down only among objects that are similar in form 
* and action; for instance, in the sentence ‘he follows after Devadatta, 
“such following could be possible only when Devadatta also would be 
* moving ; so in the case in question the performance of the Agni subse- 
* quent to the Agnishtoma would be possible only when the Agni would be 
“ similar in character to the Agnishtoma (and as such the Agni could not 
“ but be a sacrifice, like the Agnishtoma). 

“ Hence we conclude that the sentence in question lays down a 
* gaerifice which has for its procedure all that is mentioned in the subse- 
“ quent; * anuyajati.’ 

“In accordance with the last of the above explanations, the Agni 
“ sacrifice, performed after the Agnishtoma, would become its subsidiary ; 
“and hence the mention of its Result (in the sentence ‘ Rdhnotz, etc.’ ) 
“ would be a mere Arthavada (in accordance with the Sūtra IV-—11—1). 
* While according to the former interpretation, the Agni being an inde- 
* pendent sacrifice by itself, the sentence ' Edhnoti, etc. would serve 
“the purpose of laying down the result following from that Sacrifice, 
“in accordance with the Sūtra IV——ii—18; and as such the Agni 
“sacrifice would come to be one performed for the sake of the accom- 
“ plishment of a desirable end. Herein alone lies the difference between 
* the two explanations given above." 


SIDDHANTA, 


Sutra (22): The Material would be mentioned (by the word), 
because the Injunction is for that purpose. 


Inasmuch as the word ‘Agni’ is one that has its signification 
universally known, unless this signification is found to give rise to 
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certain anomalies, like syntactical split, etc.,—we cannot reject the sense 
of Fire, and take the word as the name of a sacrifice. 

That is to say, the word ‘Agni’ is not known to have any literal 
meaning, like the words ‘ Udbhid’ and the rest; nor is it accompanied 
by any of the three conditions of ‘ Namadhéya’—viz.: ‘ Vakyabhéda,’ 
‘Tatprakhya’ and ‘Tadvayapadéga’ (explained in Adh, I, Pada iv); 
and hence it could not be taken as the Name of a sacrifice. 

It has been urged above that it fulfils the Nàmadhé&ya condition 
laid down in Sūtra I—iv—4. But it would have been so if the Agni 
were actually enjoined in the sentence, as a part of the Sacrifice. 
As a matter of fact, it is as already forming part of the sacrifice, 
ihat it is mentioned in the sentence, as something to be purified 
by * Cayane ' (collection). And it has never been spoken of as to be so 
purified (in any other sentence save the one iu question) ; and hence the 
condition laid down in Sūtra I—iv—4 does not apply to the present 
case, 

Therefore Agni, spoken of in the sentence, is a substance (and not a 
sacrifice). , | 

Question: ** What substance is Agni? The sense of the question is that, 
“inasmuch as there can be no coextensiveness between Agni and 
‘““Cayana, the Siddhanta interpretation of the word is not quite 
“ compatible." 

The reply is—That substance is what is known as Fire. The sense 
of the reply is that, as in the case of the sentence ‘ Vrihinavahanti,’ 
so here also, there is no incongruity in the two (‘ Chayana’ and * Agni’) 
being related, without coextensiveness, as the purification and something 
to be purified respectively. 2 

Thus then, the word ‘Agni’ being found to have its ordinary 
well-known signification, and the word ‘cénuté,’ not signifying a * sacri- 
fice, and being devoid of any mention of a Deity or a substance,—the 
sense of the Injunction comes to be that ‘one should prepare the Fire 
by means of Cayana.' 

In this manner, the Accusative ending in *.4gnim ' also becomes 
justified. While if the word * Agni’ were the name of a sacrifice, it would 
be as difficult to justify the Accusative ending in the present case, 
as itis in ‘agnihotram juhuyat.’ 

Objection: “ How then do you explain the words * anu’ and *yagat? 
“ (in the subsequent sentence) ? ” 

Reply : The word 'yajati' would signifiy the Ékahahina Satras (of 
the Jyotishtoma) ; while the word ‘anu’ would mean that these Satras 
are to be performed after the Cayana of the Fire. 

That is to say, if the word ‘Agni’ were coextensive with 
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‘agnishtoména,’ then it would be very difficult to connect it properly (with 
the rest of the sentence). So also if the Accusative ending in ‘ Agnim ’ 
signified the objective. Asa matter of fact however the word ‘ Agni’ is 
not co-extensive with ‘ agnishtoména’; and as for the Accusative ending 
in it, it is due to the presence of the karmapravacaniya * anu’ (vide Panini 
I—iv—90, and II—iii—8). And the meaning of the subsequent sentence 
comes to be that ‘one should perform the Agnishtoma, etc., after the 
Cayana of Fire? —— 

Though the word ‘Fire’ denotes Fire in general, yet, in the 
present sentence (‘ agnimagnishtoména, etc.'), on account of the peculiar 
context, it denotes the particuliar Fire that has been purified or 
prepared by the Cayana method. Hence itis that the sentence means that 
the ‘sacrifice should be performed after the said preparation of fire.’ 

Thus then, all the sentences— agnimagnishtoména, etc.’ —serve the 
purpose of making the Fire a subsidiary to Sacrifices. 

Question: “ When the Fires have already been mentioned by the 


“ original Injunction, as subsidiaries to the original sacrifice of the Jyotish- 
“toma, why should they have been mentioned over again in the sub- 


“sequent sentences, in connection with the modifications of the same 
“ original sacrifice ? " 

This we shall explain later on, under Sūtra X—vii—27. 

Nor is it necessary that precedence and sequence (as signified by 
the word *anu') should always be between objects of the same class ; 
because we actually find such sequence between heterogeneous objects also ; 
as for instance, we do not find any incongruity in the sentence ‘eats after 
the cooking. It has been urged above that in the sentence ‘ Devadatta 
follows Yajnadatta’ we find a sameness of action. But in that case it is 
all right; as the other noun is simply mentioned in the Nominative, 
without any other action being mentioned in connection with it (and as 
such it is only right that the only action mentioned should be attributed 
to it as well) In the case in question (in the sentence ‘ agnimagnishtom- 
&na, etc.’), on the other hand, we have a distinct action mentioned, in the 
‘shape of the * Cayana,' by the word ‘ agnzm ' ; and as such the present case 
is not similar to that of the sentence ‘ Devadatta follows Yajiiadatta.’ 


Sutra (23): On account of the fact of the connection of Agni 
with all sacrifices, a sacrifice might be named 'Agni,' but 
that name would only serve to lay down the details of the 
sacrifice. 


In the case of such sentences as ' agneh castram ' (that have been cited 
by the Pürvapuaksha as showing that * Agni’ is the name of a sacrifice),— 
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we have to take recourse to indirect indication, as there is no other way in 
which the sentence could be explained. In this sentence the word ‘ Agni’ 
indicates the place or altar connected with Fire, and this place indicates the 
sacrifice performed at that altar (and thus it is by a very indirect process 
that the word ‘Agni’ can indicate the sacrifice). But the fact of such 
indirect indication being accepted in one place does riot make it necessarily 
acceptable in all other cases. Hence in the case in question, where the 
indirect indication can be very well avoided, it is only right that we 
should accept the word ‘ Agni’ as signifying the substance (Fire). 

In connection with the present Adhikarana, the author of another 
Bhüshya has also treated of the questions of Agni—(1) having a result or 
being fruitless, (2) being an independent action or subsidiary to another 
sacrifice, (3) being eternal or transient, (4) being a modification or not of 
the Uttaravédika. But all these questions have already been dealt with 
in other Adhikaranas, in connection with other similar sentences, and 
hence we have not taken them up for consideration here. And the Author 
referred to also has introduced them here = by "" of — off the 
excellence of his memory. | "s 

For these reasons we conclude that the mention of such accessories as 
the Fire and the like cannot serve to distinguish one action from the 
other. 


ADHIKARANA (11). 
[The Monthly Agnihotra is a distinct Sacrifice. | 


Sutra (24): When there is a difference of Context, there is 
difference in the Bhavana. 


We have finished the consideration of the question of the Differentia- 
tion of actions by means of Accessories,—and we have also dealt with all 
side-issues of such questions,—as to what sort of Accessory is that men- 
tioned in the subsequent sentence, which, not being applicable to the 
action mentioned in the previous sentence, makes that mentioned in the 
subsequent action different from it; and which sort is that which is appli- 
cable to the previous action, and as such does not make any difference in 
the Action, And the five means of differentiation having been dealt with, 
we now proceed to consider the differentiation of actions by Context. 

[In connection with the Kwndapüyinàmayana, we find the sentence 
‘masamagnihotram juhoti, masam darcapurnamasabhyam yajaté’; and on 
this there arises a doubt as to-whether these sentences lay down the 
month as the time for the previously mentioned Agnihotru and the Darga- 
Pürnamáàsa, or they lay down actions totally different from these. | 

And on this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Such words as ‘ Agnihotra,’ and the like, having already on one occa- 
“ sion denoted a certain action, the mere fact of the word occurring after a 
* Jong interval does not make any difference in the Action itself. That 
*" is to say, just as whether the word ‘Agnihotra’ is uttered in Valabhi or in 
* Pataliputra, it does not signify two different things ; so no matter whe- 
"ther the word occur in one context or in another, its denotation can- 
“not be different. For certainly the difference in the context does not 
“bring about a fresh denotative potency in the word. And hence the 
* verbs * yajate ', ‘juhoti, etc., also as qualified by these words (‘Agnihotra’, 
“etc.), do not signify anything different; specially as the absence of 
“another meaning does not make anything meaningless or irrelevant. 
“ For, in the case in question, the mention of the ‘month’ is not incom- 
" patible with the ordinary Agnihotra ; because the monthly Agnihotra 
* could very well be taken as an alternative to the Lifelong Daily Agnihotra, 
* Or, it may be that the lifelong daily performance is laid for that Agni- 
“hotra which forms a necessary duty; while there are other occasional 
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* performances of the same Agnihotra with a view to the obtaining of cer- 
«tain desirable results; and it is for these that the sentence lays down 
“the ‘month’ as the time. And it is only desirable that the syntax (of 
“the sentence in question) should set aside that which is pointed out by 
“ the Context.” 

“ Or, the sentence may be taken as laying down the performability 
“of the Agnihotra, for a month only, even when the sacrificer has been 
“initiated (for the Satra of the Kundapayinamayana) (though during the 
* period of initiation for one sacrifice, the performance of all other saeri- 
“ fices is to be suspended); and hence the purport of the sentence would be 
"that, even in the midst of the MM - — 
“ should be performed for a month. 

* Or again, the sentence might be taken as —— T tire same 
* Agnihotra, etc., with a view to enjoin them, as, together with the Soma- 
* sacrifices mentioned in connection with the Kundapayinamayana, bringing 
“about a certain result. Nor does this companionship of other sacrifices 
* make any difference in the Agnihotra itself; because though Devadatta 
“may be used to taking his food alone by himself, yet, if, by chance, he 
“ happens to take it along with a number of people, his identity does not 
* suffer by that circumstance. And that, for the bringing about of different 
“results, it is not necessary for the Action to be different, we have 
“already shown under the Avéshtyadhikarana (II—iii—3). Nor is there 
* any such hard: and fast rule that only the subsidiaries of a sacrifice can 
* be performed along with it; for there is nothing incongruous in even a 
“ Primary sacrifice being mentioned by its name, as to be performed along 
“ with another sacrifice, when there is found to be a certain deficiency in 
* the instrumental potency of this latter (and hence, even though the 
“ Agnihotra is not subsidiary to the Kundapayinamayana, yet there would 
“ be nothing incongruous in its being performed along with the latter). 

“For these reasons, we conclude that the Agnihotra, etc., mentioned 
“in the sentences in question are the same as those mentioned before." 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply :— ` ` * : 

In the sentence in question, we find that the Monthly Agnihotra i is 
laid down as to be performed after the Upasads; whereas we do not find 
any such Upasads preceding the original Agnihotra ; and as such the two 
Aynihotras must be different. 

That is to say, if the sentence in question had simply laid down the 
month, then we could have thought that the time had been laid down with 


reference to the original Agnihotra, As a matter of fact, however, such ` 
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is not the case; as the sentence distinctly mentions the action as to be 
performed after ihe Upasads ; and as such the sequence to the Upasads must 
be taken as qualifying the time for the performance of this sacrifice. In 
connection with the original Agnihotra, however, we do not find any 
mention of these Upasads, either as foreign to it, or as forming an integral 
‘part of it. If, again, the sentence were taken as laying down—(1) the 
Upasads, (2) the sequence to the Upasads, and (3) the Month,—then, there 
being various objects of Injunction, there would be a syntactical split. 

This also meets all the other declarations of the Pürvapaksha—that 
the sentence lays down the performability, in the midst of the Satra, of 
the otherwise prohibited Agnihotra, either as an independent sacrifice, or 
as a part of the Satra itself. Because in all these cases, the mention of 
the sequence to the Upasads and of Month would be wholly meaningless. 

When, however, the sentence is taken as laying down a distinct 
Agnihotra, there would be nothing incongruous in the laying down of 
many things. Hence the sentence must be "— as b lying down a 
distinct Agnihotra. | 


Such is the Siddhanta as represented by the Bhashya. But there iS 
something to. be said against this representation of the Siddhdnta. It is 
as fo llows— ; 

If the Agnihotras were taken as distinct, =~ because of the fact of 
there otherwise being a syntactical split,—then the present instance too 
becomes one of the Differentiation of Actions by means of syntactical 
split (already dealt with above), and not by that of Context (what is really 
meant to be shown here). Or, again, the Actions would be different on: 
account of the impossibility of the manifold accessories mentioned in the 
sentence in question belonging to the original Agnihotra ; and thus the 
necessary differentiation being done by Accessories, there would be no 
room for the functioning of the Difference of Context (towards that 
differentiation). Because even if the sentence in question had occurred in 
the same Context as that of the original Agnihotra, then too, it could not 
but have been’ taken as mentioning a distinct Action, because of the 
fact of the accessory details hereiu mentioned being inapplicable to the 
original Agnthotra. 

And further, even though the reason shown in the Bhashya might, 
with difficulty, establish the difference between the two Agnihotras, yet 
it could do nothing with regard to the other sentence in question, wherein 
the Monthly Durga-Pürnamüsa are not mentioned as preceded by the 
Upasads. That is to say, the sentence ‘ másam davcupürnamüsabhyüm ' 
lays down only the connection of the sacrifice with the Month ; and as 
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such there being no syntactical split, there would be nothing to show that 
ihe Darcapürnamüsa herein mentioned is different from that mentioned 
before. : i * 

The following argument might here be brought forward: “ We could 
“connect the clause ‘ uwpasadbhiycaritva’ with this second sentence also; 
“and that would make this case exactly similar to that of the Agni-. 
* hotra.”’ 

But this is scarcely correct; because it is only when no sense is got 
out of the sentence as it stands, that there can be an introduction, from 
outside, of such clauses as have their use elsewhere ; and we do not find 
this to be the case in the sentence ‘ masam darcapitrnamüsabhyam yajate." 

That is to say, the supplying of words from without is allowable only 
in such cases where without those words, no meaning is obtained. As 
for instance, in the sentence ‘ māsam vaigvadévéna’, unless we supply the 
word ‘yajaté’ from the previous sentence, the sentence gives no meaning 
whatever ; and hence this supplying is allowable. In the case in question, 
on the other hand, the sentence ‘masam darcapitrnamasabhyam, etc,’ is com- 
plete in itself, and stands in need of nothing from outside itself. And the 
clause ‘upasadbhiccaritva’ also has already had its use in the former 
sentence, and stands in need of no other sentence (with which it could 
be connected). And thus we find that: there is no reason for the said 
supplying of the clause. 

Under the circumstances, if one were clever enough to supply the 
clause for the purpose of causing a syntactical split,—we could mot 
thwart his clever design. But in those cases the clause ‘ wpasadbhig- 
caritva’ being added over and over again, we would have the performance 
of endless Upasads ; and this is far from desirable ; as there is nothing in 
the Veda countenancing such endless Upasads. If it be urged that,— 
* though it is actually performed before the Agnzhotra alone, yet that per- 
formance could be taken as preceding all the other (subsequently mentioned) 
sacrifices also,"—then the words too would be exactly in the same way ; 
i.e., the precedence of the Upasads would be mentioned before the sentence 
speaking of the Agn?hotra only ; and it would pertain to the other sacrifices 
also, in aecordance with the order in which they are mentioned ; and s 
in this case also there is no need of the supplying of the said clause to the 
subsequent sentences. 

Thus then the explanation of the Siddhànta, as given in the Bhashya, 
being found to be untenable, we must explain it in the following 
manner :— 

When the Accessory, though mentioned in a separate Context, is laid 
down as a matter of independent Injunction, i.e., forms the predicate of 
the sentence, then it can be relegated to the previous action (and would 
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mot make any difference in it); when however the Accessory is men- 
tioned only as an Uddēçya (not an object of Injunction, but an accomplished 
thing, forming the subject of the sentence), then the action with 
reference to which it appears must be taken as different from the previous 
action. 

In the case in question, we perceive a difference between the two 
Agnihotras, not because of their being mentioned in separate Contexts, 
but because of the fact of all connection with the previous Context having 
been cut off. That is to say, when no idea of the original Agnzhotra is 
present in the mind, at the time that the sentence in question is met with, 
then the action mentioned in this latter cannot but be recognized as differ- 
ent from the previous Agnihotra, And as for the difference of Contexts, 
even though it is present, it does not serve any useful purpose with 
regard to the differentiation ; as we shall show under Stra II-—111—25. 

In all eases, we find that the factors connected with the Action, when 
Context has been wholly cut off, are meutioned in two ways: (1) as an 
apadéya (7.e., capable of being brought about by human effort, and as such 
forming the object of an Injunction), and (2) as an anupidéya (which 
cannot be so brought about and be an object of Injunction), Of these 
two, that which is Upadeya— e.g , the Ahavaniya, Pratipat and the like—is 
capable of being laid down even for those actions that have been men- 
tioned in a sentence at a gréat distance from it; while that which is 
anupüdeya,—e.g., the Place, Time, Occasion, Result, and the object of 
purification,—if it happens to be mentioned in a different place from 
that of the Action, it cannot be laid down with reference to that Action; 
and hence in all such cases, the meaning comes to be that the Action 
should be performed at that place, time, etc., etc. 

When an Action, that has been laid down with reference to some- 
thing else, is found to be presented, in exactly the same form, by another 
sentence, then, we recognize the action to be the same in both sentences. 
When, however, there is even the slightest discrepancy that does not quite 
exactly present the previous Action, then the very fact of that Action 
being enjoined with reference to something else, gives rise to the idea that 
the Action latterly mentioned is different from the previous one; aud 
this idea not being capable of being set aside, we finally conclude that 
tlie two Actions are wholly different. 

Because in this latter case, the Injunctive word throws out the 
following challenge: ‘I am laying down this Action with reference to 
something that is itself anwpadéya; and as unless it has appeared in 
the form in which it is here laid down, it cannot be thus laid down, I 
am making it appear by sheer force (I will perforce act as the origina- 
tive Injunction of the sacrifice); and if there is any other Injunctive 
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sentence that could serve as its originative Injunction, —let that sentence 
nowcome forward and show forth that Action in its true form ;—while 
I am thinking of myself bringing about that originative Injunction ;—if, 
however, any other Injunctive sentence does not now bring forward the 
required Action,—then, when I have myself forcibly brought it up, none 
of them should turn up and find fault with me for such forced action.’ 
And when this challenge has been thrown out, if we find any sentence 
-presenting the Action in the requisite form, then the challenging sentence 
-also serves to lay down the same ‘Action with reference to a particular 
place or time, etc. If, however, it fails to be brought up by any other 
Injunctive sentence, then, we conclude that that - Duy serves as 
the originative Injunction of that Action. : itm 
Thus then, in the case in question, the — ali not be enjoined 
with reference to the Agnihotra mentioned at a great distance. Because 
it is not possible for any person to bring about the Month to-day, for the 
sake of any Homa; and as such the Month never being capable of being 
the object of an Injunction, and ever retaining the character of the 
anupadéya,—it must be admitted that it is the Homa that is laid down 
with reference to the Month; and as the injunctive potency of this 
sentence is not in any way set aside by the former originative Injunction 
of the Agnihotra, the Action, which has been taken as being enjoined 
with reference to the Month, comes to be primarily brought up by the 
Sentence in question. And as there can be no originative Injunction of 
that which has already been once enjoined,—we conclude the Action laid 
down in the sentence in question to be distinct from that laid down in the 
previous sentence. 
Objection: “Inasmuch as the word ‘ Agm?hoira' in the sentence in 
“ question is the same as that which appears along with the former 
“originative Injunction (of the Agnihotra), it sets aside the capability of 
“ the sentence in question to enjoin the same Action; and as such this 
* would come to have its injunctiveness restricted to the connection of the 
.*' Month (with the same Action), And then, when an Action, that is 
* presented to the mind only by means of its proximity to the sentence in 
“ question, is not admitted to be enjoined over again (as a distinct 
* Action) ; then it would be all the more impossible for that Action to be 
"enjoined over again, which is presented to the mind by its very name. 
“That is to say, even where the Action is mentioned in a different 
“sentence, the mere fact of its being recognized, on account of proximity, 
“as the same Action, removes all notion of difference between the two 
E bs ,—then how could it be that the action is not recognized to be the 


‘same, in a case — in s rom — ib is mentioned by its actual 
' * Name?” om Me M a "i 
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Reply: Even if a weaker reason presents the action, as it is 
originally intended (or as is meant to be referred to in the subsequent 
sentence), we conclude the Action to be the same. 

That is to say, if by mere proximity, the Action, mentioned in the 
sentence speaking of the particular place, time, etc., happens to be 
presented in exactly the same form (by the previous sentence),— we do 
not admit the actions to be different. As for the Name, however, as, 
from the very outset, it is dependent upon the Verb, it can have nothing to 
do with the difference or non-difference of Actions. Consequently, while 
the Name (‘ Agnzhotra’) is still awaiting the operation of the Verb, as 
soon as the sentences '«üsam juhoti,’ ‘masam yajaté’ are heard, our 
attention becomes rivetted on to the expressiveness of the verbs 'juhot"' 
and ‘yajaté’; and at that time, noother ‘Homa’ or ‘ Yaga’ presents 
itself, either in the same sentence or even in the same context; conse- 
quently no such previous ‘Homa’ or ‘ Yaga’ comes to be identified with 
that mentioned in the sentence in question. 

Then again, though the Name ‘ Agnihotra’ might bring up into close 
proximity with the sentence in question, the mere Root-meaning of the 
word 'juhoti, yet it could not so bring up the original Bhavana (of the 
original Injunction of the Agnihotra); and consequently the Bhavana 
_mentioned in the sentence in question would always be cognized as dis- 
tinct from that of the previous sentence. 

That is to say, it is a universally acknowledged fact at, in all cases, 
Names belong to the Root-meanings through coextensiveness, and not to 
the Bhàvanüs (that is to say, the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhuyat’ is always 
explained as ‘ agnihotréna| homena guhuyat,’ wherein the name Agnihotra is 
. expressed as coextensive with the Homa which is signified by the root ‘hi,’ 
and not with the Bhavana which is expressed by the Injunctive affix in 
‘juhuyat’). And henceat the time when we are considering the difference 
and non-difference of Bhüvanüs,—even though the Root-meaning be found 
to be the same in both cases, yet the Bhāvanā is not recognized as the 
same, because the Bhavana is not expressed by anything else save the 
verbal affix, and this verbal affix in the sentence in question is different 
from that in the original Injunction, and as such cannot bring up into our 
mind the former Bhavana. And thus it is found that the purpose (i.e., 
Bhavana) of the two sentences is distinct. 

Or, we may go a step further, and declare that the Root-meanings too 
would be distinct; because in a verb, that which is denoted by the Root 
appears as something yet to be accomplished, which is not the form in 
which it is presented by the Name, which always denotes a well-estab- 

lished entity, 
That is to say, the word 'Jjuhot? in the sentence in question, 
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presents, for the sake of the Injunction, the Homa, which is denoted by 
the root ha, as something still unaccomplished ; aud it is not such an 
unaccomplished Homa that is mentioned by such a name as ‘ Agnihotra,’ 
which always denotes a definite full-fledged substance connected with a 
particular gender and a definite number; and thus the Homa mentioned 
in *juhoté' could not be recognized as the same as that mentioned in 
* Agnihotra' ; and as such they too would be distinct. 


If, even when the Contexts are different, the former Action were 
mentioned by a word expressive of an unaccomplished entity, or the 
Bhüvaná meant to be expressed were connected with that unaccom- 
plished entity,—then, in that case, it would be concluded that the second 
sentence simply brings forward the Action mentioned in the former ~ 
sentence, with a view to lay it down with reference to a particular result; 
and in this case, there way be non-difference between the Actions. As 
for instance, in the case of the sentences *atzrütraccaturvimgah, praya- 
niyamühagcatvürah, ‘ abhiplavàh | shadahàh,  * prshthah shadahah, etc.» 
ete., and also in the sentence ‘ varunapraghüseshvavabhrtham yanti. 

When, on the other hand, we find that the Injunctiveness occurs in a 
distinct Context, is connected with distinct results, etc., partakes of the 
character of the originative Injunction, and is not set aside by the more 
authoritative originative Injunctiveness of any previous word which is far 
removed from it,—then, if such an Injunctiveness happens to pomt to 
a difference between the Actions coucerned, we cannot but admit such a 
difference. 

Though we have shown that there is a difference of the Root- 
meaning also, yet, in reality, it is only the Bhavana that is distinct, and 
nót the Root-meaning ; because we have no mention of the root ‘ yajz,? 
in the Injunctions of dsana, ‘ vanaspatayah satramüsiran, etc., where we find 
the same Root-meaning mentioned by the subsequent Name also ; and in 
these cases it is only the Bhavana that is found to be distinct. 


That is to say, the Root-meaning would appear as different only 
when the Root used would be wholly dissimilar from the Name. In the 
case of the Sätra, however, we find that there is no mention of the root 
*yaj?, and that the Name employed gives rise to the idea of the previous 
sacrifice; and hence in this case, it is only the Bhàvanà that is different 
in the two cases. j 


Thus then the words of the Sūtra * prakaranantaré prayojananyatvan ' 
become fully justified (‘ Prayojuna’ = Bhavana). 
It should be noted that the author of the Bha@shya also has men- 


tioned the Time, which is anv pddéya, as the ground of differentiation ; 
though he has referred to this Time by means of the sentence ‘ wpasad- 


* The Upasads also are enjoined’ and the 
g admitted, in the way shown in the 


ADHIKARANA (12). 
[The Agnéya, etc., are Kamyéshtis.] 


Sutra (25): The Result mentioned apart from Actions (is a 
means of difference). 


All the six causes of differentiation have been dealt with, We now 
proceed to show another way in which the Difference of Context 
operates towards differentiation. There are people who hold the differentia- 
tion (in the case cited in the last Adhikarana) to be made by a Difference 
of Context only (according to the Bhashya) ; while others (according 
to the Vartika) hold it to be made by the connection of a particular 
time; and they do not admit of any differentiation brought about merely 
by such agencies as non-proximity or the relationship of an amupüdeya 
substance. It is with a view to explain the real state of things to 
these persons that the present Sutra has been introduced. And what 
is dealt with in the present Adhikarana is not a seventh cause of differen- 
tiation. 

Then, the fact of Place and Occasion being anupadéya is too well 
known, as has been shown in the foregoing Adhikarana; and hence in the 
present Adhikarana we do not cite any examples of these, And in 
fact, the following two passages too—dealing as they do with Place 
and Occasion—should have been dealt with in the preceding Adhikarana, 
viz.: (1) ‘ Satraydvagirya vigvajita yajéta, ‘Samyutthané vicvajit,’ etc. 
(these two speaking of Occasion) ; and (2) ‘ Dakshinéna tīrēna sarasvatyah, 
* agnéyénashtakapaléna camya parasamiyat’ (speaking of Place), Though, 
as in the case of the Atiradtra, etc., so in these also, we do not find any 
mention of the root * ya7?,' yet, inasmuch as, without the inference of the 
presence of the root ‘ yaji,’ the sentences containing the words with the 
Nominal affix would remain incomplete, (the *yaj?' is inferred directly 
as the sentences have been pronounced), and hence the sentences do not 
stand in need of the ‘yajz’ occurring in any other sentence; and 
hence the actions mentioned in them must be taken as distinct from 
any others previously mentioned. 

Then as for the other two Anupadéyas—the Result and the Object 
to be purified (or prepared)— we proceed to consider them now, amenable, 
as they are, to the same line of reasoning. 

Of these two, the mention of the Result has been cited in the 
Bhüshya: ‘ Agnéyamashtakapalannirvapet rukkamah,’ ‘ Agnishomiyameka- 
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‘ daçakapālannirvapēt brahmavarcasakamah,’ ‘ Aindramékadacatapalannir- 
vapet prajükümah. And as for the mention of the object to be purified, 
we have the sentence ‘ Traidhataviya dikshaniyd, etc., which lays down 
& purificatory rite for the sacrificer. 

The Bhashya speaks of the sentences as being found without reference 
to any particular Action; and this is done with a view to show that 
the case in question is not capable of being dealt with under Diference 
of Contezt, 

[The question being as to whether the sentences in question only 
serve to lay down certain results with reference to the original Agnéya, 
etc., or they lay down distinct sacrifices], we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Prakrtéshu phalavidhiriti,.—That is to say, the sentence in question 
“ lays down the Result with reference to the Sacrifice mentioned before, 
“just in the same manner as Ahavaniya and the rest are laid down; 
“because the Results herein laid down are capable of being desired, 
“even by one who is engaged in the Darca-Pürnamüàsa." 


SIDDHANTA. 


The reply to this is that the Result can never be enjoined. The sense 
of this is that, on account of the reasons shown under Sūtra VI—i—3, of the 
Svangakamadhikarana, the Result has always the character of the uddégya 
(that subject with regard to which something else is enjoined), Because if 
the Result were enjoined, it could be so only with regard to the Action; and 
as such becoming a part of the Action itself, it would lose its character of 
Result (to be brought about by that Action). Andon the other hand, if 
the Action were not enjoined with reference to the Result, then it would 
not have the character of the means to that Result; and as such it would 
become fruitless. If again, both (Action and Result) were uddégya, or 
both were vidhéya, then they would have no connection with each other. 
And so the only alternative left to us is to admit that the sentence lays 
down an Action with regard to a particular Result. And then, just as in 
the preceding case (of an Action being laid down with reference to 
a particular time, so in the present case also), the Action thus laid down 
in the sentence in question would be one that is wholly distinct from 
all previous actions. 

The same line of reasoning would apply also to the case of the 
sentence that speaks of a purificatory rite for the sacrificer. 

Nor is it possible for the transient Desire (for certain results) to be 
the means of accomplishing such efernal Actions as the Agnéya, etc, (and 
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this is what 1t id come to if tk 
the Result with reference e to aie) 


ADHIKARANA (13). 
[The Avésht resulting in the Acquisition of Food.] 


Siztra (26): When there is proximity, there is no separation ; 
and hence the second mention is for the purpose of pointing 
out another Result. 


The present Adhikarana is introduced by way of a counter-instance 
to all the preceding Adhikaranas based upon non-proximity. 

The mention of the ‘Result’ (in the Sūtra) indicates all other 
Anupadéyas. And hence the sentences forming the subject-matter of the 
present Adhikarana are all the following: (1) ‘ Agneyo’shtakapalo- 
bhavati. . . . &tagà annüdyakümam yajayet, or ‘ Dargapirnamasabhyam 
svargükümo  yajeta, ‘Çēshāt svishtakrtam yagét,’ etc. (mentioning the 
Result); (2) ‘Samë JDarjapürnamüsübhyüm yajet’ (mentioning the 
Place) ; (3) ‘ Paurnamüsyàm Paurnamüsyà yajēt ' (mentioning the Time) ; 
and (4) ‘ Yavajjivam Dargapurnamüsübhyüm yayét’ (mentioning the Oc- 
casion). 

[The question with regard to these being as to whether the 
actions mentioned are the same as those of the same name mentioned 
before, or they are distinet Actions altogether], we have the following 


PŪRVAPAKSHA. 

“Tnasmuch as all these sentences lay down certain Actions, with 
“ reference to a particular Result, Place, etċ., we conclude, in accordance 
“with the foregoing Adhikarana, that these Actions are other than 
“those previously mentioned. 

“And in favour of this view, we have the following arguments : 
“Inasmuch as there can be no Injunction of that which has already been 
“ enjoined, we would have to take the names of Actions in the sentences 
“in question as fnere references to the original Actions (of those names) 
“(if we do not take the Actions as distinct) ; and that which is referred to 
“is that which is the Uddecya (that with regard to which sométhing 
“ else is laid down); but as á matter of fact, we do not find the Actions 
** (mentioned in the sentences) to have thé character of the Uddécya. 

* That is to say, that which is referred to always being the Uddécya, 
“if the Actions were taken as réferred to, then they would have the 
“character of Uddéeyas; and there could be no relationship between 
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“two Uddecyas (viz., the Action and the Result, Place, etc.). While if the 
“ names of actions occurring in the sentences were taken as referring to the 
‘‘ forms of these Actions, which, at the same time, are being enjoined with 
“reference to the Result, Place, etc..—then, inasmuch as this would 
* involve a simultaneous Injunction and Reference, it would be highly 
* objectionable. Consequently, we must admit that these Actions are 
** distinct from those previously mentioned.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: The potency of the 
Injunction varies according as it happens to be an originative or an ap- 
plicatory one. And hence when it is practicable, we take it as having 
the potency of only one; but when that is not found possible, we accept 
it as having both. 

That is to say, in the case in question, we are forced to accept the 
same sentence to be an originative as well as an applicatory Injunction. 
It is only when the Applicatory Injunction is such that there is no incon- 
sistency in its pointing to the presence in itself of originative potency,— 
that we take it as having only the applicative potency, with regard to 
Actions whose idea is present in the mind, as having been brought about 
by another originative Injunction. (But the case of the sentence in 
question not being like this, we have to admit it to have the double 
potency). 

Nor is the character of the Uddégya a necessary cause of being 
referred to; nor, conversely, is the character of Upadéya (capable of being 
brought about) a necessary cause of being enjoined ; because whether a 
certain Action is to be taken as referred to or as enjoined, in any 
particular sentence, depends upon the fact of its Hit been e 
enjoined or not in a previous sentence. | i 

Though as a rule, Place, etc., as having ‘he — of the "n 
padéya, are the objects referred to, yet, when even these are found to be 
such as have not been mentioned. before, they are accepted as objects of 
Injunction. And conversely, though the Action naturally has the character 
of the object of Injunction, yet, when it is found to be one that has been 
already mentioned previously, it is taken merely as an object referred 
to. In the case of non-proximity, also, we have accepted the Action 
mentioned in the latter sentence as enjoined, simply because it is not 
found to have been presented by any other previous sentence, and not 
solely because it has the character of the Upüdeya. i 

What is meant by the word ‘avībhāga’ (‘non-separation’) in the 
Sūtra is the fact of the idea of the original Action being present in the 
mind; which presence has been spoken of, in the Bhashya (with special 
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reference to the Avéshti—mentioned in the first of the sentences), as 
being due to the use of the pronoun ‘ étaya.’ 

The use of the present Adhikarana has been expressed by the Bhashya, 
as lying in the fact that, if the sentence in question refers to the original 
Avéshti, then, the substance, to be offered at the sacrifice performed for the 
acquiring of Food, would be the Agnéya Cake ; while if the Action were other 
than the Avéshti, then we would have some other substance. 

To this, however, some people make the following objection: “ Even 
“if the Action spoken of in the sentence *éfayà annüdyakümam yàjayet ' 
“were other than the original Avéshti, then too, inasmuch as the word 
“c atayā’ would point to the fact of this other Action being similar to the 
" Avēshti, the substance employed at it would be the same as that used ia 
“ the Avéshti, and no other substance would have to be used." 

But this objection is not quite pertinent. Because so long as it is 
possible for the word ‘étaya’ to be taken, as in the case of the sentence 
'esha jyotih, etc., in its direct sense, as referring to the Action to be 
spoken of immediately after it,—it cannot be rightly taken as indirectly 
indicating similarity. Hence there is nothing incorrect iu the assertion 
— another substance will have to be used at the sacrifice.’ 


o 


We have finished the consideration of all the six causes of differen- 
tiation, together with their exceptions. 


Ay —— 


In another commentary (by Bhavadāsa, perhaps) only four such 
causes are mentioned, viz.: (1) Difference of Words, (2) Difference of 
Names, (3) Difference of Accessory Details, and (4) Difference of Result. 
He has included ‘ Repetition’ and ‘Number’ in ‘ Difference of Words,’ 
and the ‘ Difference of Context,’ etc., in the ‘ Difference of Result,’ because 
all that the Context does is to help the Result. 

But this appears to be highly objectionable. Because, in the first 
place, ‘ Repetition’ cannot be included in ‘ Difference of Words’; as if the 
word ‘yajati’ is repeated five times, or any number of times for the 
matter of that, it does not become a different word. And when the word 
*prüjüpatyün' is used, by way of Hkagésha, as pointing to seventeen 
Prajapatyas, we do not have so many different words, as the word is 
actually found to be one and the same only, in all cases. This is what 
has been explained under Sitra I—i—15, aud also in Sara I—1—20. 
And the singleness of such objects will be explained later on, under 
Sütra VI—iii—12. Consequently we conclude that in such cases, not being 
able to find other ground for differentiating the Actions, the Author of 
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this Commentary has gratuitously assumed the words to be different, even 
though, as a matter of fact, the word is one and the same. Secondly, this 
Author of the Commentary has failed to grasp the fact of the Result, etc., 
not being able to differentiate Actions, when the Qontext does not happen 
to be different—-a fact that has been shown over and over again, in the 
Sütra just explained (II—iii—26), and also in Stra I1—ii—16, ef seg. 
And thus we find that though it is the Difference of Contest, ag helped by 
the mention of the Result, ete, that, being the cause of non-récognition 
(of one Action as the other), is the real means of differentiating Actions;— 
yet the said Commentator has wholly neglected this fact (in ineluding the 
‘Difference of Context’ in the ‘ Difference of Result’). Thirdly; he 
failed to perceive that it was the ‘ Difference of Result’ that was included 
in ‘ Difference of Context,’ and not vice versd. 

It has been argued by the adherents of this Commentator that the fact 
of only four opposites of the ground of identity being mentioned in the 
Sutra Il~iv—9, distinctly points to the fact of the ground of difference 
also being only four. 

But we do not attach any such significance to the Sūtra, in the 
present connection; because in the Adiikarana under consideration, we 
find no other means of Differentiation applicable save the Diference of 
Context (which therefore could not be denied as a means of Differentia- 
tion). 

Hence we conclude that there ate six méans of Differentiation as - 
explained above. 

But for the Siddhanta too, it was necessary to explain what difference 
there is between Difference of Names and Difference of Words (as Name is 
also a Word), and between Property and Number (ás Number is also a 
Property). And inasmuch as this has not been done before, we proceed 
to explain it now. 

Inasmuch as the Name does not express the form of thé Action, the 
Difference of Names is distinct from Difference of Words; and because 
Number pervades all the objects as forming one complete whole, the 
Difference of Number ia distinct from Difference of Property. That is to 
say, though the Name of Aetion denotes an Action im the form of a 
substance, yet it differentiates it only by serving to sepatate it from 
the previous action; while as for the Number, inhering as it does in many 
objects appearing simultaneously, it is distinet from the Property, whicli 
differentiates one action from another, only because it is found to be im- 
possible in the latter. 


ADHIKARANA (14). 
[The Repetition of the Agnéya serves the purposes of Glovification.] 


Sūtra (27): “The Agnéya would appear as if it were to be re- 
peated, because of reasons already explained.” 


We find the sentence ‘ Agnéyo'shtakapalo amavisyayam bhavati,’ and 
then again, ‘Agnéyoshtakapalo amavasyayam paurnamasyancacyuto bhavati" 
(this latter occurring in the text before the former). And then arises the 
question as to whether the same Agnéya that is mentioned in the latter 
sentence is also mentioned over again in the former sentence, or the two 
Agnéyas are distinct Actions. 

The conclusion pointed out by the previous Adhikarana would be 
that the two are the same, even though the action is laid down in 
reference to the particular time of the Amāvāsyā, which, by itself, i 
anupadéya. ! 

And against this conclusion we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“It has been shown above that it is only when the Repetition is 
“found to. serve. no other purpose. that it can. he taken as serving the 
“ purpose of differentiating. Actions, And in the case in question, we ac- 
“tually find the Repetition serving no other purpose ; hence we take it to 
“mean that the AgnBya is to be performed twice. over. That is to say, 
“ the two performances would constitute two. distinct Actions,”’ 

In contradiction to this we have another alternative.theory, which we 
bring forward as 

SIDDHANTA (A). 


Sitra (28): The Action not being found to be differentiated, the 
mere repetition of the. same Action: would not make any dif- 
ference in the Action itself. 


In the case of the sentences * Samido yajats ', * Bido yajat4.', ete., it is 
only right that we should take the repetition of 'yajat' as. serving. the 
purpose of differentiating the Actions; because in. this cage we find. the 
distinct repetition of ‘sacrifice.’ In the case in question, on the other 
hand, the ‘sacrifice’ has got to be inferred from the relationship of the 
substance (Cake) with the Deity Agni (expressed by the word ‘ Agneya '). 
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And inasmuch as the substance and the Deity as mentioned in the 
sentence are found to be precisely the same as those mentioned in the other, 
we are led, by the idea of those that we had obtained from the previous 
sentence, to conclude that it is the same action that is mentioned in the 
latter sentence also. 

It might be argued that “the Deity and the substance also are 
distinct in the two cases.” But that is not possible; because as a matter 
of fact, they are actually recognized as non-different. If the difference 
be based on the difference of the individuality of substance and the Deity, 
then such difference of individuality would be present also in the differ- 
ent performances of the same Action. 

Therefore we conclude that both sentences are optional Injunctions 
of the same Agnéya to be performed on the Ama@vasya day. 

Or, according to the law—'gywugapatpravriteryatha syat sattvadar- 
ganam’ ($e. ‘two sentences operating simultaneously, we must take 
them according as we find the object mentioned in them’), it is the same 
Action that is mentioned by both sentences. Aud it cannot be definitely 
ascertained which sentence really lays down the Action and which is a 
mere repetition, and as such meaningless. 

Granted that one of them becomes meaningless ; if that happens to 
be in keeping with reason, this theory of meaninglessness would be far 
more acceptable than the theory that, though the two sentences contain 
the same words, yet they signify two distinct Actions; specially as this 
latter theory would strike at the root of the eternality of words and their 
significations. Consequently, we must conclude that the Agnéya is to be 
performed only once (the other sentence being a meaningless repetition). 

Though this theory, here brought forward, has been refuted in the 
Abhydasadhikarana, yet the Siddhanti has boldly given expression to these 
rejected views, because he has still in store his principal theory, which he 
brings forward in the next SZíra; and he does not really hold to those 
views; because the Veda can never bear the charge of meaninglessness. 


SIDDHANTA (B). 
Sutra (29): The repetition serves quite another purpose. 


When we proceed to look into the various purposes that are served by 
Repetitions, we find that, inasmuch as the sentence in question does not 
mention any qualifying accessory, and as Preclusion of the Rest is accom- 
panied by a threefold anomaly,—we conclude that it serves the purposes 
of an Arthavada. And as it is not quite clear in the sentence itself of 
what it is an Arthavada, it must be taken as that of the Agnéya itself. 

And with a view to this last conclusion, the following objection has 
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been brought forward: “ When the Action has been alrendy once laid 
“down together with the Arthavāda in the former sentence, —we do not 
“ see wliat special purpose is served by the Arthavdda in another sentence, 
“which cannot be taken along with the former sentence? It has been 
* shown above that the Arthavāda forms part of the Injunction.” 

This objection in the Bhāshya has been brought forward from the 
standpoint of the Puürvapaksha. It, however, contains the sentence— 
‘The Deity is the same whether it is praised or not praised’; and we do not 
quite understand what this means; though on looking into it closely it 
seems that it recalls what has gone before in the Mahendrüdhikarona, 
under the Sütra II—i—18. The sense thus is that just as though 
“ greatness" does not form an integral part of the Deity, yet, inasmuch 
as in one case mere Indra (without the epithet ‘ Maha’) fulfils the 
functions of the Deity, the epithet of * Mahà' would be useless in an 
Arthavada that would refer to the Injunction,—so, in the same manner 
in the case in question also, an indepeudent glorification by itself would 
be altogether meaningless. 

To the above objection we make the following reply: What the 
repetition is meant here to do is to serve the purpose of glorifying, by 
words signifying excellence, Agni together with Indra,—the latter being 
mentioned in another sentence (‘aindran dadhi amdvasyayam’) which 
mentions only the Deity (Indra). [And inasmuch as the sentence in 
question is thus found to eulogise the two Deities together, which is not 
done by the former sentence, such glorification cannot be said to bea 
useless repetition, | 


Thus ends the Third Pada of ApuyAdya II. 


ADHYAYA II. 
PADA IV. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 
[Treating of the Life-long Agnihotra. } 


Sutra (1): "The life-long repetition is a property of the Action 
because of the Context.” 


[We find the sentences ‘ yavajyjivamagnihotram juhoti, '*yavajjivam 
Darcapürhamüsübhyam yajéta.’ And with regard to these sentences, 
there arises a question as to whether the mention of ‘life-long’ qualifies 
the Action, the sentence laying down the life-long repetition of the 
Action; or it serves to lay down a restriction for the performer of the 
Action. That is to say, does the sentence lay down the Repetition of the 
Action, or only a Restriction for the Agent ?] 

Though the sentences in question are found both in the Bahvrca 
Brahmana (the Brahmana of the Rgveda) and the Adhwarya Brühmana 
(the Bráhmana of the Yajurveda), yet the name of only one of these is 
mentioned in the Bhadshya; but it does not matter in which particular 
Brahmana the sentence is found. 

Objection: “ Whether a word expresses the property of an Action or 
“that of the Agent, is a question connected with the subject-matter of the 
“Third Adhyaya; and hence its introduction here seems to be wholly 
“ irrelevant.” 

To this some people make the following reply: The treatment of the 
subject-matter of the Second Adhyāya itself having been finished, and the 
Third Adhyàya also being near at hand, there is nothing very incongruous 
in the introduction, at this stage, of a subject connected with the latter. 

But this explanation is scarcely right. Because we have still got to 
consider the question of the Difference or Non-difference of Actions as 
mentioned in the various texts of the same Veda (and as such all the 
subjects of the present Adhyàya have not yet been exhausted). 

We must therefore explain the relevancy of the Adhikarana in the 
following manner: Just as the causes of difference operate towards the 
differentiation of the forms of Actions, so also do they operate towards 
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that of their performances. Hence with regard to the Agnihotra, etc., 
qualified as they are by the mention of ‘ life-long,’ there arises the qaes- 
tion as to whether each of its (daily) performances is a distinct action by 
itself, or all the daily performances go to form a single Action, meant to 
bring about a particular desirable end, and the time for whose performance 
is the whole of one’s life. If then, the time—whole of one’s life—were 
laid down as a property of the Action, then the mere offering of the 
Morning and Evening libations—in accordance with the injunctions “he 
should offer the morning libation with the Mantra ‘Suryo jyotih, etc., ” 
and * he should offer the evening libation with the Mantra ‘ Agnirjoytih, 
etc.'"— would not be enough to complete the Agnihoira, till the specified 
time—‘ life-long '—expires; and hence a performance of the Agnihotru 
would come to be made of many daily repetitions; just as the performance 
of the Jyotishtoma is made up of the repetition of the same process with 
regard to each of the many grahas. If, on the other hand, ‘living’ be 
taken as the occasion (or cause), with reference to which the sentence 
lays down the Action,—then, inasmuch as the occasion would last till the 
Performer lasts, the Action would come to be enjoined without reference 
to any desirable result ; and as such a neglect of the performance being 
sinful, i& would be necessary for the Man to perform it as long as he lives, 
either for the fulfilment of his own duty, or for the avoiding of the sin 
incurred by non-performance ; and hence, in this case, the sentence would 
lay down a Restriction (or Duty) for the Man. And in this case the 
occasion of the Agnihotra performance would be Morning and Evening 
together with the Life of the Agent; and hence as this occasion would 
present itself every day, the Action would be complete every day also; 
and hence the complete performance of the Agnihotra would be repeated 
each day;—the performance of each day forming a distinct Action by 
itself (independently of the other day's performance). 

For these reasons we must conclude that the Bhashya has put the 
question in the form that it has, simply with a view to the distinctness or 
otherwise of the performance; as it is this that comes to be the upshot of 
the question put by the Bhàshya. 

On the question, then, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


(1) “All the daily repetitions of the Agnihotra form a single per- 
“formance of it; (2) ‘life-long’ is a qualification of the Action; and (3) 
“the sentence serves to lay down the fime. 

“As a rule, the procedure inhering in the Action always stands in 
*" need of something that forms part of the Action ; and this is found to be 
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“ possible only when the sentence is taken as laying down the time (witli 
** reference to the Homa). ‘That is, when the time is the object laid down, 
* the Repetition due to the prescribed time becomes a part of the Action, 
* and this alone would be in keeping with the Context. 

* Objection: ‘Even when life-long is made the property of the Agent, 
* then too, inasmuch as it is the same Action that would be laid down 
* during life, the Context would not in any way be interfered with.’ 
=“ Reply: True; the original subject-matter of the Context would 
“not be interfered with. But the Context, which provides the method 
* of the Action, stands in need of a property of the Action; and hence if 
“a property of the Agent were laid down, that Context would certainly 
“ be interfered with. Mu. 

“ Though, as a rule, both Time and Occasion are equally incapable of 
“ forming the object of Injunction, and as such the continuation of the 
* sentence would, in both cases, be the same,—that the Agnihotra is laid 
“ down with reference to life-time,—yet the Bhashya makes a declaration 
“to the contrary; because, as a matter of fact, the sentence would lay 
* down the Time with reference to the sacrifice. Or, we might take the 
“sentence as enjoining, through the time of its performance which is the 
* whole life-time, the Repetition of the Sacrifice; and there would be 
" nothing incongruous in this, as the Repetition is quite capable of being 
“ enjoined with reference to the Action. 

“ If, however, ‘life-time’ be taken as a property of the Agent, there 
“could be no reference to the Action. 

“ Thus then the daily repetitions of the Agnihotra throughout one’s 
“life-time making up its single performance,—it is only thus that we 
“could explain the application to the Agnihotra of those eulogies that 
“belong to Satras (that is to say, it is only when the performance of the 
“ Agnihotra is completed in many days, that it could be similar to the 
* Satras that always take many days to finish, and thereby be capable of 
“being eulogised by the same eulogies as these Saíras) ; otherwise if the 
“ Agnihotra were finished every day, it would have no similarity with the 
“ Satras (and as such the sentence laying down the same eulogies with 
“regard to the Agnihotra would be inexplicable). 


“ For these reasons we conclude that ‘life-time’ is a property of the 
* Action." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (2): It must be taken as a property of the Agent, because 
of the direct signification of the words. 


The word ‘ Dharmak’ is to be supplied from the preceding Sätra; 
and hence the proposition laid down by the Siddhanta is that—' It is the 
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property of the Agent that is enjoined.’ This property of the Agent too is 
binding, and does not depend upon his own sweet will. 

Because in our interpretation of the sentence, both the words— 
*yüvajjivam' and the verb 'jwhoti'—retain their direct signification ; 
while in your interpretation, they will have to be taken in their indirect 
indicated meanings. 

That is to say, in our theory, it is by direct signification that the 
word *yàvajjivam" denotes the life-time of the agent as the occasion (for 
the Action) ; and in the verbs * juhot? ' and ‘ yajati’ also, itis only directly 
that the Affix signifies the Bhavana as qualified by the Root-meaning. 
And hence our interpretation is quite in keeping with the direct significa- 
tion of both these words. In your interpretation, on the other hand, ‘ life- 
time’ (not being capable of directly qualifying the Action) indicates the 
time, and the verbs also would indicate Hepetition;—then again, that 
wherein the Injunction ends, is accepted as the object of that Injunction ; 
—hence it will be necessary for you to reject the direct denotations of the 
words ‘Jiva’ and the verb, and make Time and Repetition the objects of 
the Injunction ; and thus your Injunction comes to be based upon Indirect 
Indication. 

The following argument might here be brought forward: “It is by 
“ direct signification that the word ‘ yàvat,' in the compound ‘ yavajjivam,’ 
** denotes time; as in the sentence ‘ydvuddoham svapit?? (He sleeps till 
* the milking time)." 

Reply: In the case of the sentence ‘ yavaddohum svapiti’, it is only 
proper that the word ‘ yavat’ should be taken as expressing time; because 
it speaks of a thing in the present, and there is no need of the mention 
of an occasion ; and hence in this case the directly expressed ‘ milking of 
the cow’ is rejected in favour of the Time. If in this sentence also, 
we had the injunctive ‘svapyat’ or *àsita' (instead of the Present 
* svapiti"),—then nothing could set aside the fact of ‘ milking’ being the 
occasion (for sleeping). In the case of the Injunction ‘ yavajjivam, ete., 
however, we have no cause for rejecting the direct denotation of the word ; 
because it is quite possible for the action of living (which forms the direct 
denotation of the root ‘ Jiva’) to be the occasion for the Agnihotra. Nor 
is the word ‘ y@vat’ ever known as denotative of time; specially as all that 
it is found to do is to qualify the action of living as extending to tts finish, 

Objection: “ As there is no difference between Time and Action (as 
“ according to some philosophers Time is nothing more than the Action of 
“the Sun and the Moon), if we take the word ‘ yàvajjivam ' to denote the 
“ tame, we do not have recourse to indirect indication." 

Heply: You could bring forward this argument only after you had 
defeated the Vageshika (who distinguishes Time from Action). 
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But even granting that Action is Time, it must be admitted 
that there is some sort of a restriction, whereby all Actions are not 
known as Time. And as a matter of fact, of all Actions, it is only the 
Action of the Rotation of the Sun and the Moon that is spoken of 
-as ‘Time’; and when this time (of the rotation) has once been used in 
limiting or characterising some other action in close proximity with 
it, then from this analogy, all other Actions also come to be measured by 
the same measure of time as that which had been applied to the former 
action. 

For instance, the exact measure of time of the milking of the cow, 
not being fixed by itself, people come to mark that time by referring it to 
a certain action on the part of the Sun. That is to say, when it is 
asked—' by what time is the cow milked?’—the answer is made in 
terms of the minutes and seconds whose extent has been previously 
ascertained ; and these ‘ minutes,’ etc., also are measured by such further 
divisions of time as the ‘lava,’ ‘truti, etc., that go to make the Nadika,— 
a of which are something wholly distinct from what i is ordinarily known 

s * Action. And when people have become used to it, the ordinary 
= of the world also come to have their continuance approximately 
measured by those actions (of Lava, etc.); and it is thus that even 
ordinary Actions (like the milking of the cow) come to be used as 
measures of time (and thus there is no actual identity between Time and 
Action). | 

Then again, as a matter of fact, ‘Life’ is not any fixed measure of 
time, like the action of ‘ Nimésha’ (Twinkle of the Eye); and as such it 
could not, on account of its this time-measuring capacity, be taken as 
Time. And hence the fact remains that you have had recourse to the 
indirect indication of Time (which is distinct from ‘ Life,’ which is the 
direct denotation of the word * J2vg '). | 

Over and above this you have recourse to the indirect indication of 
Repetition (by means of the verb 'Juhoti'). Because a single perform- 
ance of the Agnihotra does not fill up the whole life of the performer 
as the Action itself is not known as spreading (over a number of days). 
And unless you accept an indication of the Repetition, the Injunction 
itself (according to you) would become meaniugless. 

That is to say, in performing the Agnéhotra without repetitions, if one 
were to perform it by spreading over a number of days, by performing 
little parts of the Action now and again, throughout his life-time,—then, 
inasmuch as the time of death is not fixed, it may be that at some time 
or other he may consider himself to be dying, and then he would at 
once finish up all the hitherto unperformed portions of the Agnthotra ; 
and then if, by chance, he should not die, inasmuch as he would have 
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completed the action before his life-time, he would have committed a 
grave wrong. While, on the other hand, if he were to die off, without 
having performed the remaining portions, then he would fali into the 
grave sin of leaving a commenced Action unfinished. Nor, in connection 
with the Agnihotra, is there any Injunction that wonld enable the 
survivors to finish it for him; as there is in the case of the ‘ Sarvasvàra ' 
sacrifice. | l 

And further, though the Injunctions of the Morning and Evening 
Libations are found in close proximity to the Injunction of the Life-long 
Agnihotra, as also to that of the Agnihotra that is laid down as to be 
performed with regard to a certain result,—yet, without any valid grounds, 
they would have to be assumed (in accordance with your theory) as 
pertaining (apart from the Life-long Agnihotra) only to that Agnihotra 
which is to be performed with a view to a certain desirable end. 

The following objection might be urged: “It might be that, in 
“consideration of the Injunctions of the Evening and Morning Libations, 
“a single offering of these Libations would fulfil both (7.e., the Morning 
“and Evening Libations, as also the Life-long Agnihotra). That is to say, 
* just as the performance of the Paurnamāsī sacrifice, though laid down 
“as to be performed on the Pawrnamüs; day, yet its performance is 
* accepted as complete, and the Injunction is taken as duly fulfilled, even 
* when it is done in only a certain part of that day ; and the performance 
“does not fill up the whole day;—so, in the same manner, though the 
* Agnthotra is laid down as to be performed through one’s life-time, yet if 
“we were to offer a single Morning and a single Evening Libation, these 
* offerings alone could be accepted as fulfilling both the Injunctions in 
“ question; for Morning and Evening also are portions of one's * life- 
[1] time.’ ?3 

To this we make the following reply: All that the Injunction—‘ the 
Paurnamasi sacrifice is to be performed on the Paurnamdasi day '—does is 
to preclude the performance of that sacrifice on any other day except the 
Paurnamüsi; and hence in this case, even if the whole day is not filled 
up, the Injunction is duly fulfilled. Tt is not so in the case in question. 

That is to say, in the case of the Paurnamdsi, it does not matter if 
the whole day is not filled up; because there are reasons for this, in the 
shape of the brevity of the sacrificial process, and in that of the distinct 
Injunction that the sacrifice is to be performed in the morning. Conse- 
quently, in that case, inasmuch as the sacrifice will have been performed 
on the Pawrnamüst day, and on no other,—the Injunction will have been 
duly fulfilled ; as that is all that is meant by the Injunction, which says 
nothing as to the filling up of the whole day by the performance. In the 
case in question, on the other hand, we find that there is no poiut of time 
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for the performer, apart from his ‘life-time’; and as such there is no 
time that could be taken as precluded by the word ‘life-time’; conse- 
quently if the time prescribed were not duly filled up, the whole sentence 
would become meaningless. Specially as the morning and evening also 
are included in the ‘ life-time.’ dem «4 

As for the word * yàvat' (in the compound *gàvcajjivam °), it serves to 
point to the end of life as the limit (of the performance); and this too 
would be incompatible with the performance of the Agnéhotra during a part 
of one’s life only. Consequently, unless the Injunction of the Life-long 
Agnihotra, mixed up as it is with that of the Morning and Evening 
Libations, implied a repetition of the performance, it could not urge the 
agent to a rightful course of Action. And hence you can never avoid 
having recourse to Indirect Indication (of the Repetition). 

Objection: “ As in your case, so in ours also, the implied Repetition 
* would not be very incongruous. That is to say, you also tacitly assume 
“the daily repetition of the Agnihotra; and for you too, this Repetition 
“can, at best, be only implied, as there is no word expressly laying down 
“such Repetition ;—the actual words of the text mentioning a single 
* performance. Consequently the incongruity that you have shown against 
“our theory would be equally present in your theory also. If not, you 
“ must explain what the difference is between our theories." 

In reply, we proceed to show the difference between the two theories : 
For us the purpose of the Injunction would be fulfilled every day; and 
each daily performance would be a distinct action by itself, just like the 
sacrifice performed with a view to a certain result (which is performed 
over and over again with a view to increase the volume of the Result); 
while for you, on the other hand, the performance would be finished only 
at the end of your life (as you hold the whole life-long performance to be 
a single action), 

That is to say, in our case, the Morning and Evening, accompanied 
by the life-time of the performer, collectively form the occasion for the 
Agnihotra performance; and as this occasion presents itself on each day 
of our life, we would perform it on each day; and the Agnihotra would be 
fully complete by that single performance; and the purpose of the Injunc- 
tion too would be fully fulfilled by that ;—then again, on the dawning of 
the next day, the occasion presenting itself again, we would perform the 
sacrifice again ; and so on and on, on each day of our life ;—and thus inas- 
much as the performance would be complete on each day, we could say that 
there is no actual repetition,—each daily performance being a distinct. 
Action by itself ;--for instance, in the case of a sacrifice performed with 
a view to a desirable end, people perform it over and over again, with a 
view to magnify the volume of the Result; and in this case, we do not 
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look upon these Repetitions as collectively making up the said sacrifice ; 
and in the case in question too, the conditions are exactly the same. In 
your case, on the other hand, inasmuch as you hold the whole life-time as 
the prescribed time for the performance of the Agnzhotra, it could not be 
taken as completed by any daily performance; and hence the perform- 
ances, repeated daily, throughout your life, would make up a single 
performance of the Sacrifice; just as in the case of the Jyotishtoma, the 
sacrifice is made up of the various repetitions of the same process, in 
connection with each of the Soma vessels, dedicated to Indra and others ;— 
And as this daily repetition would, for you, be due solely to the Injunc- 
tion of the Life-long Performauce,—it would be necessary for you to take 
this Injunction as indirectly indicating the Repetition. 

You have declared that the Repetition is ‘tacitly assumed.’ It is just 
for this reason that it is necessary for you to have recourse to Indication. 
Otherwise it would have been distinctly expressed. 

For these reasons in both cases, in consideration of what i is directly 
expressed by the words of the Vedic texts, we reject what is implied by 
the Context, and conclude that the sentences in question lay down the 
Homa (of the Agnihotra) and the Yaya (of the Darga-Pürnamüsa) with 
reference to the lfe-tóme,—and that they lay down a property of the 
Performer. 


Stra (3: Because we find indicative words to the same effect, 
if the time pertained to the Action, it would fill up the whole 
of it; and the rest would be meaningless. 


We have the text—‘api ha và 8sha svargallokacchidyaté yak ... ama- 
vüsyüm paurnamasim atipatayét’; and by ' at’patic’ here is meant ‘ trans- 
gression.’ The time for the Darca-Purnamüsa, according to you, is the 
whole life-time; and certainly no transgression of that time is possible. 
Because if the performance of a certain action is begun at the prescribed 
time, it is admitted that the time bas not been transgressed. And 
certainly one who is a ‘ performer of the Darga-Pirnamasa’ could never 
have allowed its prescribed time (his life-time) to lapse without baving 
begun its performance; because if he were to die without having begun 
it, he would not be a performer of the ‘ Darga-Pürnamüsa. If by 
' transgression’ were meant ‘non-completion during the prescribed time,’ 
—then too, inasmuch as this * non-completion' could be ascertained only 

[ter the death of the performer, the laying down of the Expiatory Rite 
(for such transgression) would be wholly superfluous. 

In aecordance with our theory, on the other hand, inasmuch as the 
beginning as well as the completion of the Darga-Pürnamüsa is laid down 
for every month during the life-time of the performer, —it is possible that 

113 


898 TANTRA-VÁRTIKA. ADH, II—PADA IY—ADHI. (I). 


there may be transgression of that particular day of the month (omis- 
sion of the performauce on that day) ; and hence too it would be quite 
possible for the transgressor to perform the expiatory rite after that date 
has elapsed. 

Objection: “ According to the Parvapaksha also, inasmuch as the 
“ performance has to be repeated every month,—and as there is every 
“ possibility of one missing the repetition in any one month,—it would be 
“ possible for him to perform the expiatory rite after that month has 
* passed." 

Reply: This explanation is scarcely satisfactory ; because an expia- 
tory rite can be performed only when its prescribed occasion presents itself, 
and not whenever one pleases; in the case in question we find that the 
occasion for the Rite is laid down as the transgression of the Darga- 
Pürnamüsa; and certainly the Repetition could not be spoken of by the 
word ‘ Davca-Pürnamüsa'; just as the Repetition of certain processes in 
connection with any one vessel is not called ‘ Jyotishtoma’ (though the 
Jyotishtoma is made up of such Repetitions) ; consequently the word 
* Darga-Pürnamüsa' could not but be taken as denoting the complete 
performance of those sacrifices that are made up of the various repetitions ; 
and hence any transgression of a mere portion of it (in the shape of any 
one repetition) could not be the occasion for the Expiatory Rite. 

Objection: “The words ‘ Pürnamüsi' and ‘ Amāvāsyā’ in the sen- 
* tence quoted, denote the particular times; and as the time would apper- 
“tain to the constituent Repetitions, a transgression of these would be 
“the transgression of the Prnamüsi and the Amāvāsyā, which would be 
“ the proper occasion for the Expiatory Rite." 

Reply: This is not possible; because the transgression is always of 
that which is transgressed ; and the Time, by itself, could never be trans- 
gressed ; because what the original Injunction lays down is not the non- 
transgression of Time; and by ‘transgression’ is meant the neglect of 
that which has been laid down as not to be transgressed ; and as a matter 
of fact, we find that what is laid down is not the Time as not to be 
transgressed by the Action, but the Action as not to be transgressed by 
the Time ; and thus the Time is subservient to the Action, and not the 
Action to the Time; and hence it is the Action that becomes complete or 
incomplete by the presence or absence of the Time; and not vice versa ; 
and as something to be performed, it is the Action alone that could be 
transgressed or not transgressed,—and not the Time; because Time is & 
self-sufficient entity. Consequently we must take the sentence as laying 
down the Expiatory Rite for one who would neglect to perform the 
Pürnamüsi sacrifice when its time arrives; and consequently it is the 
transgression of the Action that affords the occasion for the Expiatory 
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Rite; and the constituent Repetitions cannot be accepted as denoted by 
the word ‘ Pürnamàsi.' 


Sütra (4): We have a text that speaks of the completion of the 
Action. If there is time, the performances of the Action 
should be distinct. 


We have the sentence—' Dargapiirnamasabhyamishtva soména yajela. 
Now, if all the life-long repetitions were to constitute a single perform- 
ance of the Darca-Pirnamdsa, then, for reasons shown above, the 
Soma-sacrifice would have to be performed only after all the Repetitions 
had been finished ; and (as these would be finished only after the death 
of the performer) the dead person could not perform the Soma-sacrifice. 
If, on the other hand, there is time for the performance of the Soma- 
sacrifice (after the completion of the Darca-Pürnamüsa), then, in that 
case, the whole life-time could not have been filled up by the performance 
of that Darga-Parnamasa. This non-filling up of the whole life-time is 
found to be possible, only if the ' life-time’ is taken as a property of the 
Performer; because, in that case, each monthly performance of the 
Darga-Pürnamüsa is a distinct action by itself. Thus then the latter 
part of the Stra means that if there is time left by the performance 
of the Darga-Pürnamüsa, for the performance of the Soma-sacrifice, then 
each performance of the Darga-Pürnamàsa should be a distinct action, as 
held by us. | a | - | 

The latter part of the Sūtra is also capable of another interpretation : 
If the whole life-time be laid down as the time for the performance of the 
Darca-Pürnamüsa, then the Soma-sacrifice, as well as all other actions 
that may be laid down for the man, would be performed in the midst of 
the Darca-Pürnamüsa; and in that case, inasmuch as all these other 
Actions would break up the continuity of the life-long extensive Darca- 
Pürnamüsa, the assertion ‘ Darcapürnamüsübhyamishtoa' (‘ Having per- 
formed the Darga-Pirnamasa’) would be wholly incompatible; and 
further, this interruption of the Darca-Pirnamasa would constitute the 
improper procedure deprecated in such sentences as 'he falls off from 
heaven, who perverts the sacrifice’ and the like. 

For these reasons also we cannot take the sentence in question as 
laying down the time. "e 

The Bhàshya proceeds to quote two sentences, which really pertained 
to the foregoing Sūtra: One of these is—'Ahifügnirvà 8sha yak Agnihotram 
guhoti na Dargapürnamüsau yaj6tà ; yd ahutibhajo Devatàstà anudhyayinih 
karoti.’ This sentence is an Arthavdda, having the character of a Repen- 
tance, relating to another Injunction, in connection with the fact of the 
giving of gifts, etc., being prohibited for one who has been initiated for a 
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sacrifice; and the sense of the sentence is that ‘ when he fails to offer 

their portions to the Agnihotra-Deities, for a certain time, he makes 

them pine for the offerings’ ; and this pining could be possible, only when 

the Life-time were the restriction imposed upon the performer. Other- 

wise, if the time were taken as the time enjoined for the Agnihotra, then 

its performance becoming optional, the offerings would not be necessary ;: 
and as such there would be no reason for the Deities pining for them. 

For this reason too we must take the sentence in question to be a restric- 

tive injunction. 

Another sentence quoted by the Bhashya is—'Jarümaryam và état 
satram yadagnihotram .Darca-Pürnamüsau ca, Jarayé ha vā etübhyüm 
nirmucyate mriyunü ca. The arguments brought forward in connection 
with the former sentence apply to this also. For when the performance 
of the Agnihotra, etc., would be only optional, one could very well avoid 
them by not performing them ; and as such it would not be quite right to 
mention—as is done by the sentence quoted—that one could avoid them 
only by old age or by death. 


Sutra (5): Because of the non-binding character of the Action 
(according to you), it could not be so. 


The Author connects the last quoted sentences with this Sūtra ;—the 
sense being that what is mentioned in the two sentences could be possible 
only if the sentence in question were taken as laying down a restriction ; 
while, in accordance with the Parvapaksha, the Action would not have a 
binding character; and hence what is spoken of would not be possible. 

Or, we can interpret the Sūtra differently, as follows: We have 
already shown that, in order to take the word 'yàvajjivam' as laying 
down time, it would be necessary to have recourse to indirect Indication. 
And now we proceed to show that even if we allow the Indication, the 
Action not having a binding character, it could not be so. That is to say, 
that alone can be spoken of as pointing to a definite point of time, which 
is sure to appear, and always in connection with that point of time; as 
for instance, the Amāvāsyā is pointed out as the day on which the Moon is 
not visible; but there is no such single thing that invariably marks the 
end of the life-time of all living beings; and hence this ‘ life-time’ is not 
capable of being definitely pointed out by means of anything ; thus then 
the time (life-time) being wholly indefinite being ascertainable only 
when it actually happens, it must be taken as mentioned by way of an 
occasion for the performance of the Agnihotra, etc. 

Question: '* When the performance of the Agnihotra, ete., depends 


“upon such an occasion, how can you speak of them as eternally necessary 
“or binding ? ” 
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The reply is that ‘eternality’ in this case refers only to the con- 
tinuance of the man’s body. 


Sūtra (6): Because of contradictions, as before. 


If *life-long' is & restriction, qualifying the Agent, it could not be 
applied to the subsidiary sacrifices (as it is only that which pertaius to 
the principal sacrifice that is implied in the subsidiary),—as we shall show 
later on ; and if the word were taken as laying down the time for the sacri- 
fice, it would be relegated to the subsidiaries also (and then the subsidiary 
sacrifices, the Saurya, etc., also would come to be performed throughout 
one’s life, which is not desirable, even for the Pürvapakshi). 

Objection: “If the word were taken as laying down the time for the 
“ Primary sacrifice, it would be debarred from applying to the subsi- 
* diaries, just like the * two-days'' time, because of the fact of these being 
“laid down as to be performed on the spur of the moment." 

Reply: It is not so; because in that case, the idea would be that the 
subsidiaries should be performed on the g of the moment, on the Paürna- 
mast and Amüvüsyà days, throughout one's p“ (and this would also make 
the subsidiaries performable throughout one’s 3 life). 


Sitra (T: If the Restriction pertain to the performer, the 
Time-injunction would be the occasion. 


The sense of the Sutra is that in accordance with the theory that 
‘life-long’ is a property of the Performer, the word *yàvajjivam, which 
you hold to be the Injunction of time, would become the occasion (for the 
performance). 

The Bhashya speaks of our finding a mention of the completion of the 
Action. Butif what is meant by this is the sentence ‘ Darga-Pürnamása- 
bhyamishtud, etc., then it is a useless repetition (of what has been already 
explained under Sūtra 4). If, on the other hand, it refers to some other 
sentence, inasmuch as he does not quote it, what he says cannot be quite 
intelligible. 

Consequently, in view of what follows, we must take the Bhashya to 
mean that, in accordance with the Pürvopaksha, there would be a non- 
completion of the subsidiaries also (during the life-time), while, according 
to the Siddhàünta, their completion is found to be quite possible. 

Or, the Sütra may be takeu as recapitulating what has been said 
before (and as such there can be no incongruity in Repetition). 

Or, it may be that though the Author of the Sūtra has already said 
that the Restriction in question is a property of the Performer,—yet he 
has not yet shown what, in that case, would be done with the word 
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*yüvajjivam' ; and hence he now declares that that word can be taken 
as mentioning the occasion. 

Or it may be that the Sitra replies to the question—'' In regard to 
the Agnihotra and the Darga-Pirnamasa, inasmuch as we have the men- 
tion of the word 'yàvajjivam, we could take ‘life-long’ as the occasion ; 
but how can that be the occasion for the Animal sacrifice, the Soma 
sacrifice and the Càturmüsya sacrifice?" The sense of the Sūtra thus is 
that even in the case of these latter, the prescription of time, mentioned 
repeatedly, would serve to point out the ‘life-time’ as the occasion ;—the 
said prescription being in the form of the sentence ‘ vasanté vasanté jyo- 
tisha, etc.’ This sentence does not lay down the time for the performance 
of any optional sacrifice ; because an optional sacrifice, depending for its 
performance upon one's whirm, and as such being only subsidiary, it could 
not be spoken of as to be performed in every spring. Then as for the 
Necessary Binding Sacrifice, if that were to be performed but once, in any 
one spring, the repetition of ' vasanté’ would be wholly useless. Nor is 
there any ground for limiting its performance to only a certain number 
of springs. Consequently, we must conclude that the Injunction means 
that the sacrifice is to be performed in every sPRING that might occur during 
the life-time of the Performer. As for the Locative in ‘ vasante, that too 
points to vasanta being the occasion, just as it does in the case of the 
word ‘ bhinné’ in ‘ bhinné juhoti. 

It is for these reasons that the Sūtra lays down that, in all these cases, 
inasmuch as the mention of time lays down restrictions for the performer, 
it must be taken as laying down the Occasion, Thus it is too that the 
necessary and binding character of the Animal sacrifice, the Soma sacrifice 
and the Caturmdsya sacrifice becomes established. 


a Ret ————— 


ADHIKARANA (2). 
[The Action mentioned in different Rescension texts is the same. | 


Sutra (8): “When the texts belong to distinct Rescensions, the 
“ Actions must be distinct ; because of (differences in) (1) the 
“name, (2) the form, and (3) the particular details;—and 
“because of (4) Repetition, (5) Deprecation, (6) Incapability, 
“(7) Mention of Completion, (8) Expiatory Rites, and (9) 
“Distinct Purposes.” 


[There are various Rescensions of the same Veda; and it is found 
that the same Action is very often mentioned in all these texts; then 
there arises ihe question as to whether all these actions are one and the 
same, or is every one of them distinct from the rest. | 

The present Adhikarana is taken up with a view to show that there 
are no grounds for the differentiation of Actions except those already dealt 
with. And hence we proceed to bring forward certain other grounds of 
difference, and then demolish them ; and we shall also show, in course of 
the discussion, that every one of the grounds herein mentioned is included 
in one of those that have been already dealt with in the previous Adhi- 
karanas. 

Question: “How is it that you do not consider the case of Actions 
“ mentioned in different Vedas ? ” 

To this some people reply that ‘ different Rescensional texts’ include 
the different Vedas also. 

But this is not correct, Because in the case of two Rescensions of 
the same Veda, we find that the Action mentioned in them is always 
(in each) in its entire form; while this is not the case with other Vedas 
(the Sama and the rest), which mention only slight details in connection 
with Actions (whose form naturally is believed to be just as it is laid 
down in the Yajur-Veda). 

That is to say, in a case where no Action is laid down, independently 
of the other, it is capable of being cognized as a distinct Action. As for 
instance, in every one of the several Rescensional texts of the Y ajurveds, 
we find the mention of all such sacrifices as the Darca-Piruamdsa, the 
Jyotishtoma and the like, together with all other details of Material, 
Accessory, etc.—the mention in each text being independent of that in 
the other; and hence in such cases there is every likelihood of the various 
Jyot'ishtomas being distinct from oue another. It is not so in the case of 
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two different Vedas; as, for instance, we find that what the Samaveda 
does, with regard to these sacrifices, is to mention them simply by name, 
without making any mention of their Deities or Materials,—and then to 
lay down the particular Samas and Hymns to be sung at them. And in 
this case we find that these are not found to be wholly independent of their 
mention in the Yajurveda ; because, as mentioned in the Sa@maveda, they are 
devoid even of such apparently necessary details as those of Deities and 
Materials (for which they cannot but depend upon the Yajurveda). 
While conversely that which is laid down in the Sàmaveda, with all its 
details of Deity and Material, is found to be mentioned in the Yugwrveda, 
only in connection with certain accessory details; and thus in this case 
it is the latter that stands in need of the former. This will be explained 
further under Sara III—1iii—10. | 

. It is for these reasons that what are dealt with in the present 
Adhikarana are the instances of the mention of the same Action in several 
Rescensional texts, and not those in different Vedas. 

Thus then with regard to the question at issue, we have the fol- 
lowing x T | 
PURVAPAKSHA. 

* The Action mentioned in each Rescensional text is distinct; that 
“is to say, the Agnihotra mentioned in the Katha Rescension is distinct 
“from the Agnihotra mentioned in the Tazttirtya Rescension; for the 
“ following reasons: 

*(1) On account of the Difference of Name: f.i., we find people 
“declaring that ‘such and such a thing is found mentioned in connection 
“ with the Kathaka Agnihotra, and ‘that in connection with the Tazttiriya 
* Agnihotra’ (which shows that the two Agnzhotras are distinct, one being 
“called the * Kàthaka' and another the ‘Tazttiriya’). [Here too the 
“differentiating agency is that of Name, which is equivalent to ‘ Cab- 
" dàntara! dealt with under Sūtra II-—1i—1.] 

' (2) On account of the Difference of Form: f.i, in one text the 
“Cake dedicated to Agni-Soma is said to be '*ekádagakapüla, while in 
“another it is said to be *dvüdagakapüla. In this case also, inasmuch as 
"the ‘eleven’ and ‘twelve’ are not capable of being exchanged, in the 
“way that we find in the case of the numbers ‘eight’ and ‘twelve’ 
“with regard to the Vaiçvānara, or in that of the Amiksh@ and the 
“ Vajina,—the differentiating agency is that of the Accessory (and this 
“has been fully dealt with in II—ii). 

" (3) On account of the difference of Saorificial details: f.i., the 
“ Taittiriyas, in connection with the Kārirī sacrifice, lay down eating on the 
“ ground, while those belonging to the other Rescensions do not do so; 
“so also while in connection with the Agni sacrifice some lay down the 
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“carrying of the water-pot of the tutor, while others do not; snd in 
“ connection with the Agvamédha, some lay down that the sacriücer 
“should present grass to the Horse, while others do not lay this down: 
* And in all these cases, the differentiating agencies are those of the 
“ eating on the ground, carrying of the water-pot, and the presenting of the 
* grass,—all of which are mere sacrificial accessories; but taking the 
* place of the method of the sacrifice, these have been mentioned apart 
* from the former accessories, which are wholly outside the performance. | 
“The Bhashya says—' others perform other details’; and this is simply 
“ meant to show the fact of contradictory details being performed by people 
“belonging to different Rescensions. The word *agvaghasadeh' in the 
“ Bhashya, being in the Ablative, is capable of being construed both 
“ways; when taken with the previous clause, it means ' agvaghà ādēh 
“anyam dharmamacaranti’ (they have recourse to other sacrificial details 
“ than the presenting of grass, etc.) ; while when taken with what follows, 
“it means 'agvaghüsüdeh nishpannam upakaramakankshati agvamelhadih’ 
“(the agvamedha, etc., stand in need of the help accorded by the present- 
* ing of the grass). 

* (4) On account of Repetition: i.e. if the same action were men- 
“ tioned in all the Rescensional texts, there would be many useless Repeti- 
“tions. In this case the differentiating agency is that of ‘ Repetition’ 
“ (and has been dealt with under Stra II—1i—2). | 

*(5) On account of Deprecation: f.i., some people deprecate the 
* offering of the Morning Libation before sunrise, while others deprecate 
“ the offering of the same after sunrise. In this case also, the differen. 
* tiating agency is that of the Time, which is only an Accessory. Those 
* who lay down the offering to be done after sunrise, decry those who 
“perform it before sunrise, as being liars, because they utter the words 
s‘ ‘suryo jyotik, etc., while the Sun is not present before them; and 
“ hence, with a view to avoid this untruth, they lay down the offering as 
* to be made after sunrise. Others, however, declare that he is a truly 
“ hospitable man who is ready with the offering for his guest before his 
"arrival, whereas one who calls him back, after he has gone away 
“ unreceived, is not truly hospitable; consequently the morning offering 
* should be made before the Sun rises. Under the circumstances, if both 
" morning oblations were taken as the same action, it would become 
“connected with two contradictory properties (that of being performed 
“before and after sunrise); while there is no such incongruity, if the 
“ Actions are taken as being distinct. 

"* (6) On account of Incapability. In this case also the differentiating 
“agency is that of the Accessory ; because all that is meant is that all 
“ tbe various accessory details mentioned in connection with the Action, 
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“in the several texts could not possibly be performed at the single per- 
“formance of the Action; and consequently, the Action must be taken 
“ag distinct in each Text. 

* (7) On account of the difference in Completion: In this case also, 
* the differentiation is done by the Accessory; because what is meant is 
“ that the upholders of one text declare ‘our Agni sacrifice is completed 
“here, and not there, as in the Agni sacrifice of the other people’; and 
** this would not be possible if there were a single Agni sacrifice. 

*(8) On account of the laying down of distinct Hapiatory Rites: 
“Though this is included in ‘Deprecation, yet it is brought forward 
“ separately ; because the mere deprecation of the time (before or after 
“ sunrise) might be explained as pointing to both times being optional al- 
‘‘ternatives for the same Action; hence what is meant by the bringing 
“ forward of the mention of Expiatory Rites is that if the two times were 
“ mere optional alternatives, none of them would be faulty; as a matter 
“of fact, inasmuch as expiatory rites are laid down in connection with 
“ both, both would be faulty; which could not be if the Action were the 
“same. Hence the Action must be regarded as distinct. 

“ (9) On account of the perception of distinct purposes being served. 
“In accordance with the Sitras of the Siddhanta, we proceed to show five 
“kinds of this, as follows: (a) we have the direction that if the sacrificer 
“ happens to be previously initiated, he should employ the Atirātra of the 
* Brhatsüma; because the .Hathantara-Süma will have been already 
* employed at the previous initiation ; while if he does not happen to have 
* been previously initiated, he should employ the Rathantara-Sama. In 
“the Tandaka, however, we have it distinctly laid down that the Jyotish- 
* toma, ts the very first of the sacrifices to be performed. And the uncer- 
“tainty of precedence spoken of in the previous direction would be 
* possible only if the Jyvtishtoma mentioned in the latter sentence were 
“ other than the Jyotishtoma occurring in the same text with the former 
“sentence. For, if all the Jyotishtomas were one and the same, then 
* inasmuch as in accordance with the T'àándaka direction, in the case of 
“all texts, it would always be the Jyotishtoma that would be performed 
“ first, the sacrificer would always have been initiated for the Jyotishtoma, 
*the said mention of uncertainty—‘if he be not initiated '— would be 
* wholly incompatible; as no sacrificer would ever be found to be unini- 
“tiated. (b) In the case of the Yupaikadagini, we find the sentence— 
* * yatpakshasammitüm pinuyat ... püpiyün syàt, atha yadi vedisammitya- 
“ minoti, eic, which mentions the two methods of measuring,— by the 
“““paksha’ and by the ‘ Vedi/—and then deprecates the former, and 
* accepts the latter, which distinctly shows that the former is not laid 
“down by any other text. Because if there were such another text, what 
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* would be the use of deprecating the one, and laying down and praising 
“the other. Consequently we must conclude that the measuring by the 
“ * eyes of the chariot,’ mentioned in another Rescensional text, does not per- 
* tain to that Action in connection with which we have, in another Rescen- 
“gional text, the former two methods of measuring only. Hence the two 
* Actions must be taken as distiuct. (c) Some texts mention the excess 
“of only two Hymnal Virdjas in connection with the Jyotishtoma, while 
* others speak of the excess of three. And this would not be explicable 
“if the Jyotishtoma-Atirütra, in both these cases, were the same ; while 
“if they are distinct, the excess will be in accordance with the text in which 
“the Action occurs, and there would be no incongruity. (d) In con- 
“nection with the ‘Sarasvata’ sacrifice we find the sentence, ‘yë purodà- 
“cinaste upaviganti, ye sünnüyyinaste vatsin vürayanti.' Of these the 
“ Sünnayyins are those who have performed the previous sacrifice, while 
“the Purodagins are those who have not performed it; and the presence 
“of both at the Sürasvata would be possible only if the Jyotishtomas 
* mentioned in different texts were different actions; as otherwise if all 
** Jyotishtomas were one only, the upholders of all texts will have performed 
“this Jyotishtoma (the ‘first to be performed’), and as such the Purodàgins 
* could not be present at the Sdrasvata. Though this case is exactly similar 
“to (a), yet we speak of it separately, because the Siddhanta meets this 
“in a totally different manner. (e) Lastly, in one Rescension we find the 
“sentence ‘upahavyo niruktak, agnishtomo yajsio rathantarasama, agvak 
“ eyavo dakshinà, while in another we find, ‘upahavyah aniruktah, uktho 
“yajno brihatsima, agvah çvēto rukmalalato dakshinà'; and in this case, 
“in view of these two Injunctions, the two Hymns could be taken as 
“ optional alternatives ; yet, inasmuch as this alternative is already obtained 
“from the Primary sacrifice, any mention of it would be absolutely use- 
“ Jess, if the action (wpahavya) were one only; while if the two Upahavyas 
“are distinct, the repetition (of what has been mentioned in connection 
* with the Primary) would serve the purposes of restriction, Hence too 
“the two Actions must be taken as distinct.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (9): The Action is one only; because of the non-differ- 
ence of—(1) Connection, (2) Form, (3) Injunction, and (4) 
Name. 


That is to say, the identity of Actions, recognized by means of their 
Names, Forms and Accessories, does not disappear even when they happen 
to be mentioned in various Rescensional Texts. 
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The Bhashya says: The Action spoken of in all Texts, or in all Brah- 
manas, is one and the same. The sense of the phrase ‘ in all Brahmanas’ is 
ner the same is the case even when the Action appears in the various 
Brahmanas of the same Veda. As for instance, when the Jyotishtoma and 
the Dvadagaha sacrifices are mentioned in the Pancavinga and the Shad- 
vinça Brahmanas of the Sama-V eda. 

(1) By ‘ Connection’ is meant the connection of the Result, as that 
is the chief factor in the relationship. (2) By ‘Forms’ are meant the 
Deity and the Material, as being the most nearly related. (3) By 
c Injunction’ is meant that which partakes of the Root-meaning as well as 
the Bhavana. (4) And lastly, by ‘ Name’ are meant ‘Jyotishtoma’ and 
the like, which are found to be exactly the same in all Texts. | 

Thus then, there being so many reasons for recognizing the Action to 
be the same, we cannot but admit its identity in all Texts. Specially as 
we do not find any reason for taking it as different. 

It might be argued that, “as in the case of different Contexts, so 
* also in the case of different Texts, the mutual non-proximity between 
"the mentions of the Action is a very sure ground for taking the two 
* Actions as different," 

But it is not so; because the same person does not meet with the 
two mentions of the Action (in the two Texts; though in the case of 
Different Contexts he does actually come across both) When it so 
happens that a man has cognized a certain act, as mentioned in one place, 
if he finds a similar action mentioned elsewhere, it is just possible that 
he may take the one Action to be distinct from the other. But this is 
possible only in the case of a single Rescensional Text; because the whole 
of this Text is read by the person. When, however, the action 
happens to be mentioned in different Rescensional Texts, one who has 
come across the mention of the Jyotishtoma in one Text, can have no idea 
of its mention in any other Text; and hence when he meets with the 
mention of the sacrifice in his own Text, he takes it to be an independent 
action, and he has no idea of its being different from another Jyotishtoma 
(for the simple reason that he does not know of any other Jyotishtoma 
mentioned in another Text). 

Objection: “ But then one who reads the Texts of two Rescen- 
* sions, could very well know the Jyotishtoma as mentioned in one text to 
“ be different from that mentioned in another text, just as he does in the 
“case of Different Contexts; and so would it also be in the case of the 
“ Action being mentioned in different Brahmanas,” 

This is no argument at all; because the texts of various Rescensions 
are never meant to be read by one man; and the reason for this is that 
the Injunction for Vedic study distinctly points to a single Text being 
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read,—specially as it is a general rule that when several things are found 
to serve the same purpose, they are accepted as optional alternatives ; 
and this would be possible only when the same Action is taken as spoken 
of in the various texts. 

That is to say, just as the Class inheres in each Individual, so does 
the character of ‘ Veda’ in each Rescensional Text; and then again, in 
the Injunction—‘ svadhydayo'dhyétavyak’ (Veda should be read), we find 
that the Veda is enjoined as to be learnt for the purpose of knowing 
Dharma; and as such we must attach due significance to the singular 
Number in 'svádhyàyah '; and this distinctly shows that only one Text 
should be studied. 

Objection: “In that case, one could not read various Vedas.” 

Reply: Not so; because there are other Vedic Injunctions (laying 
down the study of various Vedas) which would serve as exceptions to the 
general Injunction 'svàdhyayo'dhyetavyah. Such injunctions, among 
others, are ‘anay@ trayyà vidyaya, etc.’ (By means of the knowledge of 
the Three Vedas), and 'vedünadhitya vedaw và, etc.’ (Having read the 
three, or the two Vedas) [Manu]. And further, the case of two Vedas 
is wholly distinct from that of two Rescensional Texts (of the Sama 
Veda); as it is not possible for the two Vedas to be taken as optional 
alternatives; because they are found to be dependent upon each other, and 
are not both fouud to serve the same purpose; and as such they cannot 
but be taken conjointly. In the case of two Rescensional Texts, on the 
other hand, we find that they are totally independent of each other, in 
the pointing out of the Jyotishtoma (for instance); and they are found to 
serve the same purpose; consequently, they are taken singly, as alter- 
natives. The various Bràhmanas too, belonging to the same Rescen- 
sional Text, are taken conjointly, simply on account of their being 
dependent upon one another. = 

Objection: “So what it comes to is that two Texts are to be taken 
“as alternatives, because they speak of the same Action; and they are to 
“be taken as treating of the same Action, because they are alternatives : 
“certainly this involves a most queer interdependence of argumenta- 
** tion." 

Reply: It is not so; because the identity of the Action is known by 
mere recognition; and the fact of each Text being taken singly is due to 
the Singular Number (in ‘ svàdhyàyo'dhyétavyah '). 

Then again, if the mere fact of one's being very intelligent could 
justify his reading of the texts of various Rescensions, then the fact of 
his being exceptionally rich would justify his making an offering of the 
Yava and the Vrihi mixed up. (That is both of these are equally un- 
allowable.) 
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For these reasons we conclude that it is the same Action mentioned in 
the various texts. 


Sitra (10): Mere names could not establish difference, because 
the names are of the Veda itself (not of the Actéon). 


Even if * Kathaka,’ * Kalàpaka' were the names of Actions, then too, 
inasmuch as these do not occur in the originative Injunctions of the 
Actions, they could not serve to distinguish one action from the another. 
As a matter of fact, however, they are not the names of Actions at all; 
because, by the law that ‘it is not right to accept a multiplicity of mean- 
ings’, the names belong to the books, and it is indirectly through these 
that they are applied to the Actions (treated of in these books). 

Question: “But how do you know that these are names of books 
“indirectly applied to the Action, and not vice versá ? " 

Answer: Inasmuch as many Actions are mentioned in one Text, it is 
possible for all these to be referred to by the name of that Text; while on 
the other hand, the Actions mentioned being many, the single Text could 
not be referred to by the names of those. 

That is to say, as a matter of fact, we find the names ‘ Kathaka’ and 
the like applied to many Actions, not connected with one another. And 
if that were the name of any one Action it could not very well be applied 
to another,—not even indirectly, by indication ; because there is no sort of 
connection between the two; and as for the one name denoting all 
Actions, it is as impossible as the denotation of all Individuals by a single 
word (‘cow’). Therefore it must be admitted that it is the Text that 
indicates the Actions and not the Actions the Text; and consequently 
such names as ‘ Kāthaka’ and the like would differentiate the Texts, and 
not the Actions (spoken of in them); because there is no connection 
among these. 

For this reason also it must be admitted that it is the same Agnzhotra, 
sacrifice that is spoken of as ‘ Kathaka,’ or ‘ Kalāpaka, etc., according as 
it happens to be mentioned in the Kathaka or the Kalapaka text. 


Sütra (11): (If the Name belonged to Actions) all Actions. 
would become one. 


The differentiation of the cause is generally found to bring abont the 
differentiation of the effect. Hence, inasmuch as the name * Kathaka’ is: 
one only, all actions—Agnihotva and the rest—mentioned in that Text, 
would come to be taken as one (if the name belonged to the Actions). 

Though the reasoning herein advanced partakes of the nature of 
the Faulty Apparent Inconsistency (vide Nyàyasutras V—i—21), because 
there is no actual invariable concomitance between the conclusion (oneness 
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of Actions) and the Reason (oneness of Name),—yet the Siddhanti has 
purposely brought forward a faulty argument, as a proper reply to the 
Pirvapaksha, which is based upon fallacious arguments, through and 
through ; because a faulty rejoinder is always allowable against faulty 
arguments. (Vide Nyàyasütras V—i—39, et seq.) 


Sūtra (12): The Name is one that has been coined. 


It has been shown under Sra I—1—30, that the names ‘ Kathaka’ 
and the like are coined ones; and certainly such recently coined names 
could not very well differentiate the eternal Actions. 

That is to say, though on account of the eternality of the Class Kathaka, 
the word ‘ Kathaka’ is an eternal one,—yet it is a universally recognized 
fact that the word was applied as a name to the Vedic text, solely on 
account of the fact of that particular Text having been taught, pre- 
eminently, by the Teacher named ‘ Katha.’ And there is no doubt that 
it is not the Action that is taught, but the Verbal text; and hence the name 
not applying to actions, it could not differentiate them. 


Sütra (13): Even a single Action has diverse forms. 


Mere difference in such details as the number of Kapdlas, cannot 
establish a difference between Actions; because so long as there is 
absolutely no difference in the Kapāla itself, that in its number is an 
insignificant detail. Hence we conclude that the two numbers—Eleven 
and T'welve—are optional alternative accessories with regard to the same 
Action. 

Objection: *" —" as ihe numbers are mentioned in the origina- 
“tive Injunction of the Aa, mad cannot be taken as ones 
“ alternatives.” | | 

Reply: This is not quite pertinent; — both diio —— are 
found in originative Injunctions, and both are equally authoritative (aud 
as such equally capable of being taken as optional alternatives). 

As for the question as to ‘how the Actions mentioned in two dis- 
tinct originative Injunctions can be taken as one only,'——we will answer 
that in the following Sitras. 


[Sutra (14): The Injunction of the details pertain to the Science. 


As for the difference in the sacrificial details, several of these are 
mentioned in the various texts, simply by way of showing all that has to 
be learnt about the sacrifices, and not as laying down something to be 
actually carried into practice at the performance. |* 


* This Sutra is omitted in the Benares edition of the Text. 
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Sūtra (15): "Then there will be a repetition as in the case of 
the Agnéya.” 

This Sutra may be taken either as a reiteration of the Pürvapaksha 
argument—that many repetitions of the same Action would be useless,— 
or as explaining the repetition of the same Action, as resembling that of 
the Agnéya; the sense of the latter explanation being that the Repetition 
serves the distinct purpose of glorifying the Action (and as such there is 
incongruity in it) (vide Sūtra II—1i1—29). 


Sūtra (16): As a matter of fact, however, there is no repetition 
as there is no difference in the method of declaration. 


The word ‘vā’ in the Stra serves to reject the explanation just 
given in the second interpretation of the foregoing Sutra. And the 
reason for this rejection is that a Repetition is taken as serving other 
minor purposes, only under two conditions: viz. (1) when the Repetition 
consists in another mention of the Action only, and (2) when there are 
two objects of Injunction, in a single sentence. In the case in question, 
however, none of these two conditions are present; because we find that 
the Repetition is one of the Primary Action itself together with all its 
details of procedure, etc. "This is what the Bhüshya understands by the 
word ‘ Crutisamyogavigesha ' in the Sutra. 

But the S4«tra is capable of also another interpretation, as follows: 
As a matter of fact, there is no Repetition in the case in question ; because 
one sentence is known as a ‘ Repetition’ of the other, only when both 
occur in the text of the same Rescension ; while in the case in question, 
we find that the mention of the Action is found in distinct Texts ai the 
Kathaka, etc. —and that too only once in each text. P. 

In accordance with the law spoken of before, that one man can read 
the text of only one Rescension, one who has read of the Agnihotra men- 
tioned in the text of the Katha Rescension, does not know of that which is 
mentioned in that of the Taittiriya Rescension; or even if he happens 
to know it, inasmuch as he has all necessary knowledge of the Agnihotra 
from the text of his own (Katha) Rescension, he takes its mention in the 
other Rescension to be meant for those professing that Rescension ; and 
hence he does not look upon it as a mere fruitless repetition, Similarly 
does the professor of each particular Rescension treat of the texts of other 
Rescensions. And every one of these professors equally recognizes the 
ANN as mentioned in a single text (this is what is meant by the 

“ non-difference in the method of declaration ”). 

Nor is there any order of sequence among the various Roscnsisni ; 

by which it could be ascertained that it is by the text of any one of 
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them that the Agnihotra is originally spoken of, and those found in the 
rest are mere repetitions. To this effect it has been declared elsewhere : 
‘Inasmuch as all Rescensions have a simultaneous existence, no one of 
them can be looked upon as a repetition of the other ; specially as there 
is no order of sequence in which the various Rescensions are to be studied, 
as there is in the study of the various portions of a single Rescension.' 

Consequently, even in the case of the mention of an Action in a single 
text, if that very mention (of the same text) happens to be repeated at 
another time, for the sake of another person, such mention is not taken 
to be a mere useless repetition,——and the reason for this is that the 
persons addressed are different in the two cases; so would it also be in 
the case of the mention of the Action in various texts. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as the Text of a single Rescension is quite 
* enough for explaining things to all men, those of the other Rescensions 
* are absolutely useless." 

Reply: They are not useless; because no person studies the texts 
of any two Rescensions; and the mere fact of one text having explained 
things to one person does not make it useless for others. If, however, 
what you mean is that even the professors of other Rescensions should learn 
things from that same Text which serves the purposes of another person, 
—then, all that we can say in reply is that that would be wholly incom- 
patible with the regulations regarding the study of the various Rescensional 
texts, that have continued from time immemorial; and consequently it 
would never do for all men to study a single text, rejecting all others as 
useless. And then again, it would never do for à Brahmana to reject his 
own traditional Rescensional Text, by which his own Brahmanical class 
is named, in favour of a foreign Rescension ; specially when the labour 
involved in the study of both is exactly the same. Consequently, as the 
studying of other Rescensions would by no means lighten his labours, he 
should study his own traditional text. And it has already been shown that 
the Veda does not deserve the taunt of containing useless repetitions. 

The Sutra after this somehow or other escaped the notice of the 
Author of the Bhàshya ; and that Sutra is— 


Sutra (16A): Because of the non-inherence of texts. 


The sense of this Sūtra is that the texts of two Rescensions can 
never be retained in the mind of the same person. 


Sutra (17): Because of the non-proximity of the purpose. 


The various texts are known as the ‘ Branches’ of the Veda-tree, 
simply on account of their containing certain points of the same kind— 
115 
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in the shape of Ahio just like the many branches. of the same 
tree. 
That is ro a. de e Action b in € various pe am 
Texts differed from one another, then, inasmuch as the very roots ( Actions) 
would be distinct, on account of the fact of the flowers and fruits—in the 
shape of the results of Actions—being different from the very beginning, 
we would. speak of the texts as ‘ distinct Vedas,’ and not as ‘ distinct Re- 
scensions’ (or Branches). On the other hand, when the roots—in the shape 
of Actions—and the stems—in the shape of Injunctions—are the same, the 
only difference would be in the details of procedure, etc., which would be 
the difference in the number of fruits and flowers on the various branches 
of the tree ; and as such from the similarity of the tree, it is only right that 
the different texts should be spoken of as so many different ‘ Branches ' 
( Rescensions ). 

The sūtra may also be taken as meeting the aforesaid objection with 
regard to Repetition, The sense would then be that, we take that to be a 
case of Repetition, where what has been spoken of once is approximate to 
the same man to whom it had been previously addressed. In the case in 
question, however, we find that that which is mentioned in one text is not 
approximate to the person professing a different Text. 


Stra (18): The Action (in one text) is not enjoined for one (class 
of Brahmans) only. 


This sūtra takes it for granted that the Actions are different, The 
sense of the sūtra is that even when the Actions differ in their accessory 
details, those subsidiary accessories, that are mentioned along with the 
original Injunctive sentence, being laid down only as with reference to 
the Agnihotra, ete., come to be recognized as meant for all persons (professing 
all Texts), and as such, to be necessarily procured ; and hence it follows 
that in matters of subsidiary accessories, we should not rest contented 
with our own particular text. Nor do we find a single author of the 
Kalpasutras confining himself within his own particular Rescension ; and 
for this reason also, we cannot ascertain all the details of any sacrifice 
from out of one particular text only. 

This as regards subsidiaries; as regards m Primaries also, inasmuch 
as the names of Actions ( ‘kathaka’ and the like) are not capable of 
specifying the sacrifices as one professing any particular Rescension, the 
Injunctions of these Primaries (in whatever text) must be taken as laying 
down these Actions for all who may be desirous (of obtaining the result 
following from those actions) ; and hence the Actions mentioned in all the 
texts appear before each one of the performers. Then, inasmuch as all 
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these (.Agnihotras for instance,) lead to the same result, they could not all 
be performed conjointly ; and the result having been accomplished by 
means of anyone of these, all the rest would become useless. If they be 
explained as serving the purpose of optional alternatives, —then it would be 
far more reasonable to accept the Texts themselves as optional alterna- 
tives. 


Sutra (19): Because of the mention of completion, 'samapti' may 
be read as ‘ asamapti.’ 

If the sacrifices (Agnihotra, f.i.) mentioned in various texts were dis- 
tinct actions, then each of them would be completed, just as it would 
happen to be mentioned in its own text, and then we could not have such 
assertions as * Our Agnihotra sacrifice does not end here’ (this could be 
possible only when the speaker recognized the Agnzhotra that is being per- 
formed to be the same as that mentioned in his own text). “The Anvarohas 
are the mantras in connenction with the sthalàrohana, and it is with these 
that the sacrifice is finished by the professors of the Maitrayani Rescen- 
sion ; but our sacrifice does not end there " ;—such assertions of the learners 
of Veda distinctly show that even students—apart from the sacrificers— 
recognise the Actions to be the same. 


Sutra (20): Even when the Action is one and the same, the mention 
of (1) Deprecation, (2) Incapability, and (3) Completion is 
quite explicable. 

(1) All that the mutual deprecation of the offering being made 
before and after sunrise would show would be that the two times are 
optional alternatives. Even according to your theory, you admit the Re- 
sults of such offerings to be alternatives. 

(2) Similarly, as for the Incapability or Capability of Persons, it 
varies with each individual ; and it is equally uncertain, with regard to 
the Details laid down in all texts, as well as with regard to those men- 
tioned in one text only (7.e, there are men who are quite capable of 
duly carrying out all the minute details mentioned in all the various Texts, 
while there are others that are not capable of performing even those 
mentioned in one Text only) ; and after all there is not much difference 
between the details mentioned in the various texts. 

Some people, with a view to simplification, explain the sūtra thus : It 
is only those Injunctions of the other texts that are syntactically connected 
with the original Injunction which are taken as common to all men ; while 
those that are only related by the Context, could be taken as pertaining to the 
professors of each distinct text. Because the Injunctions laying down the 
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same Action come to be taken by men as optional alternatives ; while that 
which is simply mentioned in proximity to the sacrifice is taken up by the 
Context. That is to say, when several texts are taken as optional alterna- 
tives, that text which lays down the Primary Action forthe man seeking after 
results,—it is the method of that sacrifice that extends over that Text, and 
not to other texts. Thus then the accessories mentioned in other texts are 
not wanted in the method of that Action ; and as such not being referred ~~ 
to by the final Recapitulating Injunction, they do not become subsidiaries 
to that Action ; and consequently they are not performed along with it. 
And then, inasmuch as those connected with the original Injunction are 
very few, every performer will have the capability of taking the perform- 
ance of these latter along with the Action. 

But this explanation does not appear to be quite proper. Because 
when asubsidiary has been found to belong to an Action mentioned in 
another text, if it happens to be of use in another action also, what is 
there that would stop it from pertaining to it ? 

That is to say, the Context of each Veda lays down certain duties for 
man; and certainly these do not lose all their authority for those who 
profess other Vedas. Thesame may be said with regard to the different 
Rescensional Texts also, All Details are known as qualifying or belong- 
ing to Actions, and when the same Action is found to be mentioned in 
another text also, why should not the details belong to that also? Even 
though the forms of the Contexts may be different, yet it is always 
ascertained that the details mentioned in this Context are taken up also by 
the same action mentioned in another text ; and as such there is no 
difference, on the score of applicability, between the details mentioned in 
the same Context, and those mentioned elsewhere. And then inasmuch 
as the excess of Injunctions is not measured by the number of Rescensional 
Texts, it would not involve any very great effort to perform the details 
mentioned in all texts ; and as such, there can be no Incapability in this. 

(3) As for the declaration of completion, or otherwise, that depends 
upon what the speaker may have learnt, and hence that does not establish 
a difference between Actions. 


Sittra (21): Then, as for the mention of the occasion for 
Expiatory Rites— 


This may be taken as recalling the argument urged above (that we 
find one text laying down Expiatory Rites for the offering of the morning 
Libation before sunrise, while another text lays down such Rites for the 
offering of the same after sunrise); or it may be taken as meeting, 
in general terms, that objection. 
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Sūtra (22): the application of the Expiatory Rites would be 
controlled in accordance with the method started with. 


In all cases of alternative procedure, one can start with his perform- 
ance, distinctly in accordance with one method of procedure only; and hence, 
if subsequently he happens to leave off the details of that method, and 
takes up those of another, he commits a distinctly wrongful infringement ; 
and thereby renders himself liable to Expiatory Rites; and thus the 
mere mention of Expiatory Rites does not necessarily show that any, or 
both, methods is objectionable or inacceptable by any performer. 


Sutra (23): Inasmuch as the completion depends upon what 
has gone before, we yum it in accordance with our own 
knowledge. | 


We have shown under Sutra (19), that the mention of completion is 
compatible with both the unity and diversity of Actions. But, inasmuch 
as the assertion of completion is always in accordance with what the 
speaker might know, it serves to establish the unity of actions ; and the 
reason for that assertion is that it is regulated by what has been done 
before in the beginning. 

Or, the sūtra might mean that, inasmuch as all verbal usage 
depends upon its previous acceptance by people, we could conclude that 
the ‘ Completion ’ spoken of is like what we actually find to be. And as 
for this, we often find that even when the Action has not been completed, 
as soon as the details mentioned in one text have all been performed, the 
professors of that text declare ‘ Our this sacrifice ends here’ ; and hence 
there is no incompatibility in this assertion (with our theory). 


Sutra (24): Theindicative words are equally applicable to both 
of us—(1) because the mention (of the Jyotishtoma as the very 
first to be performed) pertains to all (Rescensions) ; nor does 
the text enjoin another Jyotishtoma ; therefore the Dvadagaha 
would come to be called ‘ahara.’ 


The presence of the uninitiated sacrificers at the Dvddagaha is equally 
incongruous, for both of us. Because what the Tandaka lays down is the 
fact of the Jyotishtoma mentioned in all texts being always the first to be 
performed. Nor does the Tāndaka enjoin a distinct Jyotishtoma of its 
own with regard to which alone it would lay down that restriction. Thus, 
then, the restriction applying to the Yajurvédis also, and hence the said 
incongruity being found to be present in both theories, both of us should 
explain the clause in question as meaning that ‘ if the sacrificers happeu 
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to be initiated or not initiated for the Dvüdagüha. And hence on this 
point, there is no difference between our theories. 


Sütra (25): (The measuring of the Védi) not being enjoined with 
regard to any substance, the injunctions would be indefinite ; 
while when it is pointed out, they become defined ; and hence 
it would be taken as an everlasting description. 


It has been argued above (Bhàshya, p. 199, line 8, et seg.) that 
there could be no mention of the measuring of the Paksha and the Vedi 
(if the Action were the same). And to this we make the following 
reply : 

.. Even in accordance with the other theory, it is not possible for the 
measuring of the Paksha and the Vedi, etc., because what the sentence iu 
question does is to eulogise the ditch of a single sanrifiqial s in 
the absence of the Ekādaçinī. in m 

That is to say, the sentence ‘ yat pam co. ei -— in 
> the wake of the Injunction ‘ there is but one post, and eleven animals’ ; 
and it means that, as at the Hkadagini, there would be a deal of trouble, if 
any of the two measures mentioned were accepted, it is far better to have 
only one post, And as for the ‘ measuring by the paksha’, as it is one that 
has never been enjoined, it must be taken as always appearing as a mere 
Description ; and the Injunction of the measuring by the Védz also only 
serves as a praise, showing the superior excellences of a single sacrificial 
Post. And as for the measuring by the ‘ eyes ' of the chariot, it would be 
done at that sacrifice, in connection with which the Eküdacini is laid down ; 
and as such there would be no incompatibility. In the case in question, 
however, the ‘ measuring by the Védi’ appears as the object of Injunction, 
by means of Praise ; and as such we cannot very well take it as eulo- 
gising anythingelse. Consequently it must be concluded that the ‘ measur- 
ing by the paksha,’ which is not enjoined, is a mere description, for the sake 
of praising the ‘ measuring by the Védi.’ And as, in regard to the Agni 
sacrifice, this ‘measuring by the Vadi’ would be the most authoritative, on 
account of its being mentioned in the same Context,—the Injunction 
of the ‘ measuring by the eyes of the chariot,’ being thus freed from the 
Primary Agni sacrifice, would betake itself to its subsidiaries. 

The sūtra may be taken as follows: If the * measuring with Vedi" 
were not laid down with regard to a substance, then there would be no 
restriction with regard to the ‘ measuring by the paksha, etc., all of 
which would be (equally) implied ; and that would be set aside by the 
direct mention of the * measuring by the eyes of the chariot, In the case 
in question, however, it is not so ; and hence there is no contradiction. 


SAME ACTION PRESCRIBED IN DIFFERENT TEXTS. 919 


Sūtra (26): On account of the Injunction and the Prohibition, the 
excess would be optional. 


One text lays down the holding of the shodagi at the Ativütra ; 
while another prohibits it ; and hence its holding or not holding peine 
both optional, when it is p held, there would be an excess ol two 
hymns only; when however it is held, the excess comes to be three, 
because in this latter case, there are two Rik Verses added to the group of 
tweuty-one, and in this way we do not find any contradiction between the 
texts concerned. 


Stra (27): In the Sarasvata, on account of the prohibition, 
we would take the sentence with the conditional ‘ if,’ 


As in regard to the Sürasvafa sacrifice, just asin the case of the 
JDvüdacüha shown above, the previous performance of the Jyotishtoma 
would be found necessary for both of us (disputants), both of us should 
explain the sentence concerned as follows: ‘If, in the case of the perfor- 
mance falling in the bright fortnightof the month ending with Paurnamàsi, 
the sacrificers happen to be Purodāçins, then they should fast; whereas if, 
in the case of the performance falling within the dark fortnight ending 
with Amavàsyà, the sacrificers happen to be Sánnàyyins, they should remove 
the calves.’ And in this way, we find that the mention of different 
‘sacrificers ( Purodagíns and Sünnüyyins) ' indicates the different times of 
the performance, and as such there is no incompatibility. 


tra (28): As for the contradictions involved in regard to the 
Upahavya,— | 
The sūtra may be taken as recalling a previous argument of the 
Pürvapaksha, or as embodying its refutation, in general terms. 


Siitra (29): the repetition would serve the purpose > of showing 
another accessory. 
The repetition of the ‘Brhat’ and the ‘ Rathantara’ could be 
explained as serving the purpose of restricting the number. 


Sitra (30): The Veda also shows that the idea in all Texts is of 
one and the same Action. 

We find that the Veda, speaking of the Homa in reference to the 
Prayfja laid down in another Rescensional text, lays down the mantra 
‘kraturrasi, etc., of a different Rescensional text, as to be employed in the 
* Agemidána ' (catching hold of the stone); and this distinctly shows that 
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the Action, though spoken of in various texts, is firmly believed to be 
one and the same. 


Sütra (31): Objection: “ Because of there being distinct orders 
“of procedure, mentioned in each text, the injunction in each 
"text would be taken as distinct from those in others." 


* That is to say, the Injunction in each Text would be distinct by itself ; 
* as thus alone could we be saved from the anomaly of having diverse 
“ orders of procedure with regard to actions mentioned in our own text ; 
* and thus also would the extent of these actions not become any other 
* than that specified in the same text.” | 


Sutra (32): Reply: There is no connection with contradictory 
processes ; the Actionis taken as one and the same ; hence all 
Injunctions connected with that Action must be taken as 
affording the idea of that Action alone. 


That all actions are one is shown by Syntactical Connection ; while the 
difference in the order of procedure would, at best, be pointed out by the 
order in which they happen to be mentioned ; and as a rule Syntactical 
Connection is always more authoritative than mere Order. Because, as a 
matter of fact, we find that such details as are mentioned even in the 
Smrtis are not rejected by any considerations of Order, Time or Hxtent ; 
and then, how could it be, that that which is pointed out by the Syntacti- 
cal Connection of Vedic texts would be rejected by any such considera- 
tions ? Bo 
Objection : “ If this is all that the sūtra means, then this has already 
“ been explained before, under Sūtra Il—ii—7; and as such there was no 
* need of repeating it here. " 

Reply: Itis no repetition : because what is said in the present sūtra 
has been said for the first time (in the Sutras). On the previous occasion 
it was only an argument that was explained, while what the present sūtra 
does is to lay down the conclusion arrived at through that argument; and 
as such there is no repetition. 

Thus then, we conclude that the Action mentioned in each Rescen- 
sional text being distinctly recognized as the same, we cannot take each of 
these as a distinct Action. And it has also been shown that there is no 
seventh means of differentiating actions, except those that have been ex- 
plained above, which afford all the means for the necessary differentiation 
of Actions. | " 


Thus ends the Fourth Pada of Avuyiya II. 


uM 


ADHYAYA IIL 
C&sHA-LAKSHANA. 
PADA I. 
.,  ADHIKARANA. (1). 
(Laying down the subject to be 23.) 
Sütra (1). Now then, the Qésha-Adhyaya. 


The vermilion-complexioned, elephant-headed god, the Great Gana- 
pati, embraced by Siddhi and Lakshmi, the destroyer of obstacles—in 
Him I take my refuge ! 

With this sūtra, the author proceeds is explain whatever remains 
to be explained, after all that has been said in the first two Adhyayas. 

We have seen that the Author of the Bhashya, while setting forth 
all that is meant by the highly suggestive first sūtra, has fully ex- 
plained, in the first two Adhyāyas, the means of knowing Dharma, as well 
as its Form, all about which is merely briefly hinted at in the second sūtra ; 
and then, in the remaining Adhya@yas he has fully dealt with all other 
questions connected with Dharma that demand consideration—such as, what 
are the means of accomplishing Dharma, that are the auxiliaries helping 
it in its fruition ?—what are not such means and hence no auxiliaries, 
not according it any help P—in what actions the Agent is the principal 
factor, the actions bringing about results desired by him ?—in which of 
them he is only a secondary factor, the Actions not bringing about any 
such results ? 

Thus then, we find that the word ‘Césha-lakshana’ means the ‘remaining 
Adhyayas.’ Though the Adhydyas referred to are many, yet the word is in 
the singular number, in view of the singleness of the class ‘ Lakshana ’ 
(or ‘Adhyaya,’ to which all Adhyfyas belong). 

Though in the next sūtra we find ‘ Césha’ defined as that which is 
auxiliary to another (and as such the word ‘ Cesha-lakshana' in the first 
sūtra should be taken as meaning the ‘definition of Gesha "), yet all that it 
can be taken to show is that, the Author begins with the explanation of 
‘Auxiliary character,’ which is one of the many subjects to be dealt with 
. in the ‘remaining Adhyayas.’ 
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That is tosay, there being many things to be dealt with, he could 
begin with any one of them only, and consequently, in due course, he 
begins, in the second sūtra, with an explanation of ‘Césha’ or * Aumiliary 
character,’ which is based upon the fact of tts being for another's purpose, 
and which forms the subject of the third Adhydya. 

The compound * Gesha-lakshanam' may be expounded in two different 
ways, affording two distinct significations of the sentence: (1) As Karma- 
dhàraya : ‘ Césham'—remaining—lakshanam—Adhyàya ; (2) As Genitive 
Tatpurusha : ' Céshasya lakshanam’—Definition of auxiliary character. Or, 
even if we accept this latter expounding only, then, too, there is not 
much difference in the sense of the sūtra. For, in that case, the word 
* Césha-lakshanam’ meaning * the definition of auxiliary character,’ it is as 
parts of this definition that the other subjects are dealt with in the 
subsequent Adhydyas. 

That is to say, all the subjects dealt with in the subsequent Adhyāyas 
—viz., the question of the Instigator and the Instigated (iv), the six means 
of ascertaining the order of sequence (v), the capability or title to the 
performance of certain sacrifices (vi), etc., etc.—all are particular features 
relative to auxiliaries; and as such, even though they happen to be 
dealt with in other Adhyàyas, they are spoken of as included in the 
* Definition of Césha or Auxiliary.’ 

For instance, (1) it is the Auxiliary that is the Instigator of its 
Primary (and hence the subject of the Fourth Adhyàya is dependent upon 
the definition of the Auxiliary). 

(2) As for the Order of sequence (dealt with in the Fifth Adhydya), 
that too is a ‘ Césha’ (Auxiliary), dependent upon the Prayogavacana (the 
collective Injunction laying down the performance of the Primary along 
with all its Auxiliaries). That is to say, when various Primaries, each 
bringing about an independent result, or various subsidiaries of a single 
Primary leading to a single result, happen to be enjoined by a single 
collective Injunction, it is found impossible for all of them to be performed 
simultaneously ; and as such the order of their sequence becomes a 
necessary auxiliary factor in their performance ; and this order is 
ascertained by the six means of Direct Assertion, Implication, Sequence of 
the Texts, Position, Order of the Primary, and Order of Actual Perfor- 
mance. 

(3) It is only as auxiliary to the sacrifice that the Performer has his 
title to the performance (considered in the sixth Adhyāya); as the Perfor- 
mer being the accomplisher of that which is to be accomplished (by 
means of the Action), (itis he that is the real auxiliary to Actions) ;—what 
is à material to the Action ? Specially so as the fact of the Performer 
being auxiliary to the Action is shown by the sētru itself, as based upon 
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the fact of his being distinctly enjoined for the sake of the Action—vide 
Sütra III—i—5. 

In the same manner, the latter six Adhy@yas treat of the subjects of 
the existence of auxiliaries, the forms, and extent, etc., with regard to 
such Primaries as have no auxiliaries distinctly laid down. 

For instance, Adh. VII having established the existence of auxiliaries 
for such Primaries, Adh. VIII serves to show what are the auxiliaries 
of which action, and from where they are obtained ;—Adh. IX shows that 
in the Veda, the principal factor being its meaning, the form of the auxili- 
ary depends upon the due ascertainment of the meaning of texts bearing 
upon it ;—in Adh. X, we have the question of the Exclusion aud Inclu. 
sion of auxiliaries ;—Adh. XI deals with the extent of the performance, 
as ascertained by Tantra (Contraction) and Avapa (Expansion );—and Adh, 
XII shows that, in the matter of auxiliaries, if the auxiliaries accomplished 
in connection with one set of actions be accepted as helping in another 
action also,—then, this latter action having its purposes served by the 
auxiliaries of another, it will be necessary for us to assume very few 
auxiliaries ; while, on the contrary, it would be necessary to make a vast 
number of assumptions, 


Or, it may be that the third Adhyaya is the only ‘ Césha-lakshana,’ and 
it is this alone that is introduced by the sūtra in question. As for the 
other Adhyüyas, we find each of them prefaced by au independent sūtra. 
Consequently it is the third Adhyàya alone that treats of the Auxiliary 
character, together with all things related to it. 


The word ‘atha’ in the sūtra may be taken inany one, or all together, 
of ita three senses of sequence, dependence on what has been explained before, 
and introduction. The sense of the sūtra thus comes to be that —' we proceed 
with the Definition of Çēsha, which depends upon a due Differentiation of 
Actions, that has been dealt with in the immediately preceding Adhyiya.' 

In answer to the question as to why we proceed with the Césha- 
lakshana,—we have the word ‘atah’ (‘ then’), which mentions the reason ; 
the sense being—Inasmuch as without the knowledge of one Action being 
different from another, we could not understand what * Césha’ (or Auxili- 
ary) means, we proceed to explain this latter, immediately after the treat- 
ment of the Difference of Actions. That is to say, the relationship of the 
Auxiliary and the Primary is possible only between things that are distinct 
from one another ; for when two things are identical, neither of them could 
be spoken of as auxiliary to the other. 
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Then again, immediately after the Difference of Actions, it- becomes 
necessary to explain the Auxiliary character ; because the due consideration 
of all other questions—relating to the Instigator, etc.,—-depends upon the 
ascertainment of the Auxiliary character. 

In this alone lies the connection between the two Adhyàyas (II and 
IIT) ; aud as this is mentioned fully in the sūtra itself, the Bhashya does 
not take the trouble of explaining it over again. The case of Adh. II 
was different; the first sutra of that Adhyaya did not point out any 
connection with the preceding Adhyāya; consequently, in that place, we 
had the Bhashya explaining the connection in detail, in the sentences Pra- 
thamé Adhyayé, etc., etc. As a matter of fact, we find that the Adhyayas 
are related in the subjects that they treat of, and not in the mere verbal 
form of the texts; and hence the Bhdshya took the trouble of explaining 
the connection between Adhyayas I and II, after having shown in brief 
what had gone in the preceding Adhyàya, and what was coming in the one 
just then begun. In the present instance however we find that the connec- 
tion between the Adhyayas II and III has been distinctly shown by the 
words * atha’ and ‘atak’ of the sūtra itself; and it is to that alone that 
the Bhàshya merely refers by the sentence—The Adhydya dealing with Dis- 
tinct Actions has been finished. — — 

And in this sentence, the Bhàshya has spoken of ‘ Difference ’ alone, 
as forming the principal factor in the question dealt with in Adh. I],—and 
it does not make any mention of the other supplementary matters therein 
dealt with,—because it is the Difference of Actions alone that helps in the 
explanation of Auxiliary character. 

The reason why at the beginning of Adh. II the Bhàshya has spoken 
of in detail of every question dealt with in the preceding Adhyaya, is that 
due ascertainment of the Difference of Actions depends upon every one of the 
details dealt with in the First Adhyaya, which deals with the Means of 
knowing Dharma, duly divided into (1) Injunctions, (2) Valedictory Pas- 
sages, (3) Mantras, (4) Smpti-regulations, (5) Injunctions of accessories, 
(6) Names, (7) and (8) the Ascertainment of doubtful points by means of 
subsequent sentences and the character of the purpose served, 

For instance, (1) in the ‘ Abhydsadhikarana,’ we have the assertion 
‘ avigeshádanarthakam hi syat’ (in Sutra II—ii—2), on the sole strength of 
the previous definition of the Veda as the means of knowing Dharma. As 
a matter of fact, we find that when there is nothing else to be enjoined the 
Injunctive Word cannot but be taken as laying down the form of an Ac- 
tion; and as such it must point out an Action different from all that may 
have been already laid down ; and thus we find that the differentiation of 


Actions is wholly dependent upon the knowledge of the u—— of 
nj un ctions, 
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(2) In the case of the three sentences—‘ Vishnurupancu yashtavyah, 
etc.” (dealt with in Sutras 11—11—9, etc.), we find that it is only when they 
are recognized as valedictory passages that they are not taken as laying 
down three distinct sacrifices ; because of the fact of Valedictory Passages 
having no injunctive potency (as shown in Adh. I, Pāda ii). That is to 
say, we find these sentences, occurring in the midst of the mention of 
the anomaly of * Jamz’ (interruption), having the character of valedictory 
passages, on account of their forming part of the intermediate Injunc- 
tion; and as such having no independent injunctive potency, they are not 
taken as laying down three distinct sacrifices with Vishnu, etc., as their 
deities. 

(3) Inasmuch as the mantras serve the purpose of indicating things 
relative to what has been enjoined, —the * Godàna ' and the ‘ Goyajia ' are 
not taken as distinet actions, on the sole ground of repetition. "That is to 
say, the mantras have their injunctive potency suppressed by such causes 
as the presence of the word ‘yat, words of address, the First Person, 
and so forth; and hence even though they are spoken of as the means 
of accomplishing Dharma, yet they do not serve to point out one action as 
being different from another, even in the case of such mantras as ‘ Dévangca 
yübhiryajale dadati ca, etc. where we have various verbs. 

(4) It is through the due ascertainment of the bearing of the 
grammatical rules dealing with the significations of words, that we 
come to accept the difference of ‘Homa’ from ‘ Yaga,’ on the ground 
of the former involving a further action of throwing in. Similarly also, 
the Actions are not differentiated by such names as ‘k@thaka’ and the 
like, simply because grammatical rules distinctly make these the names of 
books, for certain reasons therein mentioned. Though the fact of such 
names being coined ones has been urged by some people as an argument 
against the eternality of words,—yet the Author admits it so far as 
explaining it as based upon certain causes. That is to say, the word 
“kathaka’ means ‘ that which is taught by Katha,’ in accordance with the 
rule ‘ ¿ēna proktam’; and hence it is a book that is taught, and not the 
matter, which latter is only performed; and thus, inasmuch as we have a 
grammatical rule distinctly laying down the nominal affix in ‘ kathaka ’ 
as signifying that which is taught by Katha, we must take it as the name of 
& book, as it is a book alone that can be taught and explained. 

(9) Accessories with new relationships (II—ii—23), and (6) Names 
also serve to differentiate Actions; and hence a due knowledge of the 
character of the Accessory and the Name is necessary in the matter of the 
differentiation of Actions. 

(7) In the case of the Prajapatyas, there arises a question as to their 
forming a single sacrifice, or so many distinct sacrifices ;—and this is 
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decided by the help of the supplementary sentence that ‘ The modifications 
of a sacrifice are to be performed in the same manner as that sacrifice 
‘itself.’ 

(8) Inasmuch as the number ‘ seventeen’ could not be accomplished, 
without a due knowledge of the extent of the sacrifice,—in this case, we 
have the doubt settled by ‘ Purpose’ (or use), 

Thus it is for these reasons that, at the beginning of Adh. II, the 
Bhashya has briefly recalled all that has been explained in the preceding 
Adhydya,—with a view to show the connection of the Adhydya in question. 
In the present case, however, the Auxiliary character depending only upon 
the Difference of Actions, there is no use of the other details explained in 
-Adh, II; and hence it is this ‘Diference’ alone that is spoken of in the 
Bhashya, 

But this is not the only reason for the very brief reference, in the 
-Bhishya, to the matter of the previous Adhydya; because, just as at the 
beginning of Adh. II, so on the present occasion also, much useful purpose 
would be served by such recapitulation of the conclusions previously 
arrived at. 

For instance, (1) the Auxiliary character of Actions is to be spoken 
of by Jaimini (III—i—4), as based upon the fact of their being connected 
with Results brought about by that which is signified by verbs, as shown 
in the Introductory portion of Adh. II (II—i—1) ;—(2) in III—i—7, he will 
establish the restricted applications of the details of Ajya, Aushadhi etc., 
in accordance with the difference in the Resultant Apürvas, which has 
been shown (II—i—5) to be based upon the Difference of Actions ;—(3) in 
connection with the various subjects dealt with in Adh. II, we have fouud 
therein the definition of ‘Rk,’ ‘ Yajush' and ‘Saman’; and these defini- 
tions will be utilized in the Sūtra III—ii11—1 et seg. 

Consequently we must conclude that, inasmuch as there are two ways 
of dealing with a subject,—one that is brief, and another a detailed one,— 
the Bhàshya makes use of one way in one place, and of the other at 
another; and hence there is nothing incongruous in its adopting the briefer 
method on the present occasion. 

Thus then, the two meanings of the word ‘atha’ having been 
explained, we have, thereby, also shown the connection between the two 
Adhyayas (II and III). 

If, however, it be found that the Connection is already implied by 
other means, then, with a view to avoid the unnecessary repetition, we can 
take the word * atha ' as signifying Adhikàára (the propriety of considera- 
tion or inquiry), (and as such referring to what is to come in the Adhyaya, 
and not to what has gone in the preceding Adhyñyas). 

In the first sutra of Adh. I, we have not taken the word ‘atha’ ag 
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denoting Adhikara ; because what is mentioned in the sūtra is the ‘ desire 
to know Dharma’; and this Desire is not what is found to be taken up 
for consideration; consequently all that that stra could be taken to 
mean was that ‘we should now proceed to point out that which should 
be done immediately after the study of the Veda’ (and after such study 
what is necessary to do is to have a desire for knowing Dharma). Even 
though the knowledge of Dharma was also found mentioned therein, as 
qualifying that Desire, yet that knowledge would come by itself to the 
disciples, by the mere explanation of the meaning of the Veda; and 
consequently, it could not be taken as a fit object to be mentioned, either 
by the sutra or the Bhüshya or the later commentators, as befitting of 
consideration. Specially as that which, in the assertion of the speaker, 
appears as an object deserving of consideration, cannot be expressed by 
the expression ‘ desire to know’ for one who hears that assertion. 

In the present case, on the other hand, we find that the * Definition 
of Auxiliary character’ is quite capable of being explained as deserving 
of consideration, either in the shape of the Adhyàya, or in that of what is 
therein mentioned. The meaning of the sūtra thus comes to be this— 
* Henceforth the Definition of the Auxiliary should be regarded as the 
object of consideration, and it should be carefully grasped and listened 
to.’ Inasmuch as there is no room (after what has been dealt with in 
Adh. II) for any other Adhydya, we can very reasonably speak of the 
* Definition of Auxiliary ' as the object of consideration. 

Nor ean there be any doubt as to the propriety of the consideration of 
Auxiliary character, on this occasion, in preference to any other subject ; 
because a due understanding of all that is said in the subsequent Adhyayas 
depends upon a correct comprehension of the Auxiliary Character. 
That is to say, the latter six Adhydyas, dealing, as they do, of Implications 
as preceded by Direct Injunction, stand in need of the completion of the 
former six Adhyàyas, which treat of Injunction. So also, the Capability 
of Performance (dealt with in the sixth Adhyaya) is ascertained as 
existing in the Performer, in the shape of his power to perform the 
Action in the way that it is enjoined; and as such, a treatment of this 
could not but follow after a due comprehension of all Injunctions, up to 
the order of sequence (of the actions to be performed) (dealt with in 
Adh. V); as it is only when the weight to be carried has been duly 
ascertained beforehand, that we could ascertain whether a certain person 
is capable of carrying it. Then, the order of sequence, both direct and 
implied, is held to be dependent upon the character of the Instigating 
Action (treated of in Adh. IV); and it is for this reason that the order 
of sequence is treated of after Adh. IV. Then again, it is the Principal 
Action that is the Instigator of the Auxiliaries, which are not instigated 
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by anything else; and hence it is only right that we shonld treat of the 
character of the Instigator after that of the Auxiliary has been fully 
dealt with. 

Thus then, the propriety of the taking up of the Definition of 
Auxiliary having been fully established, the Bhashya proceeds to show 
that there are various ways in which the Auxiliary can be defined,—these 
ways consisting of the due treatment of the Form, the Cause, and the 
Relationship of the Auxiliaries, also with the comparative strength and 
weakness of the means whereby they are recognized. 

Objection: “It is as necessary to know the Principals as the 
* Auxiliaries ; because so Tg as any oue of these is unknown, there can 
“ be no performance." 

Reply : It is true that both should be duly known; but it is not 
necessary to speak of both in the sūtra; because the definition of one 
would necessarily imply that of the other. 

Then there remains the question as to whether the sitras should deal 
directly with the Principals or with the Auxiliaries; from the fact of the 
treatment of both being equally difficult, and leading practically to the 
same result, it would seem as if the matter were altogether optional; in 
fact at first sight, it would appear more reasonable that the treatment 
should be of the Principals, because they form the chief factor; but still 
this is not what is done; and the reason is that if the sūtra began with 
the definition of the Principal, it would be necessary for it to mention 
that of the Auxiliary also; because the Principal ( ‘ Ceshz ") is explained 
as that which has many Auxiliaries (Céshas) ; and hence the character of 
the former could not be comprehended without a due comprehension of the 
latter; consequently even though the Auxiliary is the subordinate factor, 
yet it is of this that the sūtra gives the definition; specially as that of the 
Principal follows from that (and does not require a separate mention). 

Another reason for this is that Direct Assertion, Indicative Power and 
the rest, all tend to ascertain the character of the Auxiliary; and it is as 
a necessary concomitant of this that the Principal becomes indirectly 
defined as that which has that Auxiliary. And the comparative strength 
and weakness of these—Direct Assertion, etc., when they appear conjointly, 
—that will be treated of later on, will be found to pertain to the Auxiliary ; 
because there is no incompatibility amongst them with regard to the 
Principal. 

It is for these reasons that the present sūtra lays down the subject 
to be dealt with as the Definition of the Auxiliary, together with all the 
various means of ascertaining that character. 

The questions to be dealt with in this connection are thus enumera- 
ted in the Bhashyu : (1) * What is un Auailiary ?’ This means that we shall 


—— 
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consider the form of the Auxiliary. (2) ' Why is it an Augiliary ?’ That 
is to say, we shall explain that character of the Auxiliary which leads us 
to call it an Aumiliary. (3) ‘ Which is the Auxiliary of which Principal ? ' 
That is to say, we shall explain the process of performance, by which the 
Auxiliary is attached to one Principal and not to the other,—this 
conclusion either involving, or not involving, the indicative power of one 
or the other means of ascertaining such character ; and in this connection 
we shall explain the form of these six means—Direct Assertion and the 
rest,—as also their comparative strength and weakness. 

Thus then, in the First Pada, we shall treat of the applicability of 
Auxiliaries as shown by Direct Assertion; as also of certain other 
matters connected with it. In the Second Pada, we shall treat of the 
applicability shown by the Indirect Indication of words. In the Third 
Pada, we shall bring forward the aforesaid two Means (Direct Assertion 
and Indicative Power), and proceed to arrive at the correct conclusion by 
means of reconciling these two, by considering them from beginning to end ; 
and thus even without the explicit mention of “ Syntactical Connection,” 
we shall speak of the applicability of Auxiliaries based upon this 
Connection—in the Sūtra III—iii—2; and after this we shall explain the 
sütras dealing with the Applicability based upon the other three authorities, 
of Context, Order and Name. After that will follow the Adhikarana 
dealing with the comparative strength of these six authorities. Then we 
shall consider the question of the contradiction and non-contradiction of 
Context by Direct Assertion and Indirect Indication,—this explanation 
extending as far as the Sūtra III—vi—18. After that, up to the Sūtra 
IlI—vii—18, we shall deal with the contradiction and non-contradiction of 
Order by the former four Authorities. Then with a certain amount of 
introductory matter, there will follow the consideration of the contradic- 
tion and non-contradiction of the former five by Name ; and with this the 
Adhyàáya will end. 

It is these matters to be dealt with that are referred to in the Bhashya 
—‘état tatparyéna, etc. The purpose served by this brief reference to 
what is to follow makes it more easily comprehensible. And as all these 
details were mentioned in a body in the first sūta, it was not necessary 
io have a sütra for every one of them. 
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Sutra (2); That which is done for the sake of another is called 
the Auxiliary; because it is for the sake of another. 


Inasmuch as the definition of the Principal would follow from that 
of the Auxiliary, we have in the sūtra a definition of the latter only. 
And inasmuch as the ‘ Gésha’ has many significations—' That which 
exceeds, etc., etc.,—the sūtra distinctly mentions a reason * because it is 
for the sake of another’; which shows that the word is here used as 
synonymous with such words as ‘ Avga,’ ‘ Guna,’ * Dharma’ and the like. 
And this mention of the reason also serves to set aside the theories that 
base the character of the Auxiliary upon Invariable Concomitance, etc. 

Inasmuch as the sūtra lays down two distinct facts,—one directly and 
another by implication,—it is necessary to interpret it in such a way as to 
avoid a syntactical split,—just as we did in the case of Sutra I—i—2. 
That is to say, we must take the sūtra as meaning that—‘ The Auxiliary is 
nothing other than that which is done for the sake of another’ and ‘Its 
character is not based upon any other cause’ ; and in this way the Conclu- 
sion and the Premiss (embodied in the sūtra) come to be taken as dovetailed 
together (and hence there is no syntactical split). 

There are five different theories as to the character of the Auxiliary ; 
(1) some people explain it as that which is invariably concomitant; (2) 
others as that which is instigated ; (3) others as that which exceeds ; (4) 
others as that which appears at the end of the Injunction; and (5) many 
people explain it as that which helps. 

(1) The sense of the first is this : “ That which does not appear with- 
“out another, and which appears when that other appears, is its Auxiliary ; 

“ e.g., the sprout does not appear without moisture, and the jar without 
y bu Clay, the Rod, the Wheel, etc., and hence these are known as Auxili- 
‘aries to those two.” 

Against this we have the Te" reasons : It is not proper to regard 
the Auxiliary as the Invariable Concomitant ; because this definition would 
be too wide ; inasmuch as we find even such things to be so concomitant 
as are not Auxiliaries; as for instance, the qualities of Colour, Touch, etc., 
are always Concomitant in Earth; and certainly none of these is Auxiliary 
to any otber, all of them being equally predominant. "Then again, we find 
that there are no Slaves or Houses without the Master; and certainly the 
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Master is never known as Auxiliary to them. Then again, in certain cases 
(as in that of the Darga aud the Pirnamdsa, each of which is composed 
of three independent sacrifices), we find a number of Principals to be 
concomitant; and according to the above theory, they would become 
Auxiliary to one another. Similarly Primaries and Subsidiaries, as also 
a number of Subsidiaries, would become mutual Auxiliaries, if the charac- 
ter of the Auxiliary consisted of Invariable Concomitance only. Then 
again, Vedic Study, Laying of Fire, Agriculture, and Earning of Wealth, 
etc., would all have to be taken as Auxiliaries to Sacrifices, as no perfor- 
mance of sacrifices is ever possible without these. 

(2) In view of these objections, the upholder of the second theory 
argues thus : “‘Irrespective of Invariable Concomitance, we must admit 
* that to be the Auxiliary which is instigated by another. This saves us 
* from the above objections, as neither the Master is instigated by the 
* Slaves, nor is there any mutual instigation among Colour, etc." 

But this too cannot be accepted as the correct definition of the 
Auxiliary; because the definition is too wide, as well as too narrow. 
For instance, the Purodacakapala is not instigated by the * Removal of 
the Chaff,’ because it is an established entity already; and yet it is 
accepted as its Auxiliary ; and on the other hand, though the Homas are 
actually instigated by such causes as the breaking of the vessel, the des- 
truction of the Cake, etc., yet they are not accepted as Auxiliaries to these. 

(3) Then we have the third theory, as follows: “ That which is found 
“ to be enjoined, in excess of something already enjoined, is the Auxiliary 
* to this latter ; and thus the character of the Auxiliary consists of being 
"an Excess. For instance, in all cases we find that the Injunctions of the 
** Subsidiaries are over and above those of the Fruitful Primary; and the 
“ Subsidiaries also are something over and above the Primaries; and in 
“all these cases we ang, the dhonna? of the -— anne in 
“ Excess.” 

Against this it may be — üt this ages also is too wide; 
as it applies to the Primaries also; because the Primaries are as much in 
excess of the Subsidiaries, as the Subsidiaries are in excess of the Prima- 
ries (and hence the definition is equally applicable to both). 

(4) Then, we have the fourth theory, which is as follows: “ Inas- 
“ much as we always find the Injunctions of Auxiliaries appearing after 
*those of the Primaries, we must conclude the Auxiliary character to 
* consist in this fact of being enjoined at the end of the Injunction. In 
“connection with the declaration that ‘the modifications of sacrifices. 
“should be performed in the same way as their originals’ we find 
‘ Jaimini also (later on) speaking of the Auxiliaries as being laid down 

at the end of Injunctions. Consequently we must conclude that the 
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* character of the Auxiliary, accepted by Jaimini, consists in the fact of 
“its being enjoined by the tail-end of an Injunction, as capable of supply- 
“ing the details of procedure wanted in connection with the Primary 
“ enjoined at the beginning of that Injunction.” 

To this theory we make the following reply : we cannot admit this 
to bea correct definition of Auxiliary character; because as a matter 
of fact, we actually find that character belonging to Actions laid 
down in the beginning, in the middle, as well as at the end of 
Injunctions, That is to say, if in all cases we invariably found the 
Injunctions of Auxiliaries appearing at the tail-end of the Sentences and 
the Context, then we could accept that as the universal mark of the 
Auxiliary ; but asa matter of fact we find them laid down in the begin- 
ning, the middle as-well as the end. For instance, we find such details, 
as the chopping of branches, etc., laid down at the very beginning of the 
Primary Darga sacrifice; and hence, according to your definition, they 
could not serve as the Auxiliaries of that sacrifice. Then, we find, in 
many cases, the Material and the Deity laid down along with the sacrifice 
itself, and these too would not be Auxiliaries, as not laid down at the end. 
Tus then, we conclude that we cannot accept the fact of being laid down 
at the tail-end of Injunctions as the sole definition of the Auxiliary ; 
because we find that in many cases, where the sentence or the context 
begins with the laying down of Subsidiaries, when we come to look for 
the result to be accomplished by these subsidiaries, we come across the 
Injunction of the Primary Sacrifice, which stands in need of the men- 
tion of its method of procedure; and as this want of the Primary is 
supplied by the former Subsidiaries, these come to be taken as its 
Auxiliaries, even though they happen to be laid down at the beginning 
of the Injunction. AE | l 

(5) Then there remains the fifth theory, which may be thus summed 
“up: “That should be accepted as the Auxiliary of another which is 
“found to help it; in this way the Homa cannot be the auxiliary of the 
“ Breaking of the Vessel, etc. ; because the Homa does not help the Break- 
“ing ; in fact it is the latter that helps the former. In the Veda too we 
" do not find any other cause of auxiliary character save this; because 
“ unless one thing helped another, it could not be auxiliary to it. Hence 
“there is nothing incongruous in the definition we have given. And 
“in fact, later on, in certain places, the author of the Bhashya also 
" makes such declarations as ‘that which helps another is its Auxiliary,’ 
“the Auxiliary character is characterised by help,’ and so forth. And 
“in fact, the fact of being subordinate to another’s purpose also is nothing 
"different from Help. Consequently the helping of another must be 
* accepted as the only mark of the Auxiliary." 
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But even this definition is not quite correct; because in accordance 
with this definition, the Auxiliary character would be hopelessly mixed 
up among Primaries, among Subsidiaries, and also among the Subsi- 
diaries of Subsidiaries. 

That is to say, just as the Subsidiaries help the Principals, so also do 
the Principals help the Subsidiaries by bringing about their performance, 
as also by accepting their aid (and thereby justifying their performance). 
Because no one would perform the Subsidiaries, unless he were instigated 
to it by the requirements of the Principals ; and these Subsidiaries too 
could not afford any help unless there were something to be helped (in 
the shape of the Principals). And thus, on account of the help accorded 
by them, the Principals would also become subsidiary (to the Subsidi- 
aries); and thus by mutual help, they would become mutual auxiliaries. 
Then again, in the case of sacrifices, whose performance consists of various 
Principals, a single Principal, without the others, could not accomplish 
the Result ; and hence they would help each other, in the bringing about 
of it; and hence by mutual help, they would become mutual auxiliaries; 
specially as this help does not in any way differ from that accorded by the 
Subsidiary to the Principal. In the same way we could show the 
possibility of mutual help among the Subsidiaries themselves. And thus, 
in the performance of the modifications of a single Principal, even if a 
single Subsidiary should come to be performed, it would necessitate the 
performance of all other Subsidiaries and Principals (as its auxiliaries), 
and there could be no restriction in this matter. 

Similarly, the Earning of Wealth, the Laying of Fire, and Vedic 
Study, etc., would come to be the auxiliaries of all actions; because they 
help all of them by their various effects; as certainly there is no action 
that can be accomplished without the help of these. And these being 
auxiliaries to sacrifices, all who would do these would become entitled to 
the performance of sacrifices; and as such, men of all castes would become 
entitled to the performance of all sacrifices that are laid down with a 
view to the obtaining of a certain result; as the only restriction upon the 
character of the performer would be that he should have a desire for that 
Result; specially as in the case of the sentence ‘The Brahmana should 
lay the fire in Spring,’ the meaning would be that ‘if the performer happen 
to be a Brahmana, the laying should be done ingpring-time,’—which would 
. entitle the GCüdra also to the laying of fire and the p— of 
sacrifices. 

Then again, it is only when the Definition (or Character) bes become 
duly known that it can indicate the object to be defined. Consequently 
the Auxiliary character, based upon help, is possible only in such cases 
where the help accorded is visible. In the case of the Purificatory 
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Rites, on the other hand, all of which help imperceptibly,—such, for 
instance, as the Paryagnikarana and the like; as also in the case of such 
subsidiaries as the Prayàjas, which help the Principal Darga-Pirnamasa 
indirectly through their Apérvas,—the auxiliary character of which 
(Rites and Prayajas) has not been cognized,—as we would perceive no 
visible help accorded by them, they could never be known as Auxiliaries. 
Nor can it be urged that the Auxiliary character of these would be 
recognized, by means of the assumption of some visible help. Because 
prior to the recognition of the fact of their being Subsidiaries, there 
would be no ground for assuming any such helping. As in a case where a 
certain thing having been recognized as auxiliary to an Action, with or 
without a Result, there arises the question as to the way in which it 
would help that Action; and then alone can we, not finding a visible 
help, assume some sort of an unseen help. And so long as the Auxiliary 
character has not been cognized, on what ground could the help be 
assumed ? And in this way there would be a mutual interdependence. 
For instance, the auxiliary character would be cognized by means of the 
Help, and the Help again would be cognized by that of the Auxiliary 
character ; and none of the two would be cognized independently of the other. 

For the matter of that, even in the case of actions according percep- 
tible help,—e.g. the threshing of the corn,—we do not find any visible 
help following from the Restriction that the chaff is to be removed by 
threshing alone; and hence the Auxiliary character would not be 
recognized as necessary. Nor does the Scripture speak of any help to be 
accorded by chance actions; and hence, according to you, the Auxiliary 
character could be cognized only when the help accorded would be 
cognized by Sense-perception, etc.; and in that case the suras could not 
speak of the Auxiliary character as pointed out by the six means of 
Direct Assertion and the rest. 

Then again, even in the case of such subsidiaries as are performed 
only by the way, and are not brought about directly by the Principal 
concerned, and in fact are performed for the sake of something totally 
different from it,—inasmuch as they would help the other, they would 
become auxiliaries to that Principal also; exactly like that which insti- 
gates the performance of that Action in the midst of which that Action 
is performed. And this would be in direct contradiction to the Satras— 
* Prüsagikaiica, notkarshet’ (Sutra V—i—28), * Prasangiké prüyagcittanna 
vidyaté’ (Sūtra IX—iv—928), *navà pütratvat, etc (Sūtra IV—i—84), 
‘ Api và céshabhajam syat’ (Sūtra VI—iv—3), ete., etc. | 

Thus we find that even Definition No. 5 is not quite compatible with 
the Scriptures. And consequently we declare that ‘the Auxiliary is that 
which is for the sake of another, etc’ And what we mean is that even 
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withont finding any help accorded by it, if we find a certain Action to be 
done for the sake of another, we recognize it as its Auxiliary ; and 
after its auxiliary character has been recognized, it would naturally help it. 

Question: “ Is there any difference between helping aud being for the 
sake of a thing?” 

Answer : Certainly, there is a difference; because we often find that 
something that hinders another is also spoken of as being for its sake; 
while that which helps it is not spoken of assuch. That is to say, the 
mere fact of being done with reference to another is enough to make it 
spoken of as being for its sake; and this is possible equally with that 
which helps and that which hinders. For instance, we speak of smoke 
as being done for the sake of mosquitoes (though what the smoke does is 
to drive them away). So also, even when we find one thing helping 
another, if it is found to be one that has come up by mere chance, and 
which is not found to have been done for its sake, it is not spoken of as 
being for its sake. For instance, when a man drinks water out of a canal 
that has been dug out for the purpose of irrigating the fields of corn, he 
does not speak of it as having been dug for his sake. Consequently we 
conclude that being for another's sake is something wholly different from 
helping it, . 

Objection : ‘‘ Then in that case even that which hinders would come 
to be an auxiliary.” 

Reply: It can be so in the ordinary life of the world; in the case 
of the Veda, however, it could not be an auxiliary, as it would not be 
something wanted. Thatis tosay, whenever a certain thing would be 
eognized as being for the sake of the sacrifice, there would be a doubt 
as to whether it will help or hinder it; and then, inasmuch as the 
Principals do not stand in need of a hindrance, we would reject the 
possibility of the thing hindering the Action; and on the strength of the 
said requirement of the sacrifice, we would take it to be a helper. 

Objection: “ We can never take a thing as being for the sake of 
“another, without knowing it as according some help to it. Because unless 
"the Principal is found to be in need of a helper, even if something 
"happens to be near it, it is not accepted to be its auxiliary. For 
“ 3nstauce, it is not on account of mere proximity, and independently of 
“ the help that they accord, that the Praydjas are taken as being for the 
“sake of the Darga-Pürnamüsa. Consequently, the being for another's sake 
“being based upon Helping, we must accept this latter as the sole basis 
“of auxiliary character." 

Reply: This does not quite affect our position; because it is often that 
we find the fact of something being for another's sake cognized by means of 
Direct Assertion, even apart from all Helpers; and in these cases it 
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is based upon the mere requirements of the Principal. For instance, in 
the case of such sentences as ‘ Dagüpavitrena graham sammürshti, * Vrihin 
prokshat?, and the like, the fact of the actions therein mentioned being 
for the sake of the sacrifice is recognized beforehand, by the Direct 
Assertion (of the sentences); and then follows their recognition as subsi- 
diaries, which leads to the assumption of the help to be accorded by them. 
Even in the case of the Praydjas, where there is no Direct Mention of 
their being for the sake of the Darga-Pirnamasa, though it appears as if the 
recognition of the Auxiliary character depended upon some Help accorded 
by them, —yet, in reality, there too, itis based upon the requirements of the 
Principal; as the Help is not accorded before the sacrifice is actually being 
performed. As we have already shown, that until the Auxiliary character 
of the Prayàjas has been cognized, it is not possible either to perceive, or 
assume, the help accorded by them. Hence in the case of these we must 
admit the fact to be that —the Darcu and the Párnamüsa being found to 
stand in need of some help, and the Praydjas being found to be on the 
look-out for something that they could help, the latter come to be 
recognized by means of Context or Mutual Dependence, as being for the 
sake of the former two sacrifices, long before the help is actually accorded 
(during the performance of the sacrifices), And as for the help (it being 
not perceptible), it is assumed simply for the purpose of justifying the 
recognition of their being for the sake of the sacrifices. And hence 
even in this case we find that it is only the requirement of the sacrifices 
that brings about the inference of the fact of the Prayajas being for 
their sake; and either this fact, or the Auxiliary character, does not quite 
depend upon the help accorded by them. And thus there is no incongruity 
in our theory. 

Such being the case, inasmuch as it is Direct Assertion and the rest 
alone that can establish the fact of something being for the sake of 
another, it is these alone that could lay down the performability 
of the Auxiliaries; and as such, for a due discrimination of these, it 
becomes necessary to take up the present Adhyd@ya. And as for several 
Principals, and several Subsidiaries, as taken among themselves, even 
though there is a mixture of mutual help, yet there is no mixing up of 
the being for another's sake ; and so in our case there is no hopeless confu- 
sion, Thus it is established that there is no flaw in the definition of the 
Auxiliary, as ‘ that which is for the sake of another.’ 

Then, as for the assertion of the Bhashya ‘that which helps another, 
etc., etc, —in this we must take the word ‘ help’ as indicating its cause, 
the being for another’s sake ; and the sentence should not be mistaken for 
a definition of the Auxiliary; specially as this is made quite clear further 
on, in the sentence—‘ those that are for the sake of another, etc., etc.’ 
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The opponent, however, takes the sentence of the Bhashya as laying 
down the definition of Auxiliary as that which helps, and hence urges the 
objection: “But we actually find the Teacher serving the ends of the 
Disciple, etc., etc." 

Aud the reply is that it čs quite true mun he serves them ; but inas- 
much as, in this case, we perceive a sort of help wholly "iun from 
being for their sake, he is not regarded as their Auxiliary ;—the Bhashya 
rejeets the example of the Teacher, and cites one in which there is an 
absolute being for another's sake, e.g., the Born Slave, who, from his very 
birth, is known as existing for the sake of his Master; and so also 
the calf which is always known as being for the sake of carrying loads ; 
and certainly the Master is not kuown as being for the sake of these ; this 
is what makes all the difference. 

The opponent, however, thinks that even in the case of the Master 
and the Slave, the idea of being for another’s sake is based upon a certain 
help that is accorded, and hence urges the objection: “ The Master also 
supports the Slave, and as such he would become subsidiary to him.” 

The reply to this is that in thus supporting the Slave, the Master is in 
reality helping himself. That is to say, the fact of being for another's 
sake is known by that in view of which that thing is done ; and certainly 
the aetion of the Master is not with a view to help the Born Slave; the fact 
being that he supports him, as this supporting is inseparably mixed up 
with the due fulfilment of his own ends; and as such the Master is not 
known as the Auxiliary of the Slave. 

Then, there arises an objection based upon the idea that the present 
sutra is a mere repetition of what has already been said under the Sūtra 
II—1—8, the objection being this: ‘‘ Inasmuch as the definition of the 
‘Auxiliary is already contained in the former süíra, it was not necessary 
to mention it over again, in the present Adhyàya." 

In reply to this we have the Bhaüshya—'l'atrüpürvürthatà vyàvartita. 
[In the previous sutra we have simply shown that Accessories do not bring 
about Apürvas.) 

Some people explain this reply as follows: In the previous sūtra we 
have explained the Auxiliary character of such Actions as serve 
perceptible ends ; while on the present occasion, we explain that character 
as belonging to all Substances and Actions,—those with perceptible results, 
as well as those with results not perceptible. 

But in this manner the present süíra may not be a repetition ; but 
when the auxiliary character of all is dealt with, on the present occasion, 
the mention of that character of a particular kind on the previous occasion 
would be a mere useless repetition. 

Consequently we must explain the Bhashya as follows : The question 
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simply being as to what has been said in the previous sutra,—we proceed 
to explain that which has been said there. It is this: the Auxiliary 
character of the threshing is based upon the definition given in the 
present sūtra; and all that was shown in the previous sūtra was 
that, inasmuch as that action serves a visible purpose, it cannot be 
accepted as bringing about an Apürva, That is to say, it is the univer- 
-= sally applicable Auxiliary character defined in the present sūtra that has 
been attributed to the Action spoken of under the previous sūtra for the. 
purpose of showing that it does not lead to an Apürva. 

Or, the sense of the question itself may be explained as follows : 
“On the present occasion, the Auxiliary character being explained as 
"something quite new (not explained before), based upon the be/ng for 
“ another's sake, independently of the definition of the Primary and Subsidi- 
"ary character of Actions explained in the previous Adhydya,—this 
“ present definition appears to be contralictory to what has been said in the 
“ Sutra II—1—8, which has distinctly explained the Auxiliary Character 
* to consist in helping." 

In that case, the sense of the Reply would be this: In that sūtra, 
we have spoken of the perception of Help, simply for the purpose of 
precluding all possibility of the assumption of distinct Apürvas, and not 
as a definition of the Auxiliary; while in the present sūtra, we have the 
real definition of all Auxiliaries ; and thus the subject-matter of the two 
sitras being totally different, there can be no contradiction between 
them. 
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ADHIKARANA (3). 
[The Enumerating of Auxiliaries. ] 


Sutra (3): According to Badari, the Auxiliary character belongs 
to Substances, Properties and Sanctifications. 


We now proceed to show the objects that have the character of the 
Auxiliary. And on this we have Badari’s view as the 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“There are only three Auxiliaries: (1) The substance— whose 
* auxiliary character is inherent, as shown under the sūtra, ‘ dravyanam, 
“etc? (VI—i—1). [Substances are related to actions, always in the 
“character of auxiliaries] ; and this character is denied only when it is 
* found to have no use whatever in connection with the Action ;—(2) The 
“ Property such as ‘ Redness’ and the like, serving to qualify the substance 
“that helps in the completion of the Action, is from its very nature an 
“auxiliary ;—(3) The Sanctification also, like threshing, etc., becomes 
"an auxiliary, by reason of its making the corn fit for being made into 
“ cakes that are laid down as to be offered at sacrifices, and which could 
“only be made of the threshed corn, and never out of the wnthreshed one ; 
“ thus to this also the auxiliary character belongs by its very nature. 

“To the sacrifice, etc., on the other hand, the auxiliary character 
* does not belong by nature; nor is it laid down by Vedic words as belong- 
“ing to them. Specially, in the case of the sacrifice, we find that it is 
* itself performed by all agents ; and it itself never functions towards the 
“ fulfilment of anything else. 

“ Nor can it be urged that we do find the Sacrifice functioning 
* towards the fulfilment of the Result. Because, the Result is found to 
“appear long after the Sacrifice has been finished. 

** Objection : ‘Iu Sutra II—i—1, et seq., it has been declared that 
“ sacrifices are possessed of the instrumental character.’ 

“ Reply: It is true that that declaration has been made; but no 
* reasons have been adduced in support of it. Specially as all that has 
“been done in that Adhikarana (II—1i—1 et seq.), which depends for its 
* own fulfilment upon the Svargakamadhikarana (VI—i—1-3), is that 
* no instrumentality belongs to Nouns. Consequently, at present (before 
“ the Svargakàmadhikarana has been established), we could speak of the 
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“ instrumental character of sacrifices only tentatively (as something yet 
* to be proved "'). 

“Then, as for the Resuli—inasmuch as it is something to be 
* accomplished by the Sacrifice, it has the character of the Principal in 
“reference to the Sacrifice; and in reference to the Agent, its auxiliary 
* character has never been spoken of. In fact, being something desired, 
“it must be accepted as’ the Principal; while the Agent being a sub- 
“ stance could, at best, be regarded as an auxiliary to the Sacrifice. 

* For these reasons, we conclude that the auxiliary character belongs 
* only to Substances, Properties and Sanctifications.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (4): According to Jaimini, (the auxiliary character 
resides in) Actions also, as they are performed for the 
sake of Results. 


The meaning of this Sūtra is quite clear. 


Sutra (5): The Result also, as it is for the sake of the Agent. 


From the very fact of the Result being mentioned along with the 
word ‘desire,’ it is clear that it is for the sake of the Person (in whom 
alone the Desire could be present). For no intelligent person ever 
desires the acquisition of Heaven by itself ; he always desires it for the 
sake of his own enjoyment. Then again, the Atmanépada ending in the 
verbs ( ‘yajéta’ and the like, in the sentence ‘ svargakamo yajeta’) 
distinctly shows that the Result (Heaven) is to be enjoyed by the Agent 
performing the sacrifice, and not by anybody else. And thus there can be 
‘no doubt as to the Result being auxiliary to its enjoyer. 


Stra (6): The Agent also, because he is for the sake of the 
Action. 


In the case of such sentences as 'svargakümo yajéta,’ the auxiliary 
character of the Agent is implied by the verb 'yajéta' ; while it is 
directly laid down in sentences like the one that lays down the sacrificial 
post of the Udumbara wood to be of the same height as the sacrificer. 


And consequently the Agent also can be regarded as having the auxiliary 
character. 


Certain objections have been brought forward against the Bhashya 
(of this Adhikarana) ; they may be thus summed up : 
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“The Bhüshya on sūtra (3), having shown that the auxiliary 
“character belongs to Substances, Properties and Sanctifications, —and not 
“to Sacrifices, Results and Agents,—has gone on to deny the Principal 
* character of the Agent ; and this is altogether irrelevant, 

“Then again, we find the Bhashy« asserting that the fact of the 
“ Agent being auxiliary to the Action, ou account of its being a substance 
“is quite perceptible. But this is a mere repetition of something 
* already mentioned before and rejected as untenable. Nor is it quite proper 
“to speak of the Agent along with the Sacrifice and the Result, the possi- 
“bility of whose auxiliary character has been denied; because the 
“functioning of the Agent is not at all similar to that of these too. 
** Hence these assertions are most improper. 

* Thirdly, towards the end of the Adhikarana we find the Bhashya 
“ saying—' The conclusion finally arrived at by the author of the Vrtti is 
“this, etc., etc. But inasmuch as it has already been declared by the 
“sutras that the auxiliary character of Substances, Properties and 
** Sanctifications is independent of all other things, while the Sacrifice, 
“the Result and the Agent are Principals in reference to the Substance, 
“etc.,—and then the sutras (4) to (6) themselves have spoken of the 
"auxiliary character of these (Sacrifice, etc.) as depending upon one 
“ another,— what the Bhashya speaks of as the final conclusion arrived at 
“ by the Author of the Vritti is nothing more than a mere repetition of 
“what has already been said before. " 

In order to meet these objections, we should explain the Adhikarana 
as follows : 

There are two interpretations of the present Adhikarana : (1) The 
Auxiliary having been defined as ‘that which is for another's sake,’ the 
Bhashya brings forward as the Pürvapaksha, Büdari's theory of the 
auxiliary character residing in Substances, Properties and Sanctifications 
only, which is based upon the theory of the auxiliary character consisting 
in Helping ; and then lays down the Siddhanta, in accordance with the theory 
of Jaimini. And as such it was only natnral that, in the first instance, 
the Bhashya should, while putting forward the Pürvapaksha, have taken his 
stand upon the theory that the Auxiliary is that which helps. Thus then, 
as for the Agent, inasmuch as he is a substance, he helps the fulfilment 
of the Action; and as such he can always be accepted (both by Jaimini 
and Badari) as an auxiliary. As for the Sacrifice and the Result, on the 
other hand, they are never found to help in the fulfilment of anything ; 
and as such they cannot (according to Badari) be regarded as Auxiliaries. 
Then, as for the sentence 'yàgaphalapwrushéshü,'—which speaks of all 
the three together, —it is not to be interpreted along with the preceding 
word 'Cesha,' as that ‘the auxiliary character does not belong to these 
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three, —but only that * what the Siddhānti holds with regard to all these 
three (having the auxiliary character) is not possible. And this is 
most natural; because what the Pürvapakshé should deny is what the 
Siddhanti asserts, and not anything.at random ; and as it is the auxiliary 
character of these three that the Siddhàünti holds, it is only natural that 
the Pürvapakshi should deny the auxiliary character of these, and not 
the mere form of that character, 

(2) The position of the Siddhanti being that Sacrifices, Results and 
Agents have a dual character, inasmuch as they are Auxiliaries to 
certain Actions, while Principals to others,—it is this dual character 
of these that the Bahshya, in accordance with Badari’s theory, denies by 
declaring that ‘in Sacrifices, Results and Agents’ there is no -dual character, 
as held by the Siddhauti; and his reasons are that Sacrifices and Results 
are always Principals, while the Agent is always Auxiliary. And thus 
inasmuch as it is only the presence of the dual character that is denied, in 
the case of all the three, by the denial of the character of the Auxiliary (in 
the first two) and that of the Principal (in the last), there is nothing very 
wrong in speaking of all the three conjointly, as all the three have the 
similarity of having their dual character denied. 

And the Siddhanta Sütras (4—6) also should be taken as establish- 
ing the auxiliary character, including (hand in hand with) the dual 
character (of the three),—basing this on the definition of the -— as 
* that which 1s for the sake of another.' 

Objection : “ Inasmuch as, with regard to the Agent, the Pürvapakshi 
* has admitted his auxiliary character on the ground of his being a 
* substance, and has only denied his Principal character, it was necessary for 
“the Siddhānti to establish his Principal character, and there was no use of 
* establishing the fact of ‘ the Agent being an auxiliary on account of being 
“for the sake of the Action’ (because this is what has been already 
“admitted by the opponent)," 

This does not affect our position ; because what the Parapat has 
done is to deny the Principal character of the Agent, on the ground of the 
non-auxiliary character of the Sacrifice and the Result; and hence as soon 
as the two Sūtras (4 and 5) have established the auxiliary character of 
the Sacrifice and the Result, the Agent would come to be recognised as 
having only the character of the Principal, inasmuch as he would be Prin- 
cipal with reference to the Sacrifice as also to its subservient, the Result ; 
and thereby his dual character (of the Auxiliary and the Principal) being 
in danger of disappearance, it was absolutely necessary to recall the fact 
of his having the character of the Auxiliary also; and this is all that has 
been done in the sūtra in question (the sixth). 

Or, it may be that the opponent has accepted the auxiliary character 
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of the Agent, on the ground of his helping (the sacrifice) ; and taking 
exception to this, and holding his auxiliary character also to consist, like 
that of the Sacrifice and the Result, in the fact of his being for another’s 
sake, the author has declared —The Agent also is an auailiary, because he 
is for the sake of the Action, and not because he helps it. 

With a view to explain the four sūtras (3—6) in accordance with the 
interpretation of the Vrtti, the Bhashya says—‘ Athatrabhagavan, etc. 

In this case, the theory of Badari is not the Pürvapaksha. As all the 
four süíras are taken as a subsequent expansion of the general definition of 
the Auxiliary, given in sūtra (2), as showing the objects possessing that 
character. 

In the previous interpretation, the sūtra (3), as declaring the auxili- 
ary character to rest in Substances, Properties and Sanctifications only, has 
been taken as embodying the Pirvapaksha. But now, it is as representing 
the Siddhania that the author brings forward Badari’s theory, simply 
by way of corroboration, and then proceeds to show further applications of 
the said definition(of the Auxiliary). And as for the declaration that the 
auxiliary character resides in Substances, Properties and Sanctifications 
only, it is taken in the sense that it is these alone that have always the 
auxiliary character only, and never the character of the Principal. 

And then the other three süíras (4-6) are brought forward to show 
that the auxiliary character not being absolute, it resides in Sacrifices, 
Results and Agents also; and thus what is established by these siéras is 
only the relative Auxiliary and Principal character of these three, And 
this is just what has been shown in the Bhashya also. 

Thus then, the upshot of the whole comes to be that there are two 
kinds of substrates of the said auxiliary character—the Absolute (those that 
are always Auxiliaries) and the Relative (those that are at times Auxili- 
aries and at times Principals). 

Objection : " Inasmuch as we find that Substances, Properties and 
“ Sanctifications also are Principals, with reference to their subsidiaries, 
“as well as auxiliaries with reference to Sacrifices,—the auxiliary 
“character of these also should be accepted as only Relative (and not 
" absolute). (l) For instance, we find that the Corn is the Principal with 
‘reference to its Threshing, and that this Threshing also is Principal in 
“ reference to the Pestle and other Implements (used in the threshing) ; and 
“then, while being Principals with reference to the Threshing, the Corn is 
“found to be auxiliary to the Preparation of the cake. (2) Then as for Pro- 
“ perties,—such as Number and the like,—we find them to be auailiary to 
" that which they qualify ; whilo in reference to those properties that bring 
“about the Number, it is Principal. (3) Similarly Sanctifications also,— 
“such as the Preparing and the Threshing,—are found to be auxiliaries to 


944 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. II—PADA I-—ADHI, (3). 


“the Fire and the Corn respectively ; while, with reference to their own. 
* accessories, the fuel and the pestle, etc., they are Principals. Conse-. 
* quently even these three cannot rightly be spoken of as — having 
“ the auxiliary character only," . | k 

Reply : In the case of Substances, Properties um nee — we 
find that they can never be the Principal with regard to which they are 
- Auxiliaries ; while in the case of the Sacrifices, Results and Agent, on the 
other hand, we find that they have the two characters with regard to one 
another. 

That is to say, Substances, Properties and Sanctifications always bear 
the auxiliary character towards the Sacrifice leading to some desirable re- 
sult,—even though towards their own subsidiaries they may bear the char- 
acter of the Principal ; and with regard to the Sacrifice, the Principal char- 
acter of these is as good as non-existent. It is with a view to this that we 
have the declaration in the Bhashya—‘ with regard to the Sacrifice they always 
bear the auxiliary character ' ; and not that, * they have always the auxiliary 
character only.’ Then again, the Bhashya adds—' The auailiary character 
of others is relative’ (‘others ’ = Sacrifices, Results and Agents); and the 
qualifying clause ‘ yagém prati’—‘ with regard to the Sacrifice '—pertains to 
this sentence also. That is to say, in the case of these latter, we find 
that each of them bears the character of the Principal and the Auxiliary 
to the two others. For instance, the Sacrifice is Principal with regard to 
the Agent, who, as a substance, accomplishes it; while with regard to the 
Result it bears the auxiliary character ; and then again, that (Sacrifice) 
which is auxiliary to the Result can very well be said to be auxiliary to 
the Possessor of the Result, the Agent ; and that (Sacrifice) which is the 
Principal with regard to the Agent, can certainly be called the Principal 
with regard to the Result, which is subordinate to the Agent. [Thus the 
Sacrifice is both Auxiliary and Principal to the Agent, and to the Result. ] 
So also the Result, which is Principal with regard to the Sacrifice, is Prin- 
cipal also with regard to the Agent, who is an accessory of the Sacrifice , 
aud while it is auxiliary to the Agent, it is auxiliary also to the Sacri- 
fice that is performed by him. Similarly the Agent, being the Principal 
with regard to the Result, is Principal also with regard to the Sacrifice 
which brings about that Result; and while he is auxiliary to the Saeri- 
fice, he is auxiliary also to the Result brought about by that Sacrifice. 
Such mutual double relationship is not found in the case of Substances, 
Properties and Sanctifications. And in this lies the difference between 
these on the one hand, and the Sacrifice, etc., on the other. 

Then the BAàshya has spoken of the Auxiliary and the Principal 
characters subsisting indirectly (through intervening agencies) But this 
must be taken as referring to cases where these relationships are only 
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implied by the existing state of things (and not spoken of in any texts) ; 
and they should not be taken as mentioned for purposes of observance 
at the performance of sacrifices ; as in that case, inasmuch as the Agent 
and the Result would be indirect auxiliaries to the modifications of ori- 
ginal Sacrifices, they would also have to be imported into the per- 
formance of these ; aud this would be a flagrant contradiction of the Sid- 
dhanta bearing on that subject. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the above are the only 
ways in which the auxiliary character—to be explained in detail below— 
can exist. 


119 


ADHIKARANA (4). 


[The Nirvapana, etc., are applicable to definite objects, according to the use 
of each. | 


Sutra (T): They are connected with a definite purpose. 


We have explained the marks and the objects of the auxiliary 
character. And we now proceed to consider the way in which the Auxili- 
aries become applied to actual practice; and in the next three Adhika- 
ranas we shall treat of the practical applications of Sanctifications, Sub- 
stances and Properties, respectively. 

Some people hold that the practical application of the Sanctification 
is pointed out by the suggestive Power of words; that of Substances, 
by Syntactical Connection ; and that of Properties, by Direct Assertion. 

But this view is not countenanced by our teachers. Because though 
we do actually come across the operation of various authorities (for 
practical application), yet, in the present Pada, we are concerned, 
pre-eminently, only with such applications as are based upon Direct Asser- 
tion ; while those based upon the suggestiveness of words, and the other 
authorities, will be dealt with in Pada II et seg., as we have already 
said above, - 

[In regard to the Darga Pürnamüsa, we find the Injunction ‘ Dargapür- 
namasabhyam svargakdmo yajéta’; and in connection with these two 
Sacrifices, we have various texts laying down such details as the mirva- 
pana (pouring out), the prokshana (washing), avahanana (thresh- 
ing), and so forth, as relating to vegetables, and wtpavana (sprink- 
ling), v/làpana (boiling), grahana (holding), āsādana (procuring), and 
the like, relating to the butter; and again Cakhda-harana (fetching of 
the twigs), Gavamprasthdpana (fetching of the cows), Gavümpras- 
navana (making the cow yield milk), and so forth, relating to the 
Sannayya (the mixture of Curd and Butter). And with regard to these 
details, there arises a question as to whether all these three classes of 
details are to be performed in connection with all three kind of materials— 
Vegetables, Butter and Curd-Butter mixture, alike, or should their 
performance be restricted to only those materials, in which they are 
found to serve some useful purpose.] 

Though the fact of the Details applying to the vegetables, etc., has yet 
to be established in the Adhckarana, yet, it is in accordance with the 
Siddhanta that the Bhàshya speaks of them as so differentiated. 


SPRINKLING, ETC., APPLY TO PARTICULAR OBJECTS, 947 


The Siddhàünti objects to the doubt, by saying that the details are 
distinctly mentioned 4n connection with certain definite materials. 

But the opponent thinking that the connection of the details ( Thresh- 
ing f. i.) with a definite material (the Cora) is indicated by Syntac- 
tical Connection (in the sentence ‘ Vrihinavahanti’), while it is by 
Direct Assertion that the word ‘avahanti’ enjoins the Threshing pure 
and simple; (and as such the general applicability of the threshing is 
more authoritative than its special application to the Corn only; and 
with this in view, he replies by saying— “The Threshing and the rest, 
as denoted by the single word, are enjoined by Direct Assertion.” 

But this way of justifying the Doubt appears very improper. Be- 
cause a word is never used without another word; and the remedy for 
the contradiction by Direct Assertion, we have already explained in the 
Vakyadhikarana. As a matter of fact, by becoming connected with 
the Corn, the Threshing does not cease to be Threshing. And if this 
were the case, then alone could the Syntactical Connection be contrary to 
Direct Assertion, and thereby rejected. On the contrary, we find that 
the Threshing cannot be performed by itself; and as such it could not 
but be performed in connection with another object (such as the Corn). 
In accordance with your theory also, the threshing is not performed by 
itself; and then if you reject the object pointed out by Syntactical 
Connection, you take upon yourself the much greater trouble of connect- 
ing its performance with every one of the objects spoken of in the 
Context. If you were to base its connection with something outside the 
Context, the words relative to which you would supply from without, 
—that too would involve a deal of trouble. Then if you hold it to be 
connected with the Principal sacrifice, by aiding it indirectly,—that would 
mean a remotely involved connection. If, lastly, you do not hold it to . 
be connected with anything, then its injunction becomes wholly pur- 
poseless. Consequently the aforesaid way of justifying the Doubt is highly 
objectionable. 

“Then we explain it as follows:—The Doubt in the present case 
“is not based upon the fact of the various sentences being taken 
“ separately, or all together ; but upon the fact of the various Details apper- 
“ taining to the single Final Apürva, or to distinct Intermediate Apirvas. 

“ That is to say, the reasoning of the Pürvapaksha is not this: That 
*'the Threshing, being denoted by the word, is enjoined independently 
“by itself, by Direct Assertion; while it is by Syntactical Connection 
“that it is connected with the Corn; and this connection therefore is 
“ get aside by the former Direct Assertion; consequently, being enjoined 
“ independently, it is only natural that there should be a doubt as to 
* whether all the details—Threshing and the like—are to be connected 
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“ with all sorts of materials, or only with those objects in connection with 
* whom they are found to bring about certain visible effects.’ But 
“what is meant by it is that the Threshing is enjoined by Direct Asser- 
* tion, as connected with the Corn; but we cannot admit it to apply to 
* the class ‘Corn’ (¢.e., Corn in general ) ; ; as such au application would 
“ be absolutely useless. 

“That is to say, if the Threshing were taken to be connected 
“with the Corn just as it is denoted by the word “ Vrihi" (i.e. the class 
* Corn’), then, on account of this connection, it could not apply to 
“all the materials, As a matter of fact, we find that, in accordance 
* with the first Adhikarana of Adhyaya IX, the Threshing passes over the 
“directly denoted class ‘Corn,’ and becomes connected with ‘ that 
* which brings about the Apirva’; and there can be no doubt that this 
“connection, being pointed out by the indication of the element of the 
“ capability of bringing about the Apürva which depends upon the Con- 
“text, is based upon Syntactical Connection ; and it is this that is meant 
“ by the sentence—‘ the connection of these with the Oorn, etc., is brought 
* about by means of Syntactical Connection ’ ( Bhashya). 

“Then as for the particular Syntactical Connection, in the form of 
“an indication of the capability of bringing about the Apūrva,—it is 
"' equally capable of pertaining to the Vegetable, the Butter and the 
* Curd-Butter mixture, as all these are mentioned in the same Con- 
"text. Similarly the ‘sprinkling,’ ‘ boiling,’ etc., also could be shown 
“by Indirect Indication to be connected with giier offering materials not 

“ specially enjoined. 

* Then, the question of the Adhikarana resolves itself into the follow- 
“ing fomm: ‘(1) Are all the details to performed with reference to the 
“single final Apürva of the Darga-Pürnamüsa, or with reference to 
“various minor Apürvas ? (2) If the latter, then are all of them connect- 
“ed with every one of the minor Apirvas, or with only one particular 
* Apürva ? If they are all performed with reference to a single Apurva, 
“or if all are connected with every one of the minor Apūrvas, then 
“there will be a commingling of the various details; while if they are 
“ performed with reference to many Apiürvas, and each of them is connect- 
“ed with only one Apürva, then, there would a restriction as to the 
** performance of these." 

In regard to this question, the author begins with propounding 
the Síddhànta theory: They are connected with a definite purpose. 

That is to say, even though the various details are found to be 
mentioned independently by their own words, yet when the question 
arises as to where they are to be performed, the invariable conclusion is 
that they should be performed there where they may serve a useful 
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purpose. Then, as a matter of fact, we do not find a commixture of these 
details leading to any useful result in all cases. And even if they be 
taken as performed with reference to Apirvas, then also, the connection 
could be fixed upon only in accordance with the useful purpose found 
to be served by them. Or, we may take the sütra as meaning that the 
scripture itself points out that they should be performed in connection 
with that wherein they serve some useful purpose. Thus, f.i., the 
Threshing comes to be taken as performed with reference to that particu- 
lar Apürva, the means of which is indicated by the word ‘ Vrihi’ 
(‘Corn’), by reason of that capability (of bringing about the Apirva) 
which inheres in the same substrate (the individual sacrificial corn) as the 
Class (‘Corn’) denoted by that word (* Vrihi'); and it could not be 
taken along with the means of any other Apürva, which is not similarly 
indicated, and with which, therefore, the Threshing could have no connec- 
tion. 

Then we have in the Bhàshya, the objection—“ As a matter of fact we 
** find it directly laid down that all the details are to be performed in connec- 
“tion with all. That is to say, (1) as there is a single Final Apürva to be 
* accomplished ;—(2) as, even when there are many Apürvas, we do not 
“perceive any ground for limiting the indication (of any Apürva by any 
* particular word) ;—and (3), lastly, as the purpose served by them would 
* be perceived after the Injunction,—a restriction of the application of the 
* Details could not be based upon a perception of these purposes." 

The reply is— We do not yet know whether they are directly laid down 
as such, or not, —it is a matter still to be considered. That is to say, we do 
not yet know whether all the details are to be performed with reference 
to a single Final Apürva, or with reference to every one of the minor 
Apürvas; and that even without the specific mention of the particular 
objects (the Corn and the like, with reference to which the Threshing, etc., 
should be performed), the performance of these would be restricted, in 
accordance with the Sutra I—iv—-30. 

Or, the reply may be taken to mean that—if all the details be 
performed with reference to a single Apürva, or with reference to every 
one of the minor Apürvas, then they would all become mixed up ; whereas 
if they are connected with such means of distinct Apürvas as are 
indicated by the class * Corn' and the like,—then there is a restriction 
(or adjustment) of their performance ;—but it is still to be decided which 
of these alternative theories is true; and hence we do not yet know that 
all of them are directly laid down with reference to all. 
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PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


Sūtra (8): “They must be taken as pertaining to all; because 
they are non-different in their Connection, and because there 
is no difference of Context." 


The opponent explains his position as follows: “It is the subtle 
." potential state of the Result, which appears as its Sprout, that is 
* called * Apürva °’, on account of its appearing in a form that never existed 
" before; this we have already explained before (in Adh. II). Conse- 
“quently, inasmuch as the Result of the Darca-Pürnamüsa is one only, 
* there cannot be more than one Apürva ; and the capability of bringing 
“about this Apürva belongs equally to the Vegetables, the Butter and 
“the Curd-Butter mixture; hence the details laid down with refer- 
* ence to these materials must be taken as pertaining to all of them. 

* Though it is possible that there may be other minor Apiirvas, follow- 
* ing from each of the various sacrifices, — Agnéya and the like (of which the 
* Darga-Pürnamüsa are composed),—yet inasmuch as these minor 
* Apürvas do not lead to any distinct Results (as they only help in 
* the fruition of the one Final Apürva), they are, in this, like the form of 
* the sacrifice, and as such have no capability of having any details per- 
“ formed with reference to themselves; and hence it is only the final 
* Apurva that comes to be taken as that which has the details performed 
* with reference to itself. 

“ Even if they were performed with reference to distinct Apürvas,— 
“inasmuch as of all the various details that are laid down simply with 
“reference to the means of Apiürva mentioned in the Context, none is 
“mentioned specifically,-—for if any were so mentioned there would be 
“a syntactical split,—their Injunction must be accepted as having a 
“universal application. And this is another reason in favour of the 
“ view that the details pertain to all the materials. 

" Ànd in support of this universal application, we have (in the 
“ sūtra) two reasons: (1) ‘ samyogato’—vigéshat’, and (2) * prakaranüvica- 
‘shat’. That is to say, the characteristic of bringing about the Apürva 
“that we find in one object (Corn), as the ground of its connection with 
“a particular detail (Threshing), is also found in the other object; be- 
"cause as for the specific characteristic of the class ‘Corn’ (which 
“subsists in the Corn only), this is of use only in the indication, and 
“is of no use in restricting the application of the Threshing. Then, as 
“for the objective character (of the Oorn as mentioned in the sentence 
“*Vrihinavahanti’), it is found in all the other objects also; as all of 
“them are objects to be offered. Therefore it must be admitted that, leav- 
“ ing aside all such objects as are not connected with the Apürva, as are 
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“not objects to be offered, and as do not help in the bringing about of the 
“particular Apirva of the Context,—with reference all other objecta, 
* should all the details be performed, 

“ Then as for those details that are either indirectly implied, or, 
“not being directly enjoined, are only pointed out by certain purposes 
“served by them in matters relating to ordinary worldly affairs, —the 
* application of these could be restricted in accordance with the purpose 
“ served by them. Or, in a case where, as in the case of the modifications 
“of original sacrifices, the Details appear by means of certain purposes 
* previously enjoined,—and the purpose has not got to be assumed from 
“ the details themselves,—the performance of such details would be adjust- 
“ed in accordance with the purposes served. In the case in question, 
“ however, we find that the sacrifice in question is the original sacrifice 
“ ( Darga-Pürnamüsa) itself; and the Injunction lays down, long before the 
“ Purposes, the Details themselves, whose purposes have got to be assumed ; 
"and hence that Injunction in question must be construed,—not as 
“< where these purposes are to be served, there these details are to be per- 
“ formed ', but—as ‘where these details are performed, there is a visible 
“ or invisible purpose served.’ 

* Consequently the Details must be taken as appertaining to all 
“ objects,” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (9): The absence of a useful purpose would deprive it 
of the character of Action. 


That is to say, by denying the visible purpose actually served, or 
that which is mentioned in scriptures as to be served by it,— we would 
set aside the performability of the Action, etc., etc. The sense of the 
Bhashya is quite clear. 


Sutra (10): The Result is found to appear along with the 
operation; it is only when there is no visible result, that its 
absence could justify the Details being taken merely as ex- 
pressed by the words. 


It has been urged that, “inasmuch as we shall assume certain 
imperceptible effects, there would not be an absence of useful purposes.” 
And to this we make the following reply : 

If the ‘ prathana ' (Thickening), etc., were forcibly laid down in con- 
nection with the Butter also, then alone could we be justified in assuming 
an imperceptible result, as the thickening not serving any visible purpose 
in regard to the Butter, without that assumption, the Injunction would be 
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inexplicable. That is to say, it is only on the strength of the Apparent In- 
consistency of a Direct Vedic Declaration that we can rightly assume im- 
perceptible effects. But, as a matter of fact, we find the Declaration of 
the ‘ Thickening’ to be quite consistent in its visible purpose, when taken 
along with the Cake; and as such there is no Inconsistency that could 
justify our assuming an imperceptible effect, on the strength whereof 
- we would connect the Thickening with the Butter also. 

To explain—as a matter of fact, we find that the Threshing bri 
about its perceptible result in the Cora, along with its performance; 
while in the others (the Butter, etc.), we find the mere operation of Thresh- 
ing, without any results; and so long as a useful operation is possible, 
no Vedic Injunction can ever urge the agent to the performance of a use- 
less operation ; and in the absence of such urging by a Vedic Injunction, 
there cannot be any ground for an assumption of imperceptible resulta. 
And thus there would be a mutual interdependence: the assumption of 
the Injunction (of Threshing with regard to the Butter) being based upon 
the Results (imperceptible), and the assumption of the Results being 
based upon the Injunction. That is to say, in regard to the Butter, etc., 
we do not find either the Injunction or the Result (of Threshing) ; while 
in regard to the Corn, we find both, independently of each other. 

The same reasoning may be applied to the case of the Boiling, etc., as 
to be performed in regard to the Butter and the Curd-Butter mixture. 

Then again, even when a useful result is actually found to be brought 

about, if it be such as is not required, either by the Sacrifice or the Agent, 
as according a needed help,—then, that is not to be accepted; but the 
result brought about (by the Threshing in regard to the Corn) is not 
such a one; as this result is found to be the separation of the grain 
from the chaff; and this is needed, as helping in the preparation of the 
Cake, by all the six factors of the sacrifice—viz., the Corn, the Oake, the 
Sacrifice, the Apirva, the Priest and the Sacrificer. Because without the 
removal of the Chaff, the Corn could neither be made into the Cake, nor 
be offered at the sacrifice ;—this is what is meant by the Bhashya saying 
‘prayojananca tēnēti’ 
In a case, however, where there is a total absence of perceptible 
effects, the Details would be taken merely as expressed by the words ; 
and hence the said absence could justify the assumption of imperceptible 
effects ; and in that case the Threshing would apply to the Butter and the 
Curd-Butter mixture also. But when a distinctly perceptible effect 
is present, there can be no assumption of an imperceptible one; and hence 
the application of the Details ae — in accordance with the 
purpose served by each. | 

Then again, when an Injunction — once had all its requirements 
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fulfilled by a perceptible effect in a certain place, and thereby has des. 
troyed the force of the Apparent Inconsistency (attaching to it, in the 
matter of & Result),—it cannot, eveu in another place, be assumed to 
have an imperceptible effect (an assumption whereof could only be based 
upon the said Apparent Inconsistency). 

Or again, the Details could be enjoined with regard to all the objects 
concerned, only under the following conditions:—(1) If they were all 
performed with reference to the single Final Apürva; (2) if all of them 
were performed with reference to all the Minor Apürvas ; (3) if there were 
no distinct Apürvas following from the Actions performed with the Corn, 
ete ; (4) if these last Apürvas had not the requisite capability of having 
Actions performed with reference to themselves. _ 

As a matter of fact, however, we find that for each of the Actions 
there is a distinet Apürva—every one of these having the capability of 
having the particular Action performed with reference to itself. 

As for the fact of each of these Apürvas being distinct, we have 
already proved it under the Aptürvüdhikarana (II—i—1-5). 

And even if these Apwrvas do not directly lead to any Result, yet, for 
the mere sake of their Apürva-character, they will have to be taken as 
having the capability of having the details (of Threshing, etc.) performed 
with reference to themselves. As a matter of fact, however, they are not 
wholly useless either; because that alone is rejected as wholly devoid of 
that eapability, on the ground of uselessness, which brings about absolutely 
no effect, or when, even without the effect brought about by it, the 
Material and the Sacrifice, etc., are all duly accomplished. The Minor 
Apürvas in question, however,—v:z., those that follow from the Agnéya and 
other subsidiary sacrifices of the Darca-Pürnamüso,—are actually found 
to be indirectly conducive to a distinct Result, through the help that 
they accord to the Final Apürva of the Darga-Pürnamüsa. And prior to 
the performance of the Details in question, these Minor Aprvas are not 
accomplished ; nor have they the extent of their means clearly known. 
Consequently, it is for the sake of the accomplishment of themselves 
that these Apirvas instigate the performance of the Details in ques- 
tion. 

And an Apürva is acknowledged to be the instigator of a Detail, only 
when it is found that the performance of that Detail brings about that 
particular Apüvva. And in the case in question, we find that the word 
*Vrihi', as also the rest, points to that Apūrva which is brought about 
by Actions performed with regard to the Vrzhi, and not to others (brought 
about by those performed with regard to the Butter, etc.) ; because it has 
no connection with these. Thus then, the Threshing comes to have its use- 
fulness established by having obtained its own specific Minor Apūrva, and 
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does not stand in need, either of the Final Apūrva, or of other Minor 
Apürvas brought about by other Actions. 

That is to say, inasmuch as, in the sentence speaking of the Vrih¢ 
(Corn) along with the operation of Threshing, we find the Injunction 
having its usefulness through the particular Apirva following from that 
operation performed with regard to the Corn,—that operation is not 
' applied to the other substances. If there were no Apirva in that case, 
then an imperceptible result would have had to be assumed ; and in that 
case, we could take the operation to be performed with reference to even 
such helps as are not pointed out by the word ‘Vrihi” Asa matter of 
fact, however, we have a distinct Apurva ; and as such none of these contin- 
gencies are possible. 

The sūtra may also be interpreted to the same effect, as follows: 
In the absence of the particular Apūrva brought about by the Rice(Vrihi), 
there being no useful purpose served, the connection (of threshing) 
with the Curd-Butter mixture, either through the remote Final Apirva, 
or through the Minor Apirva of some intermediate Action, could be taken 
as expressed by the words; when, however, there is a distinct Apurva in 
close proximity (with the Rice itself), the words cannot bear the strain 
(of signifying the connection of the Threshing with other substances); 
and consequently, there is no authority for connecting the Threshing with 
the Butter or with the Curd-Butter mixture. 

Objection: “ But then, inasmuch as the sacrificial implements, the 
* Sruk, etc., would also be connected with the Minor Apürva of the Agnéya 
“ sacrifice (at which the Vrihz-Rice is offered), the operation of Threshing 
“(which you take to be laid down with reference to that which brings 
* about that particular Apūrva) would come to be applied to those imple- 
* ments also.” 

Reply: This does not affect our position; because the function of 
the implements (which are instrumental) is wholly different from that of 
the Vrihi (which is objective), and they could not be indicated by the 
word “ Vrīhi ” (and as such the Threshing could not apply to it). Conse- 
quently, just as, even though the Curd-Butter mixture is similar to the 
Vrihi,in that both are objects to be offered, yet the former is not indi- 
cated by the word ‘ Vrihz’, on account of its bringing about an altogether 
distinct Apürva,—s0, in the same manner, even though the Implements 
are connected with the same Apirva as the Vrihi, yet, inasmuch as they 
are devoid of the function of the objective (of offering) which is inherent 
in the V ihi, they cannot be indicated by the word ‘ Vrihz" (and hence 
the Threshing mentioned in connection with the Vrzhz could not apply to 
them). 

That however which would help in the bringing about of the same 
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ADHIKARANA (8). 


^ [The Sphya, etc., have their applicability restricted in accordance with ther 
connections. | 


Sutra (11): The substance, being connected with the originative 
Injunction, would be laid down for the purpose of that. 


[In connection with the Durga-Pirnamasa, we find the sentence 
‘Sphyagea kapülüni ca agnihotrahavani ca çūrpañca krshnajinasica gamya 
ca ulakhalaiica musalafica drshaccopalà ca, étani vai daga yajnayudhant. ' 
And there arises a doubt as to whether each of these implements is to be 
employed in whatever they may be found capable of doing, or only in 
that in connection with which they are mentioned. } 

Objection: “Inasmuch as the application of the various imple. 
* ments also would be adjusted, in accordance with their specified connec- 
* tions, just as in the case of the Threshing, etc.,—the conditions being 
* exactly the same, what was the use of devoting another Adhikarana to 
“ the consideration of the Implements ? ” 

Reply: The conditions are not identical in the two cases—(1) because 
in the case of the Threshing, etc., the Opponent has admitted the restric- 
tion of their applicability to be in accordance with their specified connec- 
tions, because of the perceptible effects produced by them. In the case 
in question, on the other hand, there being no perceptible purpose served 
by the restricted employment, any such employment could not be admit- 
ied in the same way. On the contrary, when a perceptible effect is found 
to be produced by any of these Implements in question, then there would 
be no ground for restricting its employment to that Action alone in 
connection with which it may be mentioned, if that effect is found to be 
of use in another Action also. 

(2) In the case of the Threshing, etc., we find that on account of 
their connection with the Vrih, etc., they are performed with reference to 
distinct Apürvas ; while in the case in question we do not find any Apurva 
in connection with the Uddhanana (which is the particular action in 
connection with which we find the Sphya mentioned), with reference to 
which that Action could be performed. 

(3) In the former case we find the Threshing mentioned only once, in 
connection with the single substance of ‘ Vrihi’; while in the present 
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ense, we find the various Implements mentioned in two connections in the 
two sentences—‘ Sphyagca etc..... yajnüyudhüni ', and ‘ Sphyenoddhantz, 
etc. One of these two must be Injunctive, while the other is merely 
Descriptive. If the former sentence be taken as Injunctive, then, the 
direct connection of these Implements with the sacrifice being denied in 
accordance with the fourth Adhikarana of the fourth Adhyaya (IV—i— 
7-10), they come to be connected with the subsidiaries, just like the ‘ sapta- 
dagaratni’, as shown under Sutra III—i—18; and as the subsidiary charac- 
ter would belong equally to all actions connected with the sacrifice, we 
would come to the conclusion that they are to be employed in whatever 
action they may be found capable of accomplishing (as held by the Pūrva- 
paksha); and in that case the latter sentence would have to be taken 
as & partial description (or reference). If, however, the latter sentence 
is accepted as Injunctive, then, in accordance with foregoing Adhzkarana, 
the employment of the Implements would be restricted in accordance with 
ihe connections mentioned in these sentences (as held by the Siddhdnta). 
Thus then, on the above question, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“ Inasmuch as there is no connection with distinct Apirvas, and 
* as in all cases equally there are perceptible effects produced, we must 
“ employ the Implements in accordance with their capabilities. In this 
“ way, the sentence ‘ Sphyagca, etc,’ would become justified as constituting 
' an Injunction ; and as for the Plural number in 'étàmi, that could be 
“explained as based upon the plurality of the objects (sphya, etc.), en- 
“joined ; otherwise, as the whole forms a single sentence, there would be 
“a single Injunction. Consequently it must be admitted that the Imple- 
“ments are to be employed according to their capabilities." 


SIDDHANTA, 


To the above, we make the following reply: As a matter of fact, we 
find that the Sphya, etc., are mentioned in their originative Injunction in 
connection with certain specific functions, the * uddhanana ' for instance ; 
and all that the sentence ‘ sphyacca, etc.’ does is to describe (or refer to) 
what has been laid down in those Injunctions, Specially as in the sen- 
tence ‘ sphyagca . . . . tani vai, etc.’, we find the word ‘vai’, which shows its 
purely descriptive character; nor does it contain any Injunctive word, ex- 
pressive of the Bhavana, which could either lay down the uses of the 
implements, or enjoin the Actions (at which they could be employed). 

And further, in your theory, many more sentences would become 
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purposeless (fi, the sentences ‘ sphyendddhanti’, ‘kapaléna grapayati” 
and so forth). . Nor is there any purpose served by taking these sentences 
as mere descriptive references, and we actually find the Implements in 
question directly mentioned, in these sentences, as to be employed in the 
specific Actions of uddhanana, etc.; while in taking the sentenca 
* sphyacca, etc.,' as laying down their uses, you will have to have recourse 
to Indirect Indication ; because it will be necessary for you to take the 
word ‘yajña’ (in the compound ‘ yajAayudham’) as indicating the sub: 
sidiary of the sacrifice, and the word ‘ dyudha’, which directly expresses 
the Implements of war, as indirectly indicating the Instruments of other 
Actions. 

Nor is the law of the ‘ Saptodagaratni’ (detailed in Sütra ITI—i—18) 
applicable to the case in question; because in the case dealt with by that 
law—7.e., that of the sentence 'Vàjapeyasya saptadacaratniryupo bhavati’ 
—we find the genitive ending, in * Vajapéyasya’, which appears after the 
name of the sacrifice, and signifies only the relationship with that sacri- 
fice (while in the case in question we have no such genitive ending). In 
fact, however, even if that law of Sutra 1II—1—18 were applicable to the 
present case, then too, inasmuch as the general Injunction contained in 
the sentence 'spyacca ... . &&üni etc.’ would be swallowed by the special 
ones in the sentence ‘ sphyénoddhanti, etc.', the Implements could not be 
connected with any other Actions save those mentioned in these latter 
Injunctions. Consequently, we conclude that the sentence ‘ sphyagca . .. . 
ētāni, ete.’ serves to describe (or refer to) that character of the ‘ sacrificial 
Implement’ which we find ind to "- sphya and the rest laid a 
in the sentences ‘ sphyénoddhanti, etc.’ | - 

Then, it has been argued that, “in the case in questa we do not 
find distinct Apurvas that could make the Actions performed with refer- 
ences to themselves. ” 

To that we make the following reply: In the case of the kapàla, etec., 
there is a difference in the Apérvas, due to the Cake, etc. ; and as for the 
others, these can never become mixed up in any common action, because 
they are distinctly laid down as the means of the particular actions 
* 4ddhanana' and the rest; they could not serve any useful purpose in 
connection with any other action; just as, even though the Threshing is 
connected with the same Apirva as the Sruk, etc., yet it is not performed 
in connection with the Sruk, etc., because of the function of these being 
different (from that of the Vrihi in connection with which the T'hresh- 
ing is mentioned), 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Implements in ques- 
tion are to be employed in connection with the Actions with which they 
are mentioned in the Injunctive sentences. 


ADHIKARANA (6). 
[The properties of Redness, etc., are not mixed up. | 


Sūtra (12): Inasmuch as both the Substance and Property serve 
the same purpose, they have the same function; and as such 
their application would be restricted. 


[In connection with the Jyotishtoma, we find the sentence ‘ arunaya 
pingakshya ekahàyanyá somam krinati,’ and then the text goes on adding 
‘ajaya krinatt, vasasa krinatt, etc., where] the word ‘ Arunà' denotes the 
quality, while the words ‘ Pingakshi’ and ‘ Ekahàyam;? denote the sub- 
stance, because of their co-extensiveness (with the price to be paid for the 
Soma). And with reference to the quality of ‘ Redness’ (signified by 
* Aruna’), there arises a question, as to whether it qualifies the substance 
that is mentioned in the same sentence with itself, or it qualifies all the 
substances mentioned in the context. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as the words ‘pingakshi’ and ‘ 8kahàyani' 
* also siginfy qualities, there is no word in the sentence that signifies a 
“ substance (and as such there is no basis for the question raised). 

* As to how these two words are denotative of qualities, we proceed 
* to explain as follows : 

* I,— The Bahwuvrihi compound (that is present in the two words in 
“ question) is laid down in the same sense as the affix ‘ matup’; and this 
“ affix is laid down as to be used in places where the sense desired to be 
“conveyed is that of Possession or that Of Location, as laid down in the 
“ sūtra ‘ tadatrasyasmin, etc.’ 

“For instance, in such words as 'gómün' and the like (ending in 
“<matup’), the ‘Cow’ having been denoted by the basic noun ‘gd’, and 
“ the ‘ possessor of the cow’ having to be signified by the ‘matup’ affix, 
* 1t is necessary for the relationship (of the Possessor and the Possessed) to 
“ be signified before the Possesser is signified. Because one who is not 
“ related to the Cow, is never spoken of as ‘the possessor of the Cow’; 
“and hence it is necessary that the qualifying relationship should be 
“ expressed beforehand. 

“lt has been already shown (under the Akrtyadhikarana, Sitras 
“ I—ii1— 30-35) that the qualification is always signified beforehand ; and in 
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“ the case in question, what is held to be the qualification is the relation- 
“ ship of the Cow, and not the Cow only ; because the ‘ matup’ affix could not 
“ be added to the unrelated Cow. Then again, if the mere Cow were the 
* qualification, then the Cows having been denoted by the basic noun 
* (*go?), the affix (‘ matup ’) would denote the qualified (z.c., Possessor of . 
“the Cows) (which would not be very correct); when on the other 
* hand, the Relationship is the qualification, then it becomes necessary to 
* find out that by which it would be denoted. 

“ Now then, we find that the Relationship cannot be denoted by the 
* basic noun (‘g6’) ; because that word denotes only the class ‘Cow.’ Nor 
* could the denotation of the noun serve as a sure Indicator of the said 
* Relationship; because the existence of the former is quite possible, even 
* without the latter (and hence there is no necessary concomitance between 
“the two whereby one could be indicated by the other); and also because 
“the utterance of the word *gó' only does not produce any idea of the 
* Relationship; and lastly, because even in the case of the word ‘géman’, 
“it is only when the affix *matup' is pronounced, that there arises any 
* idea of the Relationship. Thus then, in accordance with the law *£adà- 
* game hi tad drshyaté’, we must conclude the Relationship to be denoted 
* by the affix (1). 

* (2) Then, again, as a rule, that which denotes the Qualified Object 
“should denote a qualification olesely connected with it; and in the casa, 
“in question, we find that the noun (‘gd’) does not denote the Qualified V 
* Object (the Person possessing the cow); and as such that noun could © 
* not denote the Relationship qualifying that Person. The affix, however, 
*is found to signify the Qualified Object ; and hence it denotes that Re- 
“ lationship. And as soon as the affix denotes the Relationship, the idea 
“of this Relationship at once brings about its necessary concomitant, the 
“ idea of the Related Object (the Person) ; and thus the denotative potency 
“of the affix (with regard to the Related Person) having been set aside 
“ by the prior indication of it by the previously-denoted Relationship, the 
“ Affix could not serve to denote the Qualified or Related Object (the Per- 
“ son). And, as a matter of fact, the idea of the Qualified Object is not 
"found to bring about an idea of the Relationship; because until the 
“ qualifying Relationship has been cognised, there can be no idea of the 
“Qualified Object. And when the Qualified Character has been duly 
‘established (and cognised), there remains no further need of any idea — 
“of the Qualifying Relationship ; and hence if the Qualified Object were 
" previously cognised, there would be an absolute non-cognition of the 
" Qualifying Relationship. Consequently, it must be admitted that what 


“should be denoted beforehand is the Relationship ; and hence itis this that | 
“is denoted by the Affix. 
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*(8) For the following reason also, the Affix ‘matup’ should be 
“taken as denoting the Relationship: In all cases, it is the denotation 
“of a word that is referred to by the Abstract Affix ; and in the clause 
“* Dévadattasya gomattvam’ we distinctly find the Relationship that is 
“cognised. That is to say, as in the case of ‘ gotva ' (*go' + the Abstract 
£ ‘tva’), the gotva qualifying a particular cow,— the one with 
“the variegated colour f.i —we conclude that the qualifying ‘class’ 
“ (* Cow’ ) is denoted by the Abstract Affix, as apart from the word; and 
“hence that the word ‘go’ denotes that Class ;—so, in the same manner 
“when we meet with the clause ‘ Dévadattasya gémativam’, we find that 
“there is no cognition of the Cow, while there is a distinct cognition of 
“the Relationship, as apart from the Cow; and consequently we must 
“admit that the word ‘gdman’ denotes that Relationship. And that 
“ which is denoted by the Abstract Affix forms also the basis of the 
“ denotation of that basic noun which signifies the Qualified Object ; and 
“in the case of all words, we find that that which forms the basis 
“of the denotation of a word, is its primary meaning, while the Qualified 
“Object forms only the secondary or indicated meaning. Then, it is only 
“if the ‘matup’ affix denote the Relationship, that the Abstract Affix 
“added to the basic noun ‘ gomün ' could denote the Relationship ; because 
“we have a general law to the effect that ‘the base and the affix 
“conjointly express the denotation of the affix.’ For this reason also 
“the ‘ matup ' affix must be taken as denoting the Relationship. 

“ The above applies to all Verbal and Nominal Derivatives, as well 
“as Compounds, that have their significations based upon their etymology. 
“ Because in the case of all these words, the Abstract Affix denotes the 
“Relationship. In fact, all such words, as ‘ Rajapurushah,’, * Aupagavah,’ 
“<: Pacaka’, and the like, are called ‘yaugika’, simply because their 
“ denotation is based upon ‘ yoga ’—7.e., Connection or Relationship. 

“ Thus then, in the case of the words * Pingakshi’ and ‘ Hkahayani’, 
“also, the signification of the Bahuvrihi compound being identical with 
“that of the Possessive Affix (matup), the words must be taken as denoting 
“the Relationship (and as such they cannot be spoken of as denoting a 
," substance). 

“ II.—Further, the Bahuvrihi compound is laid down as pointing to 
“something different from that which is denoted by the component 
“words; and hence also, that something different being signified by 
"an affix, the principal thing denoted cannot but be the Relationship. 
“That is to say, the compound ‘ékahdyani’ being expounded as ‘ékam- 
“hayanam asyàh, the something different meant to be expressed by the 
“ compound is found to be pointed out by the word ‘asyh’ with the geni- 
‘tivo affix ; aud as the denotation of the genitive is the denotation of an 
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“affix, it must be regarded as the principal factor; and hence it is for 
“ the sake of pointing out that denotation of the genitive affix, that we 
* must take the pronoun in ‘asya@h’ ; as the genitive affix could not be used 
“alone by itself, and also as there is no cognition of the denotation of the 
“ Pronoun itself. Then as for the genitive, it is a usually recognised 
“ fact that all that it can denote is some sort of a Relationship, such as that 
“ subsisting between the ‘possessor and the possessed,’ the ‘whole and 
“the part,’ the ‘original and the modification,’ and so forth. For this 
* reason also Bahuvrihi compounds must be taken as denoting the Rela- 
“ tionship. 

« [TI.— Then again, in the case of Bahwvrihi compounds, we can never 
“take a ‘class’ to be the something different signified by it; because, in 
* the case of the compound ‘ Prngàkshi for instance, there is no relation- 
* ship between the class ‘Cow’ and the ‘ brown eyes’ ; nor again can *one- 
“ year-oldness’ (&kahüyana) belong to the class ‘Cow.’ Thatis to say, all 
“these properties—' brown eyes, ‘one year old, ‘ possession of many- 
“coloured cows’—belong to Individuals; and then as the number of In- 
“ dividuals being endless, we can never perceive any relationship with 
* regard to them,—and as that which would pertain to one individual 
“could not rightly pertain to another,—we can never accept the word 
“ (* Pingakshi’) to be denotative of the Individual, as we have already 
“shown under the Akrtyadhikarana (I—iii—30-35). Nor could the very 
“ first application of the word ‘ Piùgākshi’ be accepted to have been made 
‘to the particular cow born to-day. Consequently we must accept a 
* certain generic entity as the denotation of the word ‘ Péngàkshi'; and 
* this generic entity can be none other than the Relationship (as we have 
* already shown that the word cannot denote the class * Cow’). 

* IV.— Further, even though the word *ekahàyani' could denote the 
“age of one year,—yet that too would be only a quality, and not a sub- 
“ stance. 

“Thus then, inasmuch as the sentence in question is found to be 
“ wholly devoid of a substantive, it cannot form the basis of the discus- 
* sion in the present AdAzkarana. 

* Nor can any other sentence that could be cited as such, form the 
“ basis ; because as a matter of fact, there is no word that directly denotes 
“a particular substance, As all Rüdh (conventional) words (like ‘ ghafa,’ 
“ etc.) denote classes (as held by you also); and all Yaugika (etymologi- 
" cal) words (like ‘ Pacaka,' etc.) have been shown to denote Relationship ; 
‘‘ then as for those words that are significant of absolutely nothing else save a 
“ particular substance,—such f.i. as the Proper names * Dittha,’ ‘Davittha,’ 
“ etc.,—these are never found to be used in the Veda. 

“ Consequently, the declaration of the Siddhanta also should have 
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t been in the form, that—‘ there is a restricted application of the Class and 
“the Quality, or of two Qualities’ (and not as that of ‘the Quality and the 
* Substance). Or, there being no Vedic sentence to serve as the basis for 
“the discussion in the present Adhikarana, the Adhikarana itself should 
“ never have been introduced.” 

To the above, we make the following reply :—In all cases, etymologi- 
eal words always denote a substance ; nor is it possible for a Relationship 
to be denoted by them; as that would involve many complications. 

That is to say, if the words ‘ Ekahàyani' and ‘Pingakshi’ were to 
denote a Relationship, then we should not have cited them as instances in 
the present Adhikarana. As a matter of fact, however, they do not denote 
^ Relationship. Because such a denotation would give rise to endless 
complications. 

For instance, we could assume such a denoted Relationship to be either 
Relationship in general, or some particular Relationship. If the former, 
then alletymological words, denoting the same Relationship in general, 
would become synonymous. If the latter, then, inasmuch as there could 
not be any peculiarity in the Relationship itself, the peculiarity will have 
to be admitted to be brought out by the members related (7.e., the Re- 
lationship could be specified only by the members related). The mem- 
ber, however, could not specify the denoted Relationship if it were itself 
not denoted ; and hence it would be necessary for the member also to be 
denoted by the word. Then again, inasmuch as the Relationship does 
not subsist in a single member,—and as a single member could not serve 
to distinguish the Relationship from all other Relationships,—it would be 
necessary for the word to denote both the members related. 

Thus then, in the case of the word ' gómàn, one member is found to 
be denoted by the word ‘gd’; of the other member, we do not find a 
denotative word; hence it must be admitted that if the ‘matup’ affix 
were to denote the particular Relationship, it could not do so, unless it 
denoted at least one of the members related; and hence it would neces- 
sarily denote that member also. And then after having denoted that, the 
affix would go on to denote the Relationship (as held by you); and cer- 
tainly this process of denotation would be a highly complicated one. 

Then again, when the Relationship is capable of being pointed out by 
the member related, who is there that would seek to assume a denotative 
potency in the word itself (whereby it could directly denote that Rela- 
tionship) P That is to say, when, as a matter of fact, the previously- 
denoted member is found to indicate the Relationship (by necessary con- 
comitance), then we cannot assume this latter to be donoted by the Affix 
either ; and hence, in every way, the Relationship must be admitted to be 
indirectly implied (and not directly denoted). 
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It has been urged above that—''until the Relationship is cognised, 

there is no cognition of the Qualified Object.” 

^ To that we make the following reply :—It is quite true that without . 
the qualification, there is no cognition of the Qualified Object. But in 
the case of the word ‘gémdan,’ the qualification consists of the ‘cows,’ 
and notof the Relationship. "That is to say, what is meant by the word 
is that ‘ Devadatta is qualified by the cows’ ; and as for the cows, they are 
found to be actually denoted by the basic noun itself. 

Then, it has been argued t hat —'' Devadatta cannot be qualified by 
the cows that are not related." 

True, he is not so qualified; it is for that very reason that the * cows’ 
indicate the necessary Relationship. In any way all that the word 
‘yoman’ expresses is that ‘one is qualified by cows’; and then there 
arises a question as to the position in which the cows qualify him; and 
then it is that the particular Relationship (of the cows with Devadatta) is 
indicated ; and thus we find that the indication of the Relationship is 
done by the Cows, and not by the word * gman.’ 

For if all that is implied in the word *gomün' were to form the 
direct denotation of the word, then, inasmuch as the Cows could not serve 
the purposes of qualification, unless they existed on the earth, the earth 
also would have to be accepted to be denoted by the word! That is to 
say, a word cannot be taken as denoting anything and everything, with- 
out which the one object denoted by it does not attain its true character ; 
all that the word ‘ gómün"' can be taken to denote is that without which 
there is no idea of the qualified object. And such an object is the cow 
only, without a cognition of which the idea of the person qualified by the 
cow could not appear; which cannot be said of the Relationship (even 
without which the idea of the Person is found to appear). 

Then again, the seeking for the Relationship is the function of the 
Speaker; as he cannot speak of the ‘ Possessor of Cows,’ without a rela- 
tionship with the cows. That is to say, in all cases, the order of sequence 
in the operation of the Hearer is the reverse of that of the Speaker. For 
instance, the operation of the speaker is as follows:—(1) First of all, he 
desires to speak of a certain Qualified Object; (2) then, inasmuch as 
the Qualified Object could not be spoken of without the Qualification, he 
desires to speak of the Qualification; (3) then he utters the word ( ‘ go- 
man,’ fi). While the operation of the Hearer is as follows:—(1) First 
of all, he hears the word uttered; (2) then he cognises the Qualification ; 
(3) and then the Qualified Object ; and after that he comes to have ideas 
of other accessories (as the Relationship between the Qualification and the 
Qualified, etc., etc.), necessary for the full accomplishment of the cognition 
of the Qualified Object. Thus then, though the Speaker may have per- 
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veived the Relationship beforehand, yet, it is only at the end that the 
Hearer cognises it. 

As a matter of fact, however, even the Speaker does not recognise the 
Relationship very much beforehand ; because it cannot be cognised until 
the members related have been cognised ; consequently, in the operation of 
the Speaker also, the Relationship comes to be recognised only latterly ; 
and hence, in this case also, it does not escape from the position of being 
indirectly implied. 

And it is in the nature of the thing, that the unrelated Cows do not 
qualify; and hence the indication of the Relationship is a function of the 
Cows, and not that of the word * gómün, which can only serve to denote 
the qualified object in that position in which it would be capable of being 
qualified (by the cows); and as it is only as related that the object comes 
to be qualified, the Relationship also comes to be implied indirectly (as a 
necessary factor). — 

Thus then, it is that which, being accompanied by the particular 
qualification (Cows), has attained the full position of the Qualified Object, 
—that would come to be denoted by the word 'gómün, as that ‘he is 
qualified by Cows.’ 

For these reasons, the Relationship cannot be taken as denoted by 
the word. w 

Further, the relationship is not recognised to be denoted by the case- 
ending (genitive in ‘asyãh, as shown above by the opponent); and we 
have no rules laying down that it is to be spoken of in any other form. 
That is to say, the Relationship, that is expressed by the Genitive and 
the Locative case-endings, is self-sufficient, and one devoid of any Gender 
or Number, etc.; while that expressed by the ‘ matup’ affix is not so. Nor 
is there any rule laying down the declaration that, that which is devoid 
of gender, etc., when expressed by the Genitive or the Locative, be- 
comes endowed with them when expressed by the ‘matup’ affix,—as 
there is in the case of an entity, expressed by a Verbal Derivative, which 
is said to acquire the character of a substance. 

Thus then, the only two alternatives that are possible are these: (1) 
That we should accept the word to denote a Relationship devoid of gender, 
etc., and (2) that the word should be taken as denoting the Object Related, 
as qualified by the implied relationship. 

And we have no hesitation in pronouncing in favour of the second 
alternative. Because the second member of the relationship related hav- 
ing been denoted as qualified by another member previously cognised, the 
Relationship comes to be cognised along with the related members; and 
hence it is not held to be denoted separately by itself. 

Then, it has been argued that—'' the Qualified Object having been 
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established, there is no need of a subsequent cognition of the qualifying 
Relationship." 

True, there is no need ; but even without such need, it is cognised, 
all the same, as the necessary concomitant (of the Qualified Object) ; and 
what harm does it do if it is so cognised P 

Another argument that has been urged is—“ Inasmuch as the Rela- 
tionship is denoted by the abstract affix, it must be accepted as the 
denotation of the ‘ matup’ affix.” 

To that we make the following reply: In the case of the word 
* gümativa, we are forced to admit the Relationship to be denoted by it, 
because there is no other quality inhering therein that could be denoted 
(but even though this might make the Relationship somehow denotable 
by the word ‘ gdmattva,’ it could never be denoted by the word * gómàn).' 
Because in the case of the word ‘ gémattva,’ which is the Bhàva (char- 
acter) of *gómün, that upon which the use of the word * gdman’ (in the 
word 'gómattva") is based, is what is meant by the Bhàva (character) of 
the gman; and it is this Bhdva that is denoted by the abstract affixes 
‘tva,’ ‘tal’ and the like. 

Thus then, we find that the Qualification—Cows—that is denoted by 
the basic noun ‘go’ is entirely different from the Person possessing the 
cows (gomün); and hence the Cows are not denoted by the Abstract 
Affix. Then, as a matter of fact, the Abstract Affix denotes a quality inher- 
ing in the object; and in the word in question there is no other quality 
denoted, which could be spoken of as the * Bhàvo, on the ground of the 
denotation of the word being present in it. Nor is the Persor ever called 
its ‘ Bhava.’ Consequently, in accordance with the Sūtra III—i—18, the 
Abstract Affix rests itself upon the implied Relationship. And even though 
there is no reason for taking the Relationship as denoted, yet, inasmuch 
as there is sufficient reason to believe that, in the nature of things, the 
Relation actually subsists in the object denoted,—that reason too is con- 
sidered, for the nonce, enough to make it accepted as denoted by the 
Abstract Affix. : 

Thus then, even this argument does not afford sufficient reason for 
assuming all etymological words to be denotative of Relationship. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that, just as in the case of the 
word ‘ Dandi’ itis the member related that is denoted,—so also is it in 
the case of all etymological words, like * Pingakshi.’ Then as forthe exis- 
tence of the Relationship in that member, it can be explained as shown 
above. Consequently we conclude that what is denoted by the Bahuvrihz 
compound is a Substance, and not its Quality. 

It has been argued above that—“ In the case of the word ‘ ékahayani,’ 
* the predominant element in the third object (denoted by the compound) 
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“being that (Relationship) which is expressed by the genitive ending, 
“ tho compound must be taken as denoting that Relationship." 

To this we make the following reply :—Though that which is denoted 
by the Bahuvrihi is spoken of by ‘ asyah’ (in *ékam hayanam asyah’), yet 
‘the genitive (in ‘asyih’) is cognised as equal to the Nominative. 

If the third object—the member related—were really one expressed 
by a word with the genitive ending, then,—just as in the case of the 
word ‘rājñah purushah, the Raja, being mentioned by a word with the 
genitive, becomes the qualification of the Purusha, while the Purusha, 
mentioned with the Nominative ending, and thus being the predominant 
factor qualified by it, comes to be taken as denoted by the compound 
( ‘ rajapurushak),’—so also, in the case of such Bahuvrihi compounds as 
‘citraguh, *&kahàyani ' and the like, what would come to be denoted by 
them would be the * Cows as qualified by Devadatta, its possessor,’ and not: 
* the possessor Devadatta as qualified by the cows' (which would be high- 
ly objectionable). Consequently the real bearing of the Bahuvriht com- 
pound ‘ Citraguk’ must be expounded as ‘citrdnim gavüm ayam?’ (the 
Person as related to the cows of variegated colour), Though, as a rule, 
people expound the compound differently (as ‘citra gāvō yasya),’ yet, in- 
asmuch as the final true signification of the compound is found to be in 
the form in which we have explained it, the expounding also should be done 
in that way. And thus then, the real meaning of the compound ‘ citra- 
guh’ comes to be that ‘ the man, Devadatta, is qualified by the cows as 
qualified by that Relationship.’ 

And just as in the case of the phrase ‘rajiak purushah, the word 
being used with the genitive ending, it is the Relationship, that, being the 
predominant element, is found to be denoted ; and yet when the same phrase 
appears as the compound ‘ rdjapurushah,' and the genitive ending has ac- 
cordingly disappeared,—inasmuch as the two words ‘ Raja’ and ‘Purusha’ 
do not wholly renounce their own individual significations, and the extrane- 
ous factor of the Relationship is brought about by the cognition of the 
qualified object brought about by the proximity of the two words,—the 
compound does not denote the Relationship; so in the same manner, in the 
case of the Bahuvrihi compound also, the Relationship does not form the 
predominant factor in its denotation ; all the more so as there is no geni- 
tive ending in this case; nor does the predominant factor consist in the 
two component words, either singly or conjointly ; and conséquently we 
are led to the conclusion that it is the third object, a Substance, that forms 
the predominant factor in the denotation of all Bahuvrihi compounds, 

And this third object, spoken of as related, is, in accordance with its 
capability, accepted to be either (1) the Class, or (2) the Substance, or (3) 
the Quality, or (4) the Action, For instance, (1) wespenk of a Class as 
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* cttravyakti' (consisting of various kinds of individuals); (2) of a Sub- 
stance as ‘nandguna’ (having various qualities); (3) of a Quality as 
‘anékacraya’ (having many substrates); and (4) of an Action as ‘ aneka- 
¢raya’ (inhering in many substances). In all these cases the particular 
third object denoted by the Bahuvrihi compound is ascertained by means - 
of the signification of another word spoken of as coextensive with 
the compound (f. i. the word 'jàtiÀ' in the clause ‘ citravyaktiriyam 

jàtih ^). . " a oo low 4 C cmm EM 

Thus then in the case of the Bahuvrihi compounds in question, inas- 
much as the qualification of ‘ékahayant’ (one year old) cannot apply to 
the Class which is eternal, we admit it to denote the Individual Cow. 

Objection: “ It has been shown above (I—iii—30-35) that on account 
“of Endlessness and Anomaly, the Individual can never be accepted as form- 
* ing the denotation of a word,” 

Reply : That does not affect our position; because even though there 
may be an endless number of Individuals, we could very well take a 
single generic character, upon which we would base the connection of the 
word with every individual (having that character); and in this there 
would beno anomaly. That is to say, when the third object is found 
once to be marked by the Class itself, inasmuch as that generic character 
would be found to mark all Individuals (forming that Class), through that 
generic character once cognised, every one of these Individuals,.as differing 
from one another in time, place, etc., could very well be denoted by the 
word ; and as the word would never be used with reference to any indivi- 
dual not marked by that generic character, there could be no anomaly. 
In a case, however, where the Individuals are marked by other Individuals, 
there too, the basic characteristic is the generic character of the Olass. 
And, howsoever far we may proceed, so long as we keep on the proper 
track of the series of qualifications, we shall always find the final basic 
generic character to be identically the same (in the case of all individuals 
of the same Class) ; and thus there would be nothing incongruous in con- 
necting the word with every one of these Individuals. Andin all such 
cases, it is the first and the last among the Individuals thus found to be 
pointed out by the word, that forms its real denotation; and as for the 
intermediate ones, inasmuch as their cognition is brought about by indirect 
Indication, they are not accepted as directly denoted by the word. | 

Thus then, in the case in question, the classes ‘ Piàgatva' and 
‘Akshitua’ (denoted by the two words forming the compound * Pingakshi ’) 
indicate their respective Individuals—viz., the parlicular quality, and the 
portion of the eye; and these two again indicate the Substance having such 
an eye; and this Substance (being the final thing pointed out) becomes the 
denotation of the compound (* Pzagakshi ’). 
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Then there arises the question as to whether this denotation of the 
Stbstance is direct or indirect (being only indicated). 

As to this question there is a difference of opinion. Some people 
(the grammarians) hold that, just as in the case of the Deific Nominal 
Affixes, the ‘matup’ affix, and the like, so in the present case also, the 
Substance is directly denoted by the compound—(1) because it is actually 
cognised as the predominant factor; (2) because there is co-extensive- 
ness; and (3) because of the grammatical rule ‘ anékamanyapadarthah.’ 

While others (the Logicians) make the following declaration: “ In the 
** case of the Deific Nominal Affixes (in the word ‘ Aindra’ f.i.), we find 
* that the additional factor admitted into the word ‘ Indra’ does not serve 
“any other purpose; and hence we take that as denoting the other object 
“(the material dedicated to Indra); specially as in this case that object is 
“ not capable of being indicated by the basic noun ‘ Indra,’ because of this 
"giving rise to an anomaly, and also because, as a matter of fact, the 
* basic noun * Indra’ does not signify that other object. In the case of 
"the Bahuvrihi compound, however, we find (1) that the two words 
“ retain their own original significations; (2) that there is no additional 
“factor admitted into the words; and (3) that the necessary idea of the 
“ Substance is afforded by the classes ‘ Pingatva’ and * Akshitva’ (by Indi- 
“cation based upon the necessary concomitance of these with the 
“ Substance); and hence we cannot very reasonably admit the fact of 
“the Substunce being directly denoted by the compound,” 

But what has been said here cannot be accepted as applying to all 
the compounds. For instance, it might apply to the Kamadharaya com- 
pound, where there is every possibility of Indication (because the classes 
*nilatva' and ‘kamalatva’ inhere in the same object, which can very 
well be indicated by the compound made up of the two words ‘nila’ and 
‘kamala’). On the other hand, in the case of such Bahuvrihi compounds, 
as ‘citraguk’ and the like, inasmuch as the two component words ‘citra’ 
and 'gó' by themselves, denote something wholly different from that 
which is meant to be expressed by the compound, they cannot, either 
directly (by Direct Assertion) or indirectly (by Indirect Indication), be 
taken as co-extensive with Devadatta, etc.,——the owner of the cows (that is 
meant to be expressed by the compound); and then, inasmuch as the com- 
pound * citraguh ' by itself brings about the cognition of something different 
from those denoted by the words ‘ citra’ and ‘gd,’ even before we add such 
words as ‘ Dévadattah’ and the like,—we can not very well assume that 
third object to be denoted by the sentence ‘ citragur-dévadattuh.’ Nor are 
the two objects, cognised at the time of the compounding of the two words, 
in any way connected with the object Devadatta ; and as such Devadatta 
could not be denoted by the said sentence. 
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For these reasons it must be admitted that, on account of direct cog- 
nition, and also on account of the grammatical rules bearing on the point, 
it is this third object that forms the denotation of the Bahwvrihi com- 
pound. Inthis way also would the predominant character of this object be 
compatible (which would be hard to be reconciled with the fact of its being 
indirectly indicated). 

Thus then, in the case of such Bahuvrihis, the compound having been 
found to be directly denotative of the third object,—even if in the case of 
certain compounds, we find indirect Indication possible, there also, inas- 
much as the previously-established denotative potency of the compound 
would not have disappeared, we could very well take the third object 
to be directly denoted (and not indicated), 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the words ‘ Pingakshi’ 
and ‘ Ékahayani ' denote a Substance. 

Then as for the argument that “the word ‘ Ekahayani, denoting a 
certain age, could not apply to the Class, etc., etc.,"—-it does not hold water ; 
because the age is indirectly indicated, and not denoted, by the word. It 
is only such words as ‘yomg ‘old’ and the like that denote age; as for 
words like ‘ Ekahdyani,’ they simply denote Substances connected with certain 
periods of time; and as such they are employed to indicate particular ages. 
Because as a matter of fact, the declaration ' ekam hdyanam yasyah’ (‘that 
which has one year of existence") pertains to the Substance, and not to the 

ge; because the one year of existence belongs to one who has been born 
a year ago, and not to the age. 

Thus then both the words * Pingakshi’ and‘ Ekahüyani' denoting a 
Substance having the qualities expressed by parts of the same words,—it 
is quite natural that there should arise, in connection with the sentence in 
which they occur, the following question: ‘Does the Redness (mentioned 
by the word ‘arunaya’) appear as the qualification of all the Substances 
that are mentioned in the Context as those with which the Soma should 
be purchased,—or, it pertains only to the one-year-old substance which is 
mentioned, as the price of the purchase, in the same sentence as Redness 
itself ?’ 

Like the previous yr, it might be urged against the present 
one also, that, “ inasmuch as the Redness is actually found to be mentioned 

‘in connection with only one such substance, there can be no question of 
“its pertaining to all the substances mentioned in the Context.” 

Consequently we proceed to meet this objection: The sentence is so 
constituted that the quality of Redness could be connected either with the 
‘purchase’ or with the ‘one-year-old substance’; because it is mentioned 
in the same sentence as both of these. Then on account of its being 
mentioned with the Instrumental case-ending, the possibility of its 
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connection with the Substance is very remote, it would be connected with 
the ‘Purchase,’ on account of the greater authority of Direct Assertion 
(which justifies such connection). But the Quality of Redness, having 
no action of itself, and being altogether immaterial, could not be connected 
with the ‘ Purchase’ (as its means). Then again, if we were forced to 
admit its connection with the Substance (the one year old), then the word 
‘ékahfyanya’ would come to have two distinct forms, as with reference to 
the Purchase and to the Redness, in accordance with the sūtra ‘ ékacabdyé 
pararthavat’; and as such we would have to admit of the presence of 
two distinct case-endings in the word ‘ ékahayanya,’ which do not really 
exist (7.e., the sentence would have to be construed as ‘arunima ēka- 
hayanyth’ and ‘ekahayanya somam krinati '); because the connection 
(of the &kahayani) with the action (of purchase) can be expressed 
only by the Instrumental case-ending; while that with the quality (of 
Redness) depends upon the Genitive ending. And thus the Redness being 
found to be incapable of being connected with those mentioned in the 
same sentence with itself, it would come to be connected with any sub- 
stance mentioned in the Context ; and thus it could very well be taken as 
pertaining to all the substances mentioned in the Context (as the price of 
the Soma to be purchased). 

Objection: ** Then in that case, it would be practically settled, in 
“accordance with the reasons that you bring forward, that it pertains to 
“all the substances ; and as such there should be no question as to its 
* being eonnected with the Purchase." 

In reply to this, we have the Bhashya—‘ An authoritative word can- 
not express what is absolutely impossible. That is to say, the fact of 
Redness being mentioned in the same sentence with ‘ &kah@yani’ gives rise 
to the clear idea of its being a qualification of this latter; while the pres- 
ence of the Instrumental ending in ‘ arunayà ’ distinctly points to its being 
a qualification of the action of Purchase ; and thus the unimpeachable verbal 
authority of this Instrumental Ending, on the one hand, and the actual 
impossibility of the connection of tbe immaterial and inactive Quality of 
Redness with the Action of Purchase, on the other, leave it extremely 
doubtful as to which view is bansaae lily possible, and which is unreason- 
able and impossible, 

In speaking of the various phases of the question, the Bhashya, firat 
of all, introduces the alternative of the connection of Redness with the 
action of Purchase, on account of its commanding earliest attention, in view 
of its being based upon direct Verbal Authority, and hence very little 
extra weight being put upon the Vedic Word. Then, on the strength of 
the mention of this connection of Redness with the Purchase, we should try 
our best to find out a certain capacity in the former (whereby it could 
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justify the said connection) ; and if we should find out some sort of this 
capacity, we should certainly accept the connection of the Redness with 
the Purchase. If, however, we should absolutely fail to perceive any such 
capacity, then we would even accept the anomaly of ‘ Vakyabhéda’ and 
take the Redness as qualifying the whole Context. 

(1) The ‘ Vakyabhéda’ here spoken of is not the ordinary syntactical 
split marked by the repetition of the Affix, etc.; but what it means is 
* Disjunction’ ; the sense of the Bhashya being that we would even accept 
the Disjunction of the sentence speaking of the Purchase. (2) Or, the 
word ‘ bhéda’ in ‘ Vakyabhéda’ may be explained as formed with the 
Passive ghan affix, thus signifying that which is disjoined ; and in this 
case the word *arunà' would be such a ‘ bhéda’ of the sentence in which 
it occurs (7.e., it would be disjoined from the sentence speaking of Pur- 
chase). (3) Or again, the affix in ‘bhéda’ may be taken in the Active 
sense, the meaning being that the word ‘arund’ taken apart would dis- 
join the sentence; and we would even accept this, in connecting Redness 
with the whole Context. 

Thus then, the upshot of the whole comes to be this: So long as the 
Direct Assertion (of the Instrumental ending in ‘ arunaya@’) and the 
syntactical connection (of ‘arunayad’ and *pingükshya ékahdyanya’) are 
operative, the Redness cannot be taken as qualifying the whole Context 
(and in this case it would be connected with the one-year-old substance 
only); but if these two (Direct Assertion and Syntactical Connection) 
have their power annulled by their incompatibility with the nature of 
things, and become inoperative, then, in that case, the connection of 
Redness would be ascertained by the Context only (and hence the Redness 
would be taken as pertaining to allthe various substances mentioned in 
ihe Context as the price of the Soma to be purchased). 


And on this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ That which is laid down would appertain to all, because there is no 
“difference in their relationship, and because of the non-difference of the 
“contest. (Siitra8). That is to say, inasmuch as Direct Assertion and 
“syntactical connection are wholly indifferent on the question, we cannot 
“ but take our stand upon the indications of the Context. 

“ Question : ‘How could the Context take cognisance of a Quality 
“ (Redness), which is not of the nature of an Action ?’ 

“ Answer: What we mean is, not that the Context takes cognisance 
“of the Redness, but that in the word ‘arunaya’ that which is denoted 
E by the basic noun ‘ aruna’ is predicated with reference to the Instruments. 
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“ denoted by the Instrumental ending,—such as the Soma and the rest, 
“ which are aids to the bringing about of the Apirva of the Jyotishtoma 
* sacrifice dealt with in the Context, —and the basic noun ‘arunā.’ Thus 
“ then the word *arunayá' comes to be taken as a sentence, the meaning 
“ afforded by it being that that Individual, which has been laid down as 
* helping in the bringing about of the Apürva, is to be employed in bring- 
“ing about that Apürva, only as qualified by ‘ Redness.’ 

* Consequently, it follows that all the Instruments employed—even 
“the vessels, etc.—should be red; and if they do not happen to be so of 
' themselves, they should be painted red. And as for the sacrificer and the 
* other agents concerned in the sacrifice, inasmuch as these are spoken of 
* by other case-endings, the quality of Redness, even though cognised as 
* pertaining to all, could not qualify these. 

* Against the declaration that the word ' arunad’ being denotative of 
“a quality, cannot be connected with the verb ‘ -—Ó —the following 

“argument is urged :— > | 

* * The word is not denotative of a aeaii pe a matter of fact, it is 
“only such words ‘ Ripa,’ ‘Rasa’ and the like that are denotative of 
“ «qualities only ; as it is the case with only these words, that whenever 
“<: they are meant to be connected with a substance, they are never used 
“< without the possessive affix matup. On the other hand, in the case 
*'of the words ‘arun’ and the like, we find that it is seldom that 
“ ‘they are used by themselves without abstract affixes, with a view to 
““ expressing qualities; where too such use depends upon the proximity 
of words with the genitive ending,—in such rare instances as patasya 
“< guklak ; as a rule, however, these words are always used as expressive 
“of substances with certain qualities as their subordinate elements; and 
“ < itis for this reason that, even without the possessive affix matup, they are 
“< used as co-extensive with substantives ; e.g., guklah patak, aruno ghatah, 
^ * ete. 

* * It might be urged that in these cases we have an elimination of the 
“*Possessive Affix, as laid down in the Vartiéka on Panini, Sutra 
** ! I—iv—19, (and hence the co-ordination of these words also with substan- 
“ ‘ tives is not wholly independent of the Possessive Affix). 

“ < But it is not so; because the expressed meaning of words is never 
“denoted by means of eliminations; consequently we must admit that 
““the word gukla, by itself, is capable of expressing both (the property of 

‘“ whiteness and the white object. For instance, in the case of words with 
" 'the kvip affix (where the presence of the affix is not perceptible), as 
**also in such words as adhunü and the like (where the affix alone is 
“* perceptible, the basic word having been eliminated ),—we find that even 
“< though the basic word by itself (in the former case), or the affix by 
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“ < itself (in the latter), is quite capable of expressing both the meanings,— 
“< yet what the grammatical rule means by speaking of the eliminations 
* tis that such double potency is present in the word; in the same man- 
** ! per, in the case of the word arund also, the basic noun itself is capable 
* of expressing both; and this is all that is meant by the mention of 
“s elimination in the Vàrtika quoted above. 

“< Nor can it be urged that the word would signify the substance by 
“s means of indirect Indication, (1) Because the substance is actually 
“< cognised as the direct denotation of the word ; (2) and also because there 
* are no explanatory rules, in Grammar, pertaining to Indirect Indica- 
* * tions ; (3) and if there were such an indirect Indication in the case of the 
* * word arund, such an indication would be possible in the case of the word — 
“‘rūpa also; and hence this latter word could be used in connection with 
** ! a, substantive, even without the affix matup; and (4) just as we have 
“the expression candanasya gandhah, we could also have goh arunah; (5) 
*'* when we pronounce the word gandhatva, we give up all idea of the 
** ! sandal-wood, etc., having the gandha, and connect the word with the 
* * particular gandhas (odours),—so also would be the case with the word 
“* arunatea, (1.e., if the case of gandhaiva were analogous with arunatva, 
“then in the expression goh arunatvam, we could connect the arunatva 
"*with the Cow); (6) just as the word rüpa, so the word aruna also 
“< could not be used as co-extensive with any thing. 

“*Some people hold the co-ordination of the word arunā with 
"'substantives to be based upon Indication; but such co-ordination 
“* would be possible in the case of the word rüpa, as also in that of 
“ ‘the word arunatva ; because these words also do not express anything 
“ * more (than mere properties ). | 

“‘ This also sets aside the possibility of the elimination of the matup 
affix in the case of the word arunatva. | 

“< Then again, no properties are ever connected with Gender, Num- 
“ ‘ber, etc. ; hence also, inasmuch as we find the words ¢uklak, arunü, etc. 
*' connected with particular Genders and Numbers, we must admit 
"^ * them to be denotative of substances, Nor can it be urged that we have 
“ ‘the rule that the Genders and Numbers of gunavacanas or adjectives are 
“‘ based upon their substantive substrates ; because if it were so, then we could 
“‘ have Genders and Numbers even in such words as rüpa, cuklatva and the 
“ * like, and also because the word gunavacana in the said rule does not mean 
“the words that merely empress properties, but those that having expressed a 
`“ í property, denote a substance ; for if it were not so, the word vacana would 
"'be wholly superfluous ; because the form of the word is nothing other 
“< than its vacana (utterance); and as such the former sense could be got 
" ^at by means of the word guna alone; hence it is the addition of the 
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‘word vacana that serves to preclude such words as répa and the 

“liko, 

* * The Vartika, laying down the elimination of the matup in guna- 
“  vacanas, is also amenable to the same explanation (as there also we have 
“ the expression gunavacana). 

“< For these reasons we conclude that the word arunā denotes a sub- 
“' stance; and hence inasmuch as it can very well be spoken of as an 
“ ‘agent, it can be construed along with the sentence in which it occurs; 
** ! (and thus having its denotation based upon Syntactical Connection, it 
“ ‘leaves no room for the operation of the Context as held by the Pūrva- 
* ! pakshi) ; and as such the word cannot be taken as qualifying every- 
“thing mentioned in the Context.’ 


“ The reply to the above argument is that ¿t 7s not very satisfactory ; 
“that is to say, it is not compatible with the conclusion arrived at under 
“the Akrtyadhikarana (I—iii—380-35).. 

“Then again, it is only when a certain meaning is never found to 
“abandon a word, either by agreement or difference, that that meaning is 
* acknowledged as the directly expressed denotation of that word ; and in 
‘‘the case in question we find that the word ‘arund@’ never abandons the 
* property (of Redness). And in such cases, the Property, connected in- 
“separably with a substance, having been previously denoted, as forming 
* the qualification, the substance would be implied by the mere relation- 
“ship of that qualification; and hence this substance could never be 
“ accepted as forming the expressed denotation of the word; as we have 
“already shown above (under the Akrtyadhikarana). 

“Then again, on account of the irregularity of usage, a substance can- 
“ not be accepted as the direct denotation of the word ‘arund@’; because 
“the word is found to be used with reference to other substances with the 
'" property of Redness, and to be not used with reference to the former 
*' substance, when it happens to be devoid of that property. 

“ It might be argued that, inasmuch as at the time of the appearance 
“of another property, the substance also becomes changed, the said 
“ irregularity loses its force. 

“ But as a matter of fact, there is no such absolute rule as that the 
“ substance becomes changed ; because, as a matter of fact, it is found 
“ that even while the substance remains the same, various properties are 
" found to appear and disappear. 

“ There are two theories on the point of the appearance of new pro- 
“ perties in a substance :—The first is that of the Paiftharas, who hold that 
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“the black pot itself becoming cooked in the fire, takes the red colour; 
“and in accordance with this theory, the substance remains the same. 
* Another theory is that of the Pailukas, who hold that the cooking is in 
* the atoms composing the pot; and in this theory also, the said irregu- 
“ larity would pertain to these atoms. In the way that we have explained 
"erigi Clokavartika) the nature of the substance, it cannot but be admitted 
“that what undergoes the change is the Property, and not the substance 
“itself. In a case where a particular substance, the jar, is reddened by 
“ the colour of another substance, the Red-chalk,—the former is spoken 
“of as ‘red’ though the property (of Redness) inheres in the sub-. 
“stance (the chalk) connected with it; and in this case, inasmuch as a 
“single substance would come to be spoken of by many such words as 
“*Blue,’ ‘Yellow’ and the like (if all these were to be denotative of sub- 
* stances),—this would be a distinct irregularity. And certainly, this ir- 
“ regularity would be very much more patent than that relating to the Class ; 
“and this would be highly unsatisfactory. 

* Then as for the elimination of the matup affix, laid down in the 
“Vartika, it only serves the purpose of offering an explanation of an 
“ Indication established by eternal usage. 

* It has been argued above that the substance is found to form the 
* principal denotation, and as such we could not admit of its Indication. 
“ To this we make the following reply :—The objection could be brought 
“forward against one who should declare the substance to be the sub- 
“ ordinate element in the denotation of the word ‘arun@’; and it cannot 
“ be effective against the theory that makes the Indication very closely 
* approximate to the object denoted by the word. That is to say, in the 
‘case of the sentence * agnirmünavakah we find the Agni (Fire) and the 
“ Manavaka (Boy) to be wholly different from one another; and hence we 
* explain the expression as being based upon a certain singularity in their 
*' characters ; and hence in this case, owing to the peculiar character of 
“the idea brought about, the word ‘agnik’ is not accepted as being 
“ directly denotative of the object (Boy) that it qualifies. In the case, 
" however, of those words, which, while expressing the Class or the Property, 
“indicate the Substance,—we find that there is not a very great gap 
“ between that which is denoted and that which is indicated; and it is not 
“very easy to distinguish them ; and this non-distinction (idea of identity ) 
“can be removed only by very learned people, on the ground of invariable 
" concomitance and difference; and hence ordinary people (not being 
“able to effect the said distinction) come to think of the substance as 
“being directly denoted by the word. But it does not follow from this 
“that when the learned would speak of the non-denotability of the Sub- 
“stance by the said word, they could be charged with transgressing 
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* popular usage. Because the ordinary man of the world does not take 
“ the trouble of making nice distinctions between Denotations and Indi- 
“cations ; and hence on this question he would be wholly indifferent ; and 
“as such, he could not take exception to the distinction that the learned 
“ would make, for the purposes of ascertaining the generic and specific 
“character of things. And thus there would be no transgression in the 
' matter. 

“Then, as for the questions —' Why cannot you admit of the elimi- 
“nation of the matwp, as based upon Indication, in the case of the word 
" * Ripa also ?' and —' How can the explanatory rule nc to Indication ? ’ 

“we offer the following explanation :— | 

* There are three sorts of Indications: (1) one mii is — established 
“by eternal usage, just as well as Direct Denotation ; (2) one that is created 
“at the time; (3) and there is one class that cannot be admitted on account 
* of their inzapability. 

“That is to say, (1) there are certain words in wich the Indicative 
“potency is as eternally established as the Denotative, —e.g., the words 
““*cukla,’ ‘aruna’ and the like. (2) There are some which are used now- 
“adays, in the indirect indicative sense,— e.g., the word ‘ Rathainganaman’ 
“as applied to the Cakravaka bird (the Rathanga—part of a chariot— 
"being the wheel which, as expressed by the word ‘ Cakra,’ forms a por- 
“tion of the name * Cakravaka’). (3) While there are certain words which 
“are wholly incapable of having any indicative potency; such are the 
“words ‘Ripa,’ ‘Rasa,’ etc. 

“Then to the question—‘The relationship of the substance with 
“ Riipa being exactly of the same kind as that with Cukla, how is it that 
“there is no Indication in the case of the former ? '—the reply is, zt zs just as 
“in the case of denotation. Thatis to say, according to you also, though both 
“the words Ripa and Cukla are equally expressive of properties, yet it 
‘is only the latter, and not the former, that is expressive of a substance 
“with a property as its subordinate element; and in the same manner, 
“we admit of Indication in the case of Gukla, and not in that of Ripa. 

“Against this it might be urged that—the Denotative potency of a 
"word belongs to it naturally; which is not the case with Indication, 
“which depends upon such agencies as that of the Relationship, etc. 

"But it would be so in the case of words newly coined (like 
“*Dittha’ etc.). You, however, hold the word ‘ Cukla’ to apply to the sub- 
“tance, through a property inhering in it; and as this is found to be pres- 
“ent in the case of the word ‘Ripa’ also, this latter would also become 
“applicable to the substance. Consequently it must be admitted that in 
“ Properties there are different kinds of potentialities, whereby only certain 
“words expressive of it pertain to the substance bearing that property, 
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* while others pertain to the Property alone as the — faetor. 
« And this would be the case with Indication also. =  .. ner 
“Thus then, just as words have diverse potentialities with regard to 
“ Denotation, so, in the same manner, should the meanings also be admit- 
“ ted to have various potentialities appertaining to the indicated meaning. 
‘‘Though the potentiality of denoting a visible object is to be inferred from 
* its effects, —and as such the necessity of admitting an imperceptible poten- 
“ey is equally present for both of us (7.e., the Denotative and the Indica- 
“tive Potencies being both equally imperceptible),—and the function of 
' the word having ceased with the denotation of the expressed meaning,— 
* yet, when this last expressed meaning is not found to be quite fully 
* established, it leads to the assumption of a peculiar potency in this 
" meaning, and not in the word, which points to the indicated meaning ; 
“ and this assumption is quite warranted by the exigencies of the circum- 
‘stances. And on the mere ground of having to assume imperceptible 
“ potentialities, both theories are equal. 
“Thus then, there being no Indicative potency in the word ‘ Ripa,’ 
“it can never be applied to substances, without the matup affix. This 
* view of the case is also supported by the sūtra * Rasddibhyagca’ (Panini 
* V—ji—95), which reiterates the matup affix with reference to ‘ Ripa,’ 
* * Rasa,’ etc., simply with a view to preclude all other affixes in connection 
* with these. As a matter of fact also, we donot find that the substance is 
“ never signified by the cognition of ‘ Ripa’ etc., for we actually find that 
“the ‘ Ripa’ points to the substance as its invariable concomitant, just as 
* the smoke points to the fire; all that we mean is that the word ‘ Rupa’ 
“ itself not pertaining to the substance, there is no Indication in this case. 
* Between the Substance and the Property, whether it is the one or 
“the other that is cognized as the predominant element depends upon 
* their nature ; and in the case of Ripa etc., we find that they are always 
“ denoted as the predominant factors; and hence in such cases the sub- 
* stance is signified merely as à qualifying subsidiary; whereas in the case 
“of the word ‘Cukla’ and the like, the substance is expressed as the quali- 
“fied predominant factor. It is on account of this indicative signification 
“having continued from the very beginning of things that it is explained 
"by means of the explanatory grammatical rule laying BUS = elim- 
“ination of the matup affix. 
“That Indication, however, which has a more recent origin, and is 
not so well established, cannot be explained by means of special rules 
“laid down in the Castras; because even without such a rule, it is found 
‘out through other factors connected with it. As for instance, in the 
‘case of the expression ‘Madhuro rasah snigdhah, etc. (sweet taste is soft, 
" etc.), inasmuch as the softness, etc,, are also properties, just like the 
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“faste, they cannot qualify this latter; and as such they are taken as 
“ qualifying the substance characterized by taste, 

“Thus then, inasmuch as no exception can be rightly taken to 
“the potentialities (of words), the occasional presence and absence of 
“the elimination of the matip affix becomes quite explicable, 

“ The above also serves to explain the restrictions as to the presence or 
“ absence of the Abstract Affix, and to that of Coextensiveness or Diversity. 
“ For instance, the words ' Cuklatva ' etc., signifying the property, as the pre- 
“ dominant factor, abstracted by means of the Abstract Affix, is always rela- 
“ted (to the substance) by a diversity of substrates. The only difference 
“(between *Cuklatva' and ‘Cukla’) is that in the case of the former it 
“is the Property that is the qualified predominant factor, while in the 
“latter, the property qualifies a substance; and thus being subordinate to 
“ the substance, resides in the basic noun only; and it is this property, as 
“subordinate to the substance, that comes to be subsequently abstracted by 
“means of the abstract affixes ‘tva’ etc, It is for this reason that the 
“word ‘Cukla’ has two forms (‘Quk/a’ and ‘ Cuklatva’) while Gan- 
“dha’ ete. have only one form. And there is yet another duality of 
“form in ‘Qukla’—viz., that at one time it denotes the Property, while 
“at another it would indicate the Substance possessed of that property ; 
“—in the former case, the word ‘ Cukla' having for its subordinate factor 
“the substance mentioned by the word with the genitive ending; e.g., 
* * patasya cuklah', where from the very beginning the Property of white- 
“mess is spoken of as abstracted from the substance; and in the latter case, 
“the word ' Cukla' having for its subservient factor the substance expressed 
"by another word with the same case-ending as the word ‘ Gukla,’ 
“e.g., ‘Cuklak patak’, where the Cukla is mentioned as swallowed up by 
“the Substance. 

“ And thus the presence of the Gender and Number (in the word 
arünayá') could be explained, as before, through the substratum of the 
“ redness. 

“Thus it is that Grammarians have held the Substance to be the 
“predominating element in all words expressive of Properties; as 
“according to them, all such words, having expressed the property, 
" apply to the substance possessing that property. Nor do the Gramma- 
“rians specify and enumerate the properties; as they base their use of the 
“names ‘Property’ and ‘Substance’ on the actually perceived relation- 
" ship of the container and the contained. "Thus, as a matter of fact, it is 
"the word ‘Cukla’, aud not the word ‘Ripa’, that signifies the sub- 
" gervient substance ; and thus there can be no irregularity in the matter of 
“ Gender and Number. 


“It is with a view to this argument that the Bhishya has made the 
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“ declaration— We find even such words as are expressive of properties to 
“ have the feminine gender —e.g., the words ‘Karuna Buddhih, and the like. 
“ Though as a matter of fact these words are similar in character to the 
“ word ‘gandha’, yet they have been cited only with a view to show that 
“such words take the feminine gender. The sense of this is that even 
“those words that express self-predominant Properties are found to take 
* partcular Genders and Numbers; what then can be said against the pres- 
"ence of these in the case of such words as pre-eminently signify sub- 
“ stances ?’ 

** For these reasons, the word ‘arunā’ must be taken as expressive of a 
“ property; and as such it cannot be connected with the verb ‘to purchase,’ 

“The position being thus summed up, the opponent comes forward 
“with the following objection :— If the word arunaya@ is not connected 
“with the verb £o purchase, it could very well be connected with the 
“ ēkahāīyanī (one-year-old). As it is quite possible for a word expressing 
“a property to be connected with a substance.’ 

“ The reply to this is that the connection of Redness with the verb is 
“ expressed by Direct Declaration, while that with the Substance is ex- 
* pressed by Syntactical Connection ; and as such, this latter being weaker 
“is set aside in favour of the former. With a view to this, the Bhashya 
* says — What the objector has said is not possible; because the word * ARUNA ' 
“ denotes a PROPERTY only, and not both property and substance ; and the word 
'' RKAHAYANT’ also denotes the substance only; under the circumstances 
“ how could these two words be taken as related to each other, im the absence 
“of the Genitive ending that would signify such relationship? The sense 
"of this is that there are two ways in which words are related to one 
“another: by way of coextensiveness, and by that of diversity of sub- 
“ strates;—and in the case of the two words in question ‘arunma’ and 
“* kahayani,’ they could be related by coextensiveness, only if both of 
“ them signified both Substance and Property, and words are related by 
* the diversity of substrates, only when the word expressive of the sub- 
“ stance is accompanied by the Genitive ending. Thus then, inasmuch as 
“the word ‘ arund’ signifies the Property alone, and the word ‘ ékahayant’ 
* the Substance alone, there can be no direct verbal coextensiveness between 
“them; nor do we find any genitive ending ; consequently on account 
“ of the authoritative character of the Instrumental ending (in ‘ arunaya’), 
** we cannot admit of any relationship between the Property and the Sub- 
“stance (in the case in question). 

“ The opponent,—not comprehending the fact of the above assertion 
"being based upon the comparatively greater and less authoritative 
“ character of the various words concerned, and thinking that the rela- 
“ tionship of the Substance and the Property is denied on account of there 
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“being nothing to point to it, says:—(* Even though there is no genitive 
“ ending, yet the coextensiveness (between arund and ékahayani ) is distinctly 
“ expressed by the fact of both words having the same case-ending (the Instru- 
* mental). 

“The reply to this is that what the opponent says is not possible, etc. 
“That is to say, our declaration is based upon the comparative strength of 
* the means of cognition ; for instance, the basic word ‘aruna’ is found, by 
* its natural capability, to be expressive of a property ; while its coexten- 
“siveness with *é&kahüyanz' is based upon its proximity to another word ; 
“and certainly there is a deal of difference between the authoritative 
“strength of these two means of signification, 

“ Objection :— Though the suggestive power of the word points to the 
* fact of the word arunayà expressing the Property of Redness only, yet we 
“have to admit, on the strength of Syntactical Connection, the fact of its 
“indirectly indicating the substrate of that property also. (That is to 
“ say, it being not possible for the Property to be related either to the 
* Action or to its accessories, in order to save the word expressing it 
* from being wholly meaningless, we must take it as related to the word 
“ ekahüyan?, which also saves us from syntactical split) [ Bhashya—p. 217, 
* |. 6 ei seq.].' 

“In reply to this, it is pointed out that the relationship of arunà with 
* the Action is expressed by the Direct Signification of the Instrumental 
“ ending (‘in arunaya’), while that with the Substance could at best be 
“ got at by indirect Indication ; and as such this latter could not but give 
** way to the former, which is more authoritative. 

“ Against this again we have yet another objection, based upon the 
“ inevitable character of the said Indirect Indication: ‘The Property not 
“ being capable of bearing a relationship with the Action, no significance can 
“ be attached to the case-ending in arunaya.’ l 

“The reply to this is,—That would make the Instrumental ending wholly 
“meaningless. That is to say, no amount of inevitable necessity can 
“make that cognised which is not expressed by the word. Nor can the 
“ Instrumental ending in  orunayü' be justified and explained, through 
“ Indication, like the Accusative in 'saktün' (in the sentence 'saktün 
^ juhoti, where ‘ saktün' is taken as equivalent to * saktubhih, on account 
‘tof the fact of the sakté not being something to be accomplished, aud as 
“such incapable of taking the Accusative ending) ; because the Property 
“ (expressed by the basic word ‘ aruná ') being incorporeal, it is not capable 
“of the character of any sort of agency denoted by the case-endings (i.e., 
“all case-endings are equally inapplicable to it). 

“ Says the opponent—‘ The word arunayá might be taken as laying 
“down the property signified by the basic word, with reference to the 
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* agency obtained through its substrate which is endowed with a particu- 
“lar Gender and Number. As there is a theory current among Gram- 
* marians that even though the words expressing properties are devoid of 
“ the character of agents, yet, inasmuch as they serve to qualify such 
“ agents, they take the various case-endings, the Accusative, etc,’ [ Bhashya 
«* —p. 218, 1. 12 et seq. ] 

“ Reply :—There is not much in this argument. Though the word 
“*arunaya’? might, somehow or other, be capable of being related to the 
* &kahüyani, yet inasmuch as the ēkahāyanī would be taken up by the 
* Action (of * Purchase, ), and it would not be possible for it to be related 
“ to both (the Action of Purchase and the Property of Redness),—as shown 
“under Sütra I—iv—8,—its relationship with the Action, being more 
“authoritative, sets aside that with the Property ; because while we find 
* the case-ending (the Instrumental) expressive of its relationship with 
* the Action, we do not find the genitive case-ending that would signify 
“its relationship to the Property. In the case of the sentence ‘ nilamut- 
* palam’ that has been cited by the opponent, there being no contradiction 
* of Direct Assertion, there is a cognition of the relationship pointed out 
* by Syntactical Connection; and as such its case is not b an to that 

“of the sentence in question. . T 

** As for the several alternatives with regard ^ coextensiveness, we 
"shall explain them in the last Adhikarana of the sixth Adhydaya, under 
“Sūtra VI--viii— 35. In any case, however, the coextensiveness can only 
“be based upon Indication; and as such it cannot but be very much less 
* authoritative. — 

“ Nor do words expressive of oe take Case- oi be- 
“ cause they qualify other agents; but because they are themselves agents. 
“ This too we shall explain under the Adhikarana V—i—11-16. 

* The opponent brings forward another argument, whereby he seeks 
“ to remove the contradiction of Direct Assertion: ‘It is true that when 
“there is no mutual dependence, proximity is no ground of relationship; in 
“all cases however, it is only after the word-meanings have been rejected 
"that the sentence-meaning becomes possible, etc., etc. That is to say, 
“when both (the Action of Purchase and the Property of Redness) are 
“ connected with ekaháyani at one and the same time, then alone is there a 
“ contradiction ; when, however, the relationship of one of them is only 
"implied by the way, (while that with the other is directly asserted), 
“there can be no contradiction. The sense of the latter sentence (in 

“all cases it is only after the word-meanings have been rejected, etc.) is 
"that the independence of word-meanings is in every way rejected ; and 
“hence there is no incongruity in the assumption of many relationships 

“of the same word. That is to say, the word arunà must be connected 
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“ with some such substance as possesses the property (of Redness), Then 
“as for the word ékahdyani, the independence of this also has been set 
“aside by the fact of its being related to the Action of Purchase. And 
“ then, if the word be connected with another word, that would entail no 
* further contradiction of Direct Assertion, —in accordance with the maxim 
“that when once a woman has shown her face, there is no use cover- 
"ing it again, (Hence when a word has been connected with one word, 
“there is no incongruity in its being connected with another word); and 
“hence the word ēkahāyanī can very well be connected with the word 
“aruna also, which expresses a property.’ ([Bhàshya, p. 219, l. 25 et 
* seq. | 

“The reply to this is—J¢ is not so, etc. (Bhashya, p. 220, 7, 16). 
“In this reply, the Bhashya admits, for the sake of argument, the rela- 
“tionship of the Property with the Substance ; and then points out that, 
* even then, there is a contradiction; inasmuch as it involves the rejec- 
“tion of the relationship of the Property with the Substance employed in 
“the sacrifice; and the simultaneous attributing, to the verb ‘krinati,’ of 
“the contradictory characters of the Injunction and the Descriptive Refer- 
"ence. In a case where all words tend to qualify the verb, there is no 
“trouble involved in the Injunction of the qualified Action ; but in a case 
“where what is enjoined is the Action, and also a little of the Substance, 
“if we admit a syntactical split in the shape of a repetition of the 
** verbal (Injunctive) affix,—we have an absence of all restriction. 

“ That is to say, a qualification is always such as is already well known 
“(and does not require an Injunction) ; consequently while the ‘ Purchase’ 
“is still in the state of being enjoined, it cannot be said to be well known, 
“and as such it would be connected with every one-year-old thing that may 
“be found to be mentioned in the context (and not only with that with 
* which the Soma is purchased). And whichsoever these other one-year-old 
* ones may be, in the context treating of the Jyo/ishtoma, to each of them 
“would the Property (of Redness) be related, by means of syntactical con- 
“nection, If, however, we do not find any other one-year-old thing men- 
“tioned in the context, then what else could we do than admit such a thing 
“to form part of the sacrificial gift, or to be in the shape of the cow that 
~ “ig kept tethered in the sacrificial house? Orit may be that inasmuch 
“as the word ‘ ékahdyanya@’ does not form the predicate of the sentence, 
“and as such no significance attaches to the particular gender and number, 
“the word may be taken as pointing to any thing that may be a year old 
** (male or female), and as such would refer to the animals of the savaniya 
“and the Agnishoma; and thus there would be no definite certainty as to 
“ which one-year-old thing is meant to be qualified by * aruna.' 

* This argument applies to all similar cases; e.g. in the sentence 
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“< Dagamushtir mimité’, the number ‘ten? would belong, not only to the 
* bundles of soma, but to all other Nirvāpas in connection therewith, 

“The opponent, seizing the opportunity afforded by the aforesaid 
“ admission of the diverse character of ‘ Hkahayani’, comes forward with 
“the following argument: ‘Even though the Purchase may be enjoined as 
“ something quite new, yet being present in the mind, it would also, by the 
“ way, specify the particular Ekahüyan? that would be qualified by “ arwna.” 

“The reply to this is that út ís not so; because whenever the 
* meaning of a word becomes qualified, the direct denotation of that 
“word suffers by each qualification; and hence, because it has been 
* qualified by one, there is no reason why it should be qualified by others 
“also, in ill-advised accordance with the maxim that one who has been 
“seen once need not cover herself again. Nor would the word ‘aruna’ 
* become useless (without such qualification); because it has its use else- 
* where in the context. Nor canit be urged that the Property would not be 
“related with the context, just as it has been shown to be not related 
“with Ekahüyan:. Because if the Property be laid down with reference 
* to a Substance mentioned in another sentence, there is no undue diver- 
“ sity in the character of anything. In accordance with your theory 
* also, if the Purchase be enjoined with reference to the Soma itself, and 
“ be referred to as qualifying the Substance, then there comes to be a diver- 
* sity in its character. In the same manner, it is on account of the same 
“diversity that the Ekahüyani cannot be taken as related both to the 
* Purchase and to the Property of Redness, 

* On a former occasion we have admitted this dual relationship, 
“simply for the sake of argument; and on the present occasion we refute 
“that idea, with a view to remove all chance of a false hope rising in 
“ the heart of the opponent. 

“ The real fact is that the word 'arumayà' lays down the Redness 
“ signified by the basic word, with reference to the means of purchase, 
“ referred to by the Instrumental case-ending. . 

“There ıs a party of Pürvapakshis, who hold ‘iad no m 
“attaches to the Instrumental ending in the word, which, therefore, 
“denotes the Property alone,—this Property, being connected with the 
“context, and being taken up by the Recapitulatory Injunctive sentence, 
“and thereby pertaining to Substances, it must be taken as belonging to 
“all the Substances mentioned in the Context; in accordance with the 
" Sutra III—1—18. 

" But this is not right; because the Property, not forming a part of 

“the Procedure of the sacrifice, cannot be taken up by the context; and 
“as for the law laid down in the sūtra referred to, it points to the relation- 
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“ship of the Property with that Zkahayant which is accessory to the Pur- 
“chase; aud as such there would be no ground for the Pérvapaksha. 

“ Consequently it is in accordance with the reasonings we have 
“explained above that the Property of Redness should be taken as belong- 
* ing to all the Substances mentioned in the Context." 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply: In a case where the 
Substance and the Property are directly found to serve one and the 
same purpose, they must be taken as specifying each other, just as in the 
case of the vessel, etc. 

The expression ‘arthaikatvé’ in the sūtra refers to à particular work 
done by them; and the expression avkakarmyat brings forward the same 
fact as an argument. Or the expression ‘arthaikatvé’ may be taken as 
meaning that when it is possible for the two to be taken along with each other, 
then, the Injunction of the one Bhavana, qualified by all the qualifications, 
has its purpose fully served only by having pointed to that qualified 
Bhavana ; and thus there comes to bea due adjustment of all the various 
factors of the sentence among themselves. Just asin the case of the sen- 
tence * D&vadattah kashthaih sthalyam odanam pacati, all the factors are at 
once recognised as pertaining to the single action of cooking ; so would it 
also be in the case in question (where all the factors would pertain to 
the single action of Purchase). 

Then as for the Substance alone, or the Property alone, as none of 
them could be performed by itself, it is not enjoined. And as for the 
relationship of these with any action other than Purchase, it could not be 
pointed out by the Injunctive affix appearing along with the verb ‘to 
purchase. And lastly, as for the relationship with the Substance, 
the Injunctive is ever incapable of establishing any such relationship. 
And we shall show in the next Adhikarana that the operation of the 
Injunction does not extend beyond the Bhavana and its qualifications. 

Then the presence of the Instrumental ending (in ‘arundy@’ and 
‘@kahaiyanya ’) distinctly shows that the Property of Redness and the Ẹkahà- 
-yuni, while independent of each other, stand in need of the action accom- 
plished by means of them ; and as such they both come to be related, by Syn- 
tactical Connection, to the particular action of Purchase. And the reasons 
for this are the following: (1) A‘ kàraka ' (Agent) is that which does some- 
thing ; and that which is done can be no other than a deed or Action, and hence 
no kāraka or agent can have any relationship with a Substance ; (2) all 
kürakas equally are fully established entities, and as such they do not 
stand in need of one another; and as for Properties, inasmuch as they are 
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all equally subservient to others, there can be no mutual dependence 
among themselves; (3) the Injunction in question too does not operate 
towards the pointing out of a mutual relationship among the kārakas ; 
and inasmuch as we are guided wholly by the Injunction, we accept the 
relationship with the action. The Action too is never accomplished 
without the help of certain kārakas ; and hence also there is a mutual rela- 
tionship between the action and the karaka, on the ground of the former 
being accomplished by means of the latter, which is a well established 
entity. And just as the Substance is wanted as helping in the accomplish- 
ment of Actions, so also is the Property of that Substance required ; and 
hence the Property of Redness too cannot be related to anything else 
except the Action. That is to say, just as, on account of the impossibili- 
iy of the action of Purchase being performed without a Substance, the 
action takes up the ekahàyani as that Substance,—so, in the same man- 
ner, inasmuch as so long as the Substance has not been specified by a 
particular property, it cannot accomplish the Action, the Property is also 
sought after as a necessary element; and consequently the Property 
must also be taken as an accessory of the Action. 

Objection :—‘*‘ When the Substance has been taken up during the per- 
“ formance of an Action, the Property also comes to be taken up, as the 
“necessary concomitant of that Substance; and thus no special effort 
“ being required for the taking up of the Property, this latter cannot be 
“ said to be sought after in the same way as the Substance is done. That 
“is to say, without taking up a Substance, there can be no performance 
“of an Action ; and when the Substance has been taken up, the Property 
“naturally follows in its wake.’ 

Reply: In that case, when the Action has been performed, there 
would be no further need of the Substance (which would follow naturally 
in the wake of that Action). Then again, if it be held that the Substance is 
sought after previous to the performance, then the same may be said with 
regard to the Property also, which is sought after previously to the em- 
ployment of the Substance. E | w—- M 

That is to say, you have argued that in the taking up of the 
Substance, the Property becomes taken up by itself, and as such it does 
not require a distinct effort. But when we have taken up an Action, that 
involves the taking up of some sort of a Substance, and hence the 
Substance also would require no distinct effort, If it be urged that before 
the action is taken up for performance, there is a seeking after the particu- 
lar Substance to be employed at it,—then we could also urge that before 
the Substance is taken up, there is always a desire to know what sort of 
Substance— with what qualifications—is to be employed. 

The only difference in the two cases is that the Substance continues 
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to operate even after the form of the Action has been fully recognised ; 
whereas, when the form of the Substance has once been duly cognised, the 
Property has no operation apart from that Substance ; because its function 
has been fully served by the pointing out of the form of the Substance ; 
but certainly that which operates towards the pointing out of the Substance 
cannot be said to be wholly inoperative ; because there are various kinds 
of operation. As a matter of fact also, we find a distinct operation of the 
Property at the time that it specifies the Substance. For instance, when 
the Action has come to be known as to be accomplished by means of a 
Substance, there is always a desire to know the property or character of the 
Substance that is to be employed in it. 


Thus then, in such a case, if the Veda itself points out a particular 
Substance, that Substance is accepted as the one to be employed ; but 
if no such is directly pointed out by the Veda, then any Substance 
that happens to be implied by the text, and to be supported by other 
authorities, would come to be accepted; and hence, in the case in 
question, the directly enjoined ‘Redness’ would come to be an pmo 
of the action (of Purchase). | 

And in all cases, when a certaiu fact has been directly laid down - 
the text, all doubt and ignorance with regard to it are held to have been 
removed, in accordance with the Sūtra I—iv—30. Consequently, in the 
case in question, when it is distinctly enjoined that the Action of Purchase 
is to be accomplished by means of Redness, there being no words supplied 
from without, and there being a standing rule that a thing can help 
only in a way that lies within its power, it is concluded that the action 
is to be accomplished by means of Redness, as characterising the Substance 
to be employed at the performance of that Action. Because it is always 
found to be the case that Properties have the function of character- 
ising Substances; as otherwise they would be wholly inoperative; and 
because their Injunction also is justifiable only in this way. That is 
to say, the Injunctive pertaining to the Purchase does not, in any way, 
renounce the Redness presented to it by means of the Instrumental 
ending (im 'arunayá'); and the Redness also does not become the 
accessory of the Purchase by any other way save that of specifying the 
Substance with which the Purchase is to be effected. Nor is it necessary 
that the aids imparted by all accessories should be of one and the 
same form. Nor again is the Action, in all cases, held to be in the 
form of motion alone, inhering in the Substance; nor do all accessories 
directly aid the Principal Action itself; because the relationship of these 
depends upon various intermediate operations. And of such factors as 
Redness and the like, the only operation that they are found capable of is 
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the specifying of the Substance; and though nominatives to this operation 
of specification, they become Instrumental to the other operations (hence 
the Instrumental ending). 

Thus then it is from the word ‘arunaya’ itself that it is concluded 
that the Purchase in question is to be accomplished by means of the 
Property of Redness as specifying a certain Substance. 

In the saxne manner the one-year-old animal also stands in need of a 
property that would specify it; as without such specification it could not 
be employed in the action. Consequently, we find that the Property 
begins to look for a Substance to specify, which would also serve as its 
own substrate; and in the same manner the Substance also begins to look 
for a specifying property ; and the relationship based upon such mutual 
requirements is established very soon. And in the sentence in question, 
we find that it is not possible for any other Substance or Property to 
be sought after; hence even without the genitive affix, we accept these 
two (Redness and the one-year-old animal) to be related to each other, 
on the sole ground of mutual requirements ; just as two men, one of whom 
had his cart burnt, and another had his horse dead, having joined together 
in making up a joint cart, proceeded on their way. Specially as there 
is no ground for rejecting what is found near at hand, we conclude that 
the two cannot but be related between themselves. 

Then again, the Purchase, which is admitted to be the principal 
action in question, has its substance and its property fully cognised ; 
and as such not standing in need of any property, not mentioned in the 
sentence itself, it directly serves to restrict the Property to the Substance 
(and vice versa), That is to say, any unmentioned substance, that 
would be brought forward by the apparent inconsistency of the men- 
tioned Property, is, as a matter of fact, not found to be sought after by the 
Purchase, which has its necessary substance distinctly mentioned in the 
shape of the one-year-old animal; similarly any unmentioned Property, 
that would be brought forward by the one-year-old animal, is not wanted 
by the Purchase, which has its necessary property distinctly laid down 
in the shape of Redness. 

If the Purchase had its Substance and Property not definitely men- 
tioned, then, in that case, it could admit of extraneous factors. If, how- 
ever, the action of Purchase were forcibly connected witli such Substances 
and Properties as it does not stand in need of, then it would not be per- 
formed in the way that it is enjoined ; as it is enjoined as qualified by 
the definite Substance of the one-year-old Animal and the definite property 
of Redness, Secondly, it would involve an unwarranted repetition of the 
Principal Action. And lastly, if the various substances, etc., were taken 
as optional alternatives, the particular Injunction of the qualified action 
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would be contracted. And further, because the Purchase is the principal 
action, therefore it precludes the implication of other extraneous sub- 
stances and Properties by the mentioned Substance and Property. Any 
such irregularity would be rejected by the action, even if it were a sub- 
ordinate action; just as even though the Pupil is subordinate to the 
Tutor, yet if it becomes necessary for the former to eat out of a vessel of 
the Kansya metal, it behoves the latter also to eat of the same, when the 
Pupil has (as a vrata) to eat of what is left by his Tutor. And itis all 
the more so, when the Action is the principal one. 

Nor, in the case in question, do we find anything incompatible or 
incongruous, in the absence of an assumption of something not mentioned 
in the sentence; because all that is necessary is supplied by the men- 
tioned Substance and Property as related to each other; and in this way 
also becomes established the fact of the two being coextensive. 

Nor is there any contradiction of Direct Assertion, in this case,—as 
wil be shown by the Bhashya later on, in the sentence—na ca grutir 
vakyartho neti Sc. 

For instance, the relationship that we seek to establish is one 
that is required by the Purchase; and in this even the much weaker 
Implications of words are found to be be quite compatible and not 
contradicted—to say nothing of the fully authoritative Direct Assertion. 
That is to say, when the Purchase takes up the Substance, it seeks 
after the Property that would specify that Substance; and when it takes 
the Property, it seeks for the Substance that would be the substrate of 
that Property. Thus then, inasmuch as the two are found to be 
quite compatible with one another, through the action of Purchase, they 
become related to each other by the relationship of mutual subserviency. 

Some people hold that, inasmuch as the Property serves to specify 
the Substance, it is subservient to this latter. But to them we reply that 
the Substance also becoines subservient to the Property, inasmuch as on ac- 
count of its incapability of otherwise aiding in the accomplishment of the 
Purchase, it becomes the substrate of that Property. Hence it must be ad- 
mitted that both of them are subservient to the Purchase; and that between 
them there is always present a mutual help; consequently they must 
be regarded as subservient to each other. 

One who holds that the Property of Reduess pertains to the whole 
context, should explain by what that Property is enjoined. He does 
not admit the fact of its bearing any relationship to the Injunction of 
Purchase. Then as for the Recapitulatory Injunctive sentence, that 
could not but neglect the Property, which, not being an action, could 
not be taken up by that sentence. The word ‘arunayd’ itself has no 
injuuctive potency. Though the character of the agent Karaka present 
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in the words (‘ajaya  $c.') points to distinct substances, yet such 
words cannot serve as Injunctions. Then as for the Injunctions of 
actions 'krinati? in ‘ajay@ krīņati? appearing in connection with 
these other substances, these also having become spent up (in the 
injunction of the three factors of the Bhavana) are no longer capable of 
enjoining anything else, even though they are duly comprehended. Nor 
can they ever operate towards the properties of substances. And hence 
the property in question cannot in any way pertain to the whole 
context. 

The opponent, taking his stand upon the law that ' those that serve 
the same purpose are to be taken as optional alternatives’ (Sūtra XII— 
iii—10), and not perceiving the difference in the intermediate purposes 
served, comes forward with the objection: “If they serve the same 
purpose why cannot they be taken as optional alternatives ? "' 

The Siddhanti offers two replies to this: (1) This assertion of yours 
does not establish the fact of the Property pertaining to the whole 
context, which is the theory that is opposed to ours; nor does it serve 
to preclude the relationship of that Property with Purchase; and hence 
inasmuch you have shifted your ground, to the denial of facts not 
connected with the question in hand, you have tacitly accepted defeat 
on the main point at issue. (2) Another reply is that there is actually 
no possibility of their being optional alternatives; because they have 
distinct functions—that is to say, they differ in the intermediate operations, 

. The opponent however takes this latter sentence to be an admission 
of a difference in the Principal Function served by them; and hence 
comes forward with the following: “(1) You have just declared that 
“they serve only one function; and (2) then what you say now also 
‘contradicts a previous declaration of yours, that the Property, being 
"* 4ncorporeal, can have no function. 

"It might be argued that this latter declaration has been made by 
“the Pürvapakshi, and as such it is not proper to taunt the Szddhanti 
“ with its contradiction. 

" But then the question to be dealt with is always expounded from 
"a common standpoint,—and it was in course of the expounding of the 
"question that the cncorporeality (and the consequent inoperativeness) 
“of the Property was declared ; and the contradiction of this would certainly 
“vitiate the Siddhanta also. Or, again, the Purvapakshi has urged 
“ the fact of the said incorporeality as a reason; and a reason is always 
"one that is acceptable to both parties ; consequently if it was not accept- 
"able to the Siddhànti he should have taken exception to it on that 
“occasion; and as he didnot do this, he tacitly accepted it as true; and 
“as such, if, on the present occasion, he coolly declares the fact of both 
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* (the Property and the Substance) serving the same purpose, and thereby 
*gpeaks of the Property as operative, he certainly becomes open to the 
* charge of self-contradiction.” 

Reply: There is no self-contradiction ; nor is there any possibility of the 
two being taken as optional alternatives; because there is a difference in 
their intermediate operations, due to the difference in their capabilities. 
That is to say, the Substance aids the action directly, while the Property 
merely serves the purpose of specifying that Substance. 

From the above, the opponent jumps to’ the conclusion that the 
Property is subservient to the Substance, in accordance with the law 
‘taditarat tadartham’,—and hence urges—'' Then the Property does not 
help in the accomplishment of the Action." 

The reply is that čt £s not so; that is to say, what we mean is that 
the Substance is the channel through which the Property helps the 
Action. 

Thus then the two anomalies—of ‘self-contradiction,’ and ‘ optional 
alternatives ’—having been set aside, the opponent finds himself unable 
to perceive anything in the nature of the one-year-old animal, whereby 
it could serve as the said channel; and consequently having concluded the 
said relationship to be pointed out by syntactical connection alone, brings 
forward the objection that in that case the one-year-old animal would 
have the double character (of the Subject and the Predicate, as urged 
before). This objection is expressed in the sentence ‘ evantarh? &oc.' - 

In reply to this, the Bhdshya says— na briimd vayam &c.,—the 
sense of which is that the relationship of the Property to the one-year-old 
animal is due to the natural capacity of things. 

Then the opponent proceeds to deny the Restricted Relationship: 
** Thus too there would be a syntactical split; that is to say, even though 
“there may be a relationship with Purchase, yet as there would be a 
“ distinct action with each agent or kürako, there would certainly be a 
, “syntactical split due to this difference among the actions. Such a split 
“is met with both in Vedic sentences, and in those of ordinary parlance ; 
“for instance, (1) ‘yasya pil pitamahah somam na pibet $c., and (2) 
* Devadatta- Yajnadatta-Vishnumitra bhojyantam’; in the latter sentence 
“the feeding pertains to every one of the three persons, and in the 
“former the non-soma-drinking of the Father, and also that of the 
* Grandfather, are spoken of as a reason for the performance of the 
* Vratyapacuyaga; and this would be possible only if each of them 
* (Father &c.) were taken separately ; and thus the relationship of each 
“of these with ‘na pibet, as also with the Vrātyapaçuyāga, is taken 
* distinctly ; and hence both of these are instances in point.” 

The reply to this is that this does not affect our main position; and 
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hence it is as irrelevant as the theory that the two are to be taken as 
optional alternatives. 

The opponent again urges: “ It istrue that what we have urged does not 
“contaminate your position; but in this manner the Purchase could be effected 
“even by an one-year-old animal that is not red, as also by a red animal 
“ that is not one-year old.” 

The reply to this is that when the action of Purchase is the principal 
factor, the sentence has its end in the aggregating of all the various 
qualifications mentioned in the sentence (i.e. all of them pertain to the 
same action of Purchase); just as in the case of the sentences ‘ Gargah 
geatam dandyantim, ‘abhishutya hutva bhakshayantc’ (where, in the 
former sentence, the fine of a hundred pieces of gold pertains to all the 
Gargas collectively; and in the latter the Hating is E after both the 
other actions have been performed). 

Objection: “Inasmuch as the Fine serves to purity the person 
“ fined, it must be repeated with reference to each person in the Garga com- 
“ munity, just as the feeding pertains to each of the persons mentioned.” 

Reply: This does not touch our position; because it is only in the 
case of corporeal punishment that it pertains to each individual; whereas 
the punishment of a fine of gold-pieces applies to the whole community ; 
because the sentence in question lays down the fine as a source of income 
to the King, qualified by the number ‘ hundred, as received from the 
criminal, on account of a certain crime committed. 

That is to say, just as the sacrificial gift given to the Priests is in ex- 
change of the services rendered by them in the performance of the -sacri- 
fice; so is the fine a conditional income provided for the King, in exchange 
of the protection; and as distinct fines are laid down for distinct crimes, 
the number ‘hundred’ forming the Predicate of the sentence, we can- 
not but attach due significance to the singular number in ‘catam’; and as 
for the crime committed by ‘ Gargah,’ whether it be committed by an indi- 
vidual Garga, or by the whole community, it becomes an occasion of the 
income of a hundred pieces of gold to the King; and at that time the crimi- 
nals appearing in the position of the source from which the income pro- 
ceeds, the sentence comes to mean that the King should receive a hundred 
pieces of gold from the whole Garga community; and then if he were to 
receive a hundred from each individual, the crime having been fully ex- 
piated by the payment of a single hundred, the acceptance of the other 
hundreds would be an unwarranted forcible taking away of the belongings 
of Brahmanas; and the number also would far exceed the enjoined ‘one 
hundred.’ 

Consequently the sentence must be taken as ending in the whole 
aggregate. 
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Though distinct reasons have been given, yet the opponent brings 
forward another doubt, aroused by the aforesaid instances: “There being 
two instances, how is it ascertained that the Sentence ends in the aggregate, 
and not in each constituent part ? "' 

Reply: The Purchase being the Principal action,—because of its serv- 
ing the purpose of acquiring the soma that would accomplish the sacrifice ; 
and because of the fact of that which is established being mentioned 
for the sake of that which has to be accomplished,—and the Substance and 
the Property, for opposite reasons, having the contrary (subordinate ) 
character,—the former (action) comes to be taken along both of these 
latter. 

Objection: “ For fear of having to assume that which is not men- 
“tioned, we would have a restricted adjustment of even that Substance 
“and that Property which are laid down in a separate sentence; and as 
“ such, there is no special purpose served by taking them as forming the 
“ same sentence.” 

Reply: When there is a syntactical split, there is no cognition of the 
Purchase as qualified by both (Redness and the one-year old animal); and 
then if the Purchase comes to be related to each of them separately, 
the Property would take up any substance at random; and the Sub- 
stance also would take up any Property at random ;—specially as, at that 
time, their proximity to each other is not capable of precluding the im- 
plication by them of other things. Nor, in that case, could the single 
action of Purchase take up both the Substance and the Property; and 
then why could not the Purchase, qualified by the Property of Redness, 
not having any particular Substance specially defined, take up any and 
every Substance that would be brought forward by the said Property ? 
And similarly, why could not the Purchase, effected by the one-year-old 
animal, not take up any and every property ? 

Kven though the Property could only bring forward such other sub- 
stances as are spoken of in the context as those to be utilized in the Pur- 
chase,—yet it would pertain to all the ten substances—Oloth, &c.; and 
thus the vagueness and indefiniteness would remain there all the same. 
Consequently for the sake of a single specified Purchase, it is absolutely 
necessary to speak of all the three as syntactically connected in a single 
sentence. And hence it must be admitted that there is a restriction as to 
the application of the Property of Redness. 


125 


ADHIKARANA (7). 
[The washing should be done to all the vessels: non-significance of number. | 


Sütra (13): It is qualified by singleness; because singleness is 
distinctly mentioned. 


The application of the various accessories has been duly explained ; 
and now we proceed to consider the details of the eraployment of these 
accessories. 

[In connection with the Jyotishtoma, we have the sentence ‘Dagapavi- 
tréna graham sammarshti’|; and there arises a question as to whether the 
washing is to be of only one vessel, or of all the vessels mentioned in the 
context. Just as in this sentence we have a question as to the signifi- 
cance of the singular number, so also in others, we have it as to that of 
the Dual and the Plural; e.g. ‘ Yasya purodágaw kshāyatah’ and ‘ Havin- 
shi abhigharayati.’ In all these cases, an action is enjoined with refer- 
ence to a particular thing; and hence there naturally arises the question as 
to whether any significance is to be attached to the Number of the word 
signifying this thing or not, 

At the very outset, however, the following objection is raised: ** The 
“discussion herein started is not quite proper with regard to Vedic 
“sentences, Because, with the exception of the due comprehension of 
" meaning, there is no other ‘vivaksha’ (Intention of the speaker to ex- 
“ press) ; and the Vedic sentences being eternal (independent of a speaker), 
“that which is found to be mentioned in them cannot but be taken as 
* significant (or meant to be expressive). 

“That is to say, the sentences that are composed by men, are de- 
“ pendent, for their meaning, upon the wish or the intention of the 
" Speaker; and hence they are liable to mistake, capable of having been 
“composed with a different import, and having its subject amenable to 
“ other means of knowledge; and hence even though a certain meaning of 
“such sentences may be duly comprehended, yet it may be one that is not 
“intended by the speaker to be conveyed ; and hence in such cases such 
"^ meanings come to be rejected as * not-inteuded '; and this is possible in 
“two ways: (1) The speaker himself might say ‘this is not what I mean, 
* by the sentence, or that ‘I made a mistake, what I meant was only this 
' &c,, dic.’ (2) The subject spoken having been cognized by other means of 
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* knowledge, as being wholly different to what is described in the sentence, 
* the persons hearing the sentence conclude, independently of the speaker, 
“that what is meant is something different, or that a mistake has been 
" made. But in the case of Vedic sentences, it is not possible that there 
“ should be any other meaning intended, or that there should be a mistake. 
* Nor is there a speaker, in this case, who could declare any other mean- 
“ ing to be the one that was intended ; because all the men in the world 
* are only hearers of the Veda, and not speakers, as has been shown under 
" Sutra I—i—29, Nor is the subject treated of in the Veda amenable to 
“other means of knowledge, on the strength of which the hearers them- 
“selves could take the sentence to have some other meaning. Then, 
“again, a certain meaning being ‘intended’ or ‘not-intended’ is 
“nothing more than two particular ideas, or two particular phases of wish 
“ or intention; and hence neither of these two is possible in the case of 
“Vedic sentences, where there is no speaker. Hence in all such cases, the 
“acceptance or rejection is of that alone which is directly asserted or not 
“asserted [respectively]; and there is no other ground for such acceptance 
" or rejection. Tn fact, even in the case of human assertions, until the 
“meaning desired to be conveyed has been ascertained, by other means of 
“knowledge, to be something quite different, the meaning comprehended 
* in the first instance is not rejected." 

To the above we make the following reply : 

I. In the case in question there is no difference of opinion as to the 
comprehension (of singleness, which all of us admit to be comprehended ) ; 
the question, however, is as to whether the singleness that is comprehended 
is meant to be enjoined (predicated) or not. 

There can be no doubt as to singleness being mentioned in the 
sentence in question ; nor is there any doubt as to its being related to the 
Graha (Vessel). But in the case of all things, there are three ways in 
which they are spoken of by Direct Assertion: (1) There is an assertion 
that simply speaks of them; (2) another lays down their uses; (3) 
another enjoins them; and it is on this latter that all performance is based. 
For instance (1), in the case of the original word and the affix, they simply 
denote their respective objects; (2) the case-affixes express its uses; and 
(3) the Injunctive, the Imperative and the Lét endings have the power of 
enjoining. 

At the time of the performance of Actions, the man depends solely 
upon the Injunction; and when the injunction urges him to a certain 
course of action,—whether that course be expressed or not expressed, 
having its use mentioned or not mentioned,—he at once takes up that 
course; and similarly, if the Injunction does not urge him to it, he does not 
take it up, —even if it is distinctly expressed and laid down as useful ;- and 
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he is never urged to action either by Direct Declaration or by the mention 
of uses; because all that these latter can do is to point out respectively 
that ‘this exists here’ and ‘ this belongs to that’; aud none of these say 
anything as to the necessity or advisability of performance. Consequently 
even if something happens to be distinctly expressed, or have its uses 
mentioned, when it comes to the consideration of its Injunction and actual 
performance, there always arises a question as to its being actually intended 
or not, as to be enjoined o or not — and as to be pail or not 
performed. 

Objection: “ But this iu is not zs without some sort of a wish 
(on the part of some person).” 

Reply: By ‘intention’, we do not mean actual wish ; we take the two 
words ‘ Intention’ and ‘ Non-intention’ (‘ Vivaksha’ and ‘ Avivakshà ’) as in- 
directly indicating their respective effects in the shape of Acceptance and 
Rejection, That is to say, just as the sentence ‘kitlam pipatishats’ (the 
river-bank wishes to fall down) is pronounced only by a figurative attribut- 
ing of the wish, based upon the extreme proximity of the falling,—so, in 
the same manner, in the case of such sentences as do not originate from 
any person, the acceptance and. rejection (of what is laid down) are always 
known to be the effects of what is known as ‘ Intention’ and ‘ Non-inten- 
tion’ (in the case of ordinary assertions); and it is on this Acceptance and 
Rejection that the present discussion is based. 

Objection : * How could there be a rejection of that which is directly 
asserted ” ? 

Reply: This question does not affect the question ; because we have 
already said that acceptance depends upon Injunction (and not upon mere 
Assertion). And just as in the case of human assertions, it is the Person 
speaking that is the impeller or director, even in the case of something 
that is directly asserted,—so in the case of Vedic sentences, the impel- 
ling would be done by the Injunctive potency of the word. Because in the 
Veda it is the Injunctive word that takes the place of the Director; and 
the potency of the Injunctive that of the wish of that Director. Conse- 
quently it is admitted that that alone which is touched by the Injunction 
is to be performed, and nothing else; and hence it becomes necessary, in 
all cases, to ascertain the extent of the Injunctive operation. 

Objection : “ But how is it that when certain things are compre- 
^ heuded as equally spoken of by means of the various part of the sentence, 
“there are only some of them that are taken up by the Injunction, and 
“others are not?! ? 

Reply: When certain things have been presented by an expressive 
word, the Injunctive operates towards the Injunction, of one or all of 
them, alwavs in accordance with the limit of its own peculiar potency ; and 
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consequently it could not take up all things, simply because we wish it so. 
That is to say, if the Injunctive operated always in accordance with 
our wishes, or with that which is expressed or mentioned as useful, by the 
words,—then we could have the Injunction of all that is spoken of in the 
sentence ; as a matter of fact, however, the operation of the Injunctive is 
always limited by its own potency ; and as this potency is limited in its 
scope, we have the Injunction of only a few, and not all, of all that is 
expressed by the sentence. 

Then again, the Injunctive potency is Direct or Implied, according as it 
is based upon the Bhavana or upon the Agencies (Karakas) ; aud apart 
from these two, there is no Injunctive potency, either Direct or Implied. 
For instance, the Bhavana is enjoined directly by means of the injunctive 
affix; and it is for the sake of the accomplishment of this Bhavana, that 
other agencies are enjoined indirectly, And even if a certain thing is 
found to be directly expressed, yet, if it is not found to be a substratum of 
the Bhavana or of the Agencies, it is not accepted as enjoined ; and as 
such it forms no part of the performance in question. 

Thus then, with regard to the performance of the Washing of the vessels 
(as laid down by the sentence ‘graham sammdarshti’), it is only natural 
that there should arise the question as to whether the Singleness of the 
vessel is also to be brought about or not. And if this singleness, being an 
agency, be a qualification of the Bhavana, then, being taken up by the In- 
junction, it could not but be accepted as Intended (significant) ; while if it 
be a mere qualification of the Substance, then it could not be taken as In- 
tended. 

Thus then, we conclude that the authors of the Bhashya and its com- 
mentaries have used the words ‘Intention’ and ‘ Non-intention' simply 
with reference to the Acceptance and Rejection based upon the potency of 
the Injunctive, which are the effects of the said Intention and Non-intention, 
and as such indirectly indicated by these words; and this round-about 
method has been employed with the sole motive of speaking, in the manner 
of ordinary human assertions, of the Vedic sentences, which, by themselves, 
transcend by far the limits of human conception, and as such, could not be 
grasped by students of inferior intelligences, unless they were explained 
in the familiar terminology applied to ordinary assertions. The same may 
be said about all such explanations of the Veda. 

II. There is another explanation also of the propriety of the use of 
the words “ Intention " and “ Non-intention." The question raised in the 
Adhikarana is with reference to those Mimansakas and Sacrificers, who 
seek to explain the Veda, in accordance either with reasonings or with 
traditional lore. ‘They always interpret a sentence, in accordance with the 
potencies of words; and hence they seek to explain those things that are 
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found amenable to these potencies ; while those that are. abandoned by 
these potencies, are not taken up for explanation. Consequently by ‘ Viva- 
kshita’ is meant ‘that which is intended or wished by the Mmünsakas to 
be explained’; and that which, being untouched by the said potency, is not 
so intended, is spoken of as * Avivakshita’; and this intention and non-inten- 
tion pertains to those Teachers of the Veda who have gone before. Conse- 
quently, inasmuch as the mention of ‘Intention’ and ‘ Non-intention’ is 
with reference to the Teachers, there is nothing objectionable in the words 
being introduced in connection with the Veda, 

III. Or again, the “Intention " and ** Non-intention" spoken of might 
refer to the Intelligences ensouling the various Vedic collections, Rgveda 
and the rest (the Body in this case being one made up of words). Justas 
in the material bodies we have intelligent souls, who intend certain things, 
and do not intend others, and this intention, though existing only in the 
inner soul, is yet known, exactly as if it appeared in the external world, 
by people pondering over the sentence, by means of the potency of the 
words composing the sentence uttered by them (so in the same manner 
could we become cognisant of the Intention or otherwise of the Intelli- 
gence ensouling the Veda). 

Then as for the possibility of such a Body (as that attributed to the 
Vedas), we find that there are various kinds of Bodies, brought about 
by the peculiar actions of the souls inhabiting them,—all these diverse 
kinds depending upon the modifications of Primordial Matter. For in- 
stance—(1) In this world of ours we find four kinds of Bodies, made up 
mostly of the earth-element, aided by those of water and the rest,—these 
bodies being the Womb-born, the Egg-born, the Ground-born, and the Sweat- 
born ;—(2) bodies built up of water with the help of the other elements, 
clean and transparent, are known to exist in the regions of Varuna ;—(3) 
there are many beings who wander about in the sky, with their subtile 
bodies made up of Air mixed with Earth and the rest;—(4) in the 
Heavenly Regions, there are bodies of Light, effulgent and glorious, 
which become added to by-and-by by the rays emitted from the sun; as 
has been declared in the Veda also, at the close of the sentences dealing 
with the Nakshatreshti: ‘yéhi janàh punyakrtah. .ltéshametani jyotimshe 
yannakshatrani’,—and Manu also speaks of people proceeding to Heaven 
in a body of light ;—(5) the Veda also speaks of the soul inhabiting a 
body of Akàga, when it declares ‘ ijyate vàrinà nityam yah kham Brahma.’ 

Then again, Colour, Touch and the other properties that belong to the 
elements, are, each of them, bodies for the experiences of the soul. And 
the Veda also, which is spoken as the * Cabda-Brahma', is ensouled by a 
single Great Soul; and hence the Rgveda $c., which are spoken of sepa- 
rately, all belong to the soul, and are endowed with conscious intelligence. 
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Consequently, when we proceed to explain the meanings of the senten- 
ces of these Vedas, which contain within themselves particular intentions, 
whether they are intended to be significant or not is ascertained by means 
of the potencies of the words; and the upshot comes to be that that which 
is taken up by the Injunctive potency is what is ‘intended ' ; while that 
which is abandoned by it, is to be explained as ‘ not intended’ to be signifi- 
cant. 

In this manner, it is quite possible to attribute, on the strength of the 
potency of the Injunctive, the said “ Intention" and “ Non-intention” to 
the soul of the Cabda-Brahma, which pervades all the Vedas; and there 
is nothing incongruous in speaking of “ Intention ” and “ Non-intention ", 
even in the direct sense of these words, with reference to the Veda, which 
is beginningless and endless. 

Thus then, the question comes to be whether the Veda really intended 
the sinyleness of the vessel, or not; and in course of the present Adhika- 
rana, our Author will come to a definite conclusion, by a course of well- 
connected reasoning. 

And on this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“That action which is mentioned as connected with singleness, and 
“that Injunction of the substance which is also mentioned along with 
“ singleness, should always be performed and understood (respectively) 
“as pertaining to one thing only. 

“In all cases, the Veda consisting of Injunctions and Prohibitions, 
“ whatever we come across in the course of the Veda should always be 
“taken as connected with an Injunction or a Prohibition ; and we should 
"always try our very best to construe every such thing in such a manner 
“as to make it connected with an Injunction or a Prohibition. 

" Aud for doing this, there are two ways: (1) even though the 
“ object in question be the qualification of a substance,—yet, just as in the 
“cease of the Injunction of a Bhavand qualified by a certain substance, etc., 
“the Injunction is taken as indirectly pertaining to the qualifying sub- 
"stance also, as otherwise the qualified Bhavana could not be enjoined,—-so, 
' in the same manner, in the case in question also, inasmuch as the In- 
“ junction of the washing qualified by the V essel, which is qualified by single- 
* ness, could not be otherwise explained, we cannot but admit, on the 
‘strength of Apparent Inconsistency, the singleness also to be an object 
‘of Injunction; similarly too, in a case where we have a series of qualifi- 
“cations, there is a cognition of the Injunction of every one of these, based 
* upon the fact of each of them being connected with that which precedes 
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“it; and it is only when the accessories are not related to one another 
* that the Injunction of any one of them does not involve that of another, 
* —as we have shown above. (2) When, on the other hand, the Injunc- 
“tion does not extend up to the qualification of the substance, then, in 
“that case, everything spoken of in the sentence would have to be admit- 
‘ted, on the strength of a single Apparent Inconsistency, to be the object 
“of Injunction; and hence, just as the ‘ Dagdpavitra’ (Cloth), the 
‘t Singleness’, the ‘ Vessel’ and the ‘ Washing’ are the qualifications of the 
* Bhavana, so would the ‘singleness of the Vessel’ also be. 

* Objection: ‘It is by the Direct Denotation of the same word 
“ (graham) that the singleness in question is pointed out to be the qualifi- 
“cation of the Vessel; and as such it is scarcely right to reject it in 
“favour of the view that it is a qualification of the Bhavana, which can 
“only be pointed out by means of Syntactical Connection.’ 

" Reply: This argument does not quite affect our position: (1) 
* Because there is no actual difference between the indication of the Word 
“and that of Syntactical Connection, the singleness may be taken as quali- 
“fying the Bhavana, without being totally separated from the Vessel. (2) 
‘Because as the two treat of two wholly distinct subjects, there can be no 
“ contradiction of the one by the other. That is to say, if, in both cases, 
“the relationship were either that of Tādarthya (useful accessory) alone, 
“or that of that particular form of the Qualifying Relationship which 
“ appears in the form of the Container and the Contained, then the two 
“could be taken as dealing with the same subject. As a matter of fact, 
“ however, we do not find any one of these relations to be present in both 
* (the Vessel and the Bhavana) ; because to the former, the singleness is relat- 
“ed by the Qualifying Relationship of the Container and the Contained ; while 
“to the Bhavana it is related as its accessory ; consequently the Syntactical 
“ Connection may be taken as implying that ‘one should accomplish the 
‘Bhavana of the Washing by means of the singleness contained in the 
“ Vessel’ ; and on the other hand, if the Relationship of the singleness with 
“the Bhavana be that of Tadarthya, then, in that case, its relationship with 
“the Vessel being one of Qualification, would appear subsequently in accord- 
“ance with the law laid down in the foregoing Adhikarana ; and it is this 
“that is pointed out by the Word (graham). (3) When it is ascertained 
"that the Vessel is incapable of affording refuge to the singleness, then, in 
“that case, there would be nothing to prevent this latter from going over 
“to the Bhavana, even though it be only on the strength of a Syntactical 
“ Connection; the Vessel itself impels it towards the Bhavana, with the 
“ view that, being related to the Bhavana, the singleness would be taken 
“up by the Injunction, and thereby becoming limited in its scope, would 
" qualify the Vessel also; otherwise being abandoned by the Vessel, it 
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“would be wholly neglected by the Injunction, and as such, could not 
“ belong either to the Vessel or to the Bhavana. (4) Or, even granting that 
“the singleness belongs to the Vessel; it becomes necessary to show in 
“what manner it belongs to it. Thus then, if the Vessel, alone by itself, 
‘were to enter into the Bhavana, then, inasmuch as the singleness would 
' be appearing after this entrance, it would not be taken up by the Bha- 
‘‘yana, and as such could not belong to this latter; and it would be 
“ restricted to the form of the Vessel only; consequently, it is only when 
* the Vessel moves along with, or is co-extensive with, the singleness, that 
“it attains its true character,—just as in the case of the qualification of 
Redness mentioned by a distinct word (as shown in the foregoing Adhi - 
“ karana). And the reason for this is that the Injunction as a whole 
“always appears in a qualified form; and as the Qualified could not serve 
“ the function of qualifying until it had its own qualification duly defined, 
“it is always along with its own qualitication that the Qualified Injunc- 
“ tion enters into its function. 

“ Thus then, in the case in question, the Bhavand, taking up the distinctly 
* mentioned vessel as qualified by singleness, does not take up the qualified 
“ Vessel without taking up, along with it, the qualifying singleness also. And 
“when the singleness would thus enter into the Bhavana, it would be taken 
“up by the Injunction also; and then there being a mutual restriction 
“ between the Substance and the Property, it comes to belong to the Vessel. 

“(5) Or again, the objector has based his argument upon the 
“superior authority of Direct Assertion, on the strength of which 
“he has declared the singleness to be related to the Substance (Vessel). 
"But as a matter of fact, the case is quite the contrary. Because 
"the Substance (Vessel), mentioned by the basic noun ‘graha’, would 
“be the nearest to the singleness mentioned by a part of the same 
“word; but we find that this singleness is very much more nearly related 
“to the particular Agency that is signified by the same case-ending (the 
“ Accusative) as itself, and as such it is much sooner recognized as qualify- 
“ing this Agency. And we have already shown that the Agency, 
“ expressed by the case-ending, is a constituent part of the Bhavana, which 
‘is made up of various factors, appearing one after the other. And then, 
inasmuch as the Agency is found to be signified by the affix, it would be 
“eognized as the principal factor; and it is a general rule that every- 
“thing (i.e. all qualifications) appertain to the principal factor; and 
“ hence both the Singleness and the Vessel become Agencies, and as such 
“are thrown into the Bhavand, by means of the direct action of the 
“‘case-ending ; and as such come to be the objects of Injunction; and this 
"is due to the fact of the Injunction being a qualified one; as will be 
* explained later on, under the Sutra IV—i— 15. 
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“Thus then, just as that which is mentioned as to be done by means 
“of the Cloth is not done by anything else,—as instead of the mentioned 
“ washing the threshing is not performed,—as instead of the washing of the 
* vessel one does not perform the washing of something else,—so, in the 
“same manner, that which is mentioned as to be done to a single vessel, 
«could not be done to many. All these conclusions are dependent upon 
“ one another, in accordance with the law of the foregoing Adhzkarana. 

“For these reasons, it must be admitted that the number of the 
“ uddegya also is to be taken as intended to be significant, jn like that 
“of the enjoined vidhéya. 

“The Bhashya lays stress upon due significance being ae to the 
“ masculinity of the object (animal) also; but this is only by the way, and 
“not with a view to show that the indie of the gender also is amen- 
“able to the reasonings of the present Adhikarana ; as that would mean a 
** mere repetition of what is dealt with under the Sutras V I—i—6 et seq." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sitra (14): All Individuals are indicated, because the generic 
character belongs equally to all. 


It is a well-established fact that whenever an action is laid down, in 
a subordinate form, with reference to a number of individuals, all of which 
are indicated by the generic Class, etc., that Action pertains to every one of 
them, ` | 
For instance, in T case in question, we at once recognize the ""— to be 
the principal factor,—because it is spoken of in the Accusative case (vide 
Sitra 1I—1—10), and also because it is the useful factor,—and the wash- 
ing to be the subordinate factor. Then, inasmuch as the class “ vessel" 
(which is denoted by the word ‘ graha’) is, by itself, incapable of being 
washed, it is the individual vessels that are indicated as the objects to be 
purified by the washiug; but since the individual vessels are not capable 
of being denoted by the word ‘ graha, we accept the class “vessel” as in- 
dicative of them. Consequently, the meaning of the Injunctive sentence 
in question comes to be that the action to be performed with the vessels would 
be perfect only by the previous washing of the vessels ; and if any vessel should 
be left unwashed, the action performed with it would remain imperfect ; 
hence it is necessary that all the vessels should be washed. 

If, however, the vessel were laid down as subsidiary to the washing,— 
just as the animal is to the sacrifice,—then the necessary action of washing 
having been accomplished by the washing of a single vessel, no other vessel 
would be required to be washed ; for in that case the non-washing of the 
other vessels would not cause any imperfection in the action in question ; 
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as the requirements of the Injunction will have been fulfilled (by the wash- 
ing of a single vessel). When, on the other hand, the vessel is the principal 
factor, inasmuch as the Injunction would apply to each of the principal 
factors, if a single vessel were left unpurified (by washing), there would be 
an infringement of the particular Injunction in connection with that. 
Even if there were no distinct Injunction for each of the vessels, and each 
of them were to be washed only in accordance with the spirit of the single 
Injunction,—then, too, the non-washing of a vessel would be contrary 
to that spirit. If without this rejection, one were to omit the washing of 
certain vessels,'then that would be a great sin, consequent upon the neg- 
lect of that which is enjoined. 

For these reasons, we must conclude that the word ‘ graham’ indi- 
cates all the vessels; because all of them are equally related to the generic 
class ‘ vessel,’ and because all are equally connected with the context. 

Not perceiving any ground for taking the Singular number (in 
‘ graham’) to be non-significant, the objector (in the Bha@shya) comes 
forward with the argument that—“ we find the Singular number actually 
mentioned.” 

The reply to this is that all that may happen to be mentioned is not 
necessarily something to be performed (or brought into action); be- 
cause in the matter of actual performance, it is necessary to find out an 
Injunction, or the Mention of Uses,—either directly mentioned or indirect- 
ly implied. Because that which is enjoined, or has its uses mentioned, 
is accepted as to be brought into action, even if it be not actually ex- 
pressed in so many words; while even if something is actually so ex- 
pressed, if it happens to be abandoned by them (i.e., by the Injunction and 
the Mention of Uses), it is not taken up for performance. Thus then, in 
the case of a sentence, there being many things expressed by the several 
words and the affixes, etc., it becomes necessary to find out which of these 
are taken up by the Injunction and which have their uses and applications 
mentioned, Specially as by manipulating the construction of the sentence 
in different ways, every one of the things may be made to appear as en- 
joined or mentioned as useful,—it becomes necessary to find which are 
actually enjoined and which not. As a matter of fact, the expounders of 
Mimamsa, when discussing the meanings of sentences, very often throw dust 
into people's eyes, by a skilful manipulation of the syntactical construction. 

Thus then, in the case in question, what we have to consider is what 
is actually enjoined by the word ‘ Sammarshti,’ which has the form of 
the Present Tense, but really is in the Lé form, which is laid down as 
having the sense of the Injunctive. 

It is not possible for the Bhavana alone, by itself, to be enjoined ; 
because it is not possible for it to be brought into action, by itself alone. 
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Then there arises the question as to whether the Bhavana that is enjoined 
is qualified by the denotation of the Verbal Root, the washing, only, which 
is well known in the world as something to be performed,—or by the 
substance Vessel,—or by the singleness of the vessel. 

As for the word * Dacàpavitrena, ’ it is equally significant in all cases ; 
and serving the same purpose in all cases, it is not necessary to consider. 
its various significations, as is done with the other words. 

With reference to the word ‘ graham’ and the rest, however, it becomes 
necessary to consider what is actually enjoined. And in this connec- 
tion, we are faced by the following alternatives :—Firstly: as regards the 
“washing” and the “ Vessel, "—do these qualify the Bhavand, alterna- 
tively or conjointly ? or is it their relationship or their aggregation that 
qualifies it? or is it that one of these two while qualifying the other, 
qualifies the Bhavana also, and through that, comes to be enjoined ? 
Secondly, as regards the “ washing" and the “ Singleness,” also we have 
the same eight-fold questions to consider. Thirdly, as regardsthe “‘graha- 
iva" and the “ Hkatva” also, we have the same questions. That is to 
say among the three—the ‘ washing, the ‘ Vessel’ and the ‘ Singleness, — 
we can take any two of which one would qualify the other, and then 
proceed to consider the question of the relation of these with the third. 

Along with these questions, there arises the further question, as to 
whether these (the Vessel, the Singleness and the Bhavana) form the Object 
of Injunction (i.e. Predicate) or of mere Assertion (i.e. the Subject), with 
reference to the “washing”; and that too whether singly or conjointly. 

When the Action is the principal factor, then, there is a conjunction 
of the Substance and the Number; and hence all the requirements are ful- 
filled by a single performance of that Action. When, on the other hand, 
the Action is laid down as with reference to the Vesseland Singleness (and 
thereby becomes the subordinate factor), then, in that case, the Action 
and the Injunctive sentence, are taken as complete in each of the Vessels. 

But here also, we are faced by the following questions: Is the 
washing enjoined’ for the Vessel only, or for the Singleness only, or for 
both of them alternately, or for both conjointly, or for their relationship 
and aggregation, or for the Vessel as qualified by the Singleness, or for 
the Number (one) as qualified by the Vessel? Or, with reference to the 
action of washing, is it the Vessel that is enjoined, or the Singleness, or 
both alternately, or both conjointly, or the relationship and the aggre- 
gation of these, or the Vessel as qualified by Singleness, or the Number 
as qualified by the Vessel ? 

A manipulation of the construction of the sentence in question having 
given rise to so many doubts and questions, the opponent is led to believe 
that, inasmuch as the number forms the predicate of the sentence, it is 
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this that is enjoined; and hence he takes pains to bring forward all the 
reasons that he finds capable of favouring the view that the Number is 
predicated in regard to the Vessel, and is enjoined with reference to the 
washing; and he concludes that just as Time and Place, though really the 
subjects, are often taken as objects of Injunction, through the Action,—so, 
also would the ‘ Vessel’ and the ‘ Singleness’ be. 

On the other hand, all the syntactical constructions that he would 
attribute to the sentence, with a view to make the singleness an object of 
Injunction, will be rejected by the Siddhanti as involving a syntactical 
split. 

As a matter of fact, also, the Vessel can never be the predicate of the 
sentence in question; and it becomes all the more impossible for the 
‘ singleness’ to be so; because it is subservient to the Vessel. Thus then, 
the sentence being taken as enjoining the washing for the Vessel, its 
Injunctive potency is wholly spent upon that, and as such, it could not 
enjoin the singleness. Nor could the sentence be taken as enjoining 
singleness for the Vessel, because there is no repetition of the Injunctive 
word and the word ‘Graham’; as it would be necessary, in that case, to have 
two Injunctive words aud two ‘grahas.’ And in case the relationship of 
the Vessel and Singleness were positively enjoined,—if it were found 
desirable to have an Injunction of something over and above the connec- 
tion of the Vessel and the washing,—then, also, it would be necessary, for 
the sake of the accomplishment of the two relationships (of the Vessel) 
to havea repetition of the word ‘ graham’; and in this case also, the Injunc- 
tive word would have to be repeated ; as a single Injunctive cannot enjoin 
two relationships. 

For, if the Injunctive affix were to enjoin two relationships, either 
simultaneously, or one after the other, how could it do so, unless it were 
pronounced twice? so also if the ‘ Vessel’ were to attain the relationship 
of the Singleness and the washing, it could not do so without its being 
repeated twice. Then again, the first utterance of the Injunctive having 
its potency wholly spent up in the enjoining of the washing for the Vessel, 
it would be absolutely necessary to utter it over again, for the enjoining 
of the Stngleness of that Vessel. And this second utterance could not but 
be something wholly outside the Vedic Text; and thus originating from 
à human speaker, it could not have any authoritative character. 

Thus then, however much we may rack our brains over the various 
constructions of the sentence in question, we cannot find any proper way 
whereby we could have an injunction of Singleness; and as such this latter 
cannot be taken as something to be brought into action. If in any way 
we could have an Injunction of this Singleness, it would be like the Vessel, 
etc. ; and how could anyone neglect it, during the performance ? 
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But this would be possible, only if the Action were the principal 
factor. Asin that case, on the strength of the fact of the Injunction being 
that of the qualified Vessel, we could have an indirectly implied Injunc- 
tion of the qualifying Singleness also. Consequently, if the opponent can 
establish the fact of the Action being the principal factor, then, through 
that, he could establish the fact of all things mentioned in the sentence 
being intended to be duly significant. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the mere fact of something being 
mentioned in a sentence is not sufficient reason for taking it as enjoined ; 
and hence the qualification in question—‘ Singleness '—is not similar in 
character to such other qualifications as ‘white’ and the like, 

Further, we ask :— Would this ‘singleness’ be a qualification of the 
Substance (Vessel) or of the Action (washing), on account of which fact 
it could be absorbed by the Vessel, the washing, and the Bhavana? 

First of all, we proceed to show that it could not be a qualification of 
the Substance. As a matter of fact, it could be its qualification, either as 
forming an integral part of the Substance, or as serving to preclude, from 
it, all other Numbers. The former is quite compatible with the fact of the 
washing being performed with regard to all the Vessels; for if one washes 
many vessels, he certainly washes one; and in that case, the washing of all 
the Vessels being known, by reason of the generic character of the ** Vessel" 
belonging to all of them, as to be performed,—and not being found to be 
prohibited by (i.e. incompatible with) the singular number (in 
* graham’),—what reason can one have for leaving off the washing of the 
second and the following Vessels ? 

The following argument might here be brought forward by the oppo- 
nent: “The basic noun ‘graha’ itself being sufficient to denote the fact 
“of one and all of the vessels being washed, the affixed singular ending 
“could not be taken as a subsidiary Arthavada; and as such it would be 
* taken as serving the purposes of preclusion (of the washing of more than 
“ one Vessel).” 

Reply: It is not so; itis only in a case where a general proposition 
having been laid'down, it is repeated again with a certain specification, 
that we admit of Preclusion; in the case in question, however, we do not 
find any repetition; because a repetition would be possible only if there 
were many sentences; while what you have asserted is that the same 
sentence serves both to enjoin and to preclude; and certainly that is ex- 
tremely incongruous. In fact, what you have asserted is that the two 
opposite funetions are served, not by the same sentence, but by the same 
word (‘graham’); and this certainly shows an insight transcending all 
possibilities! That is to say, you have declared that the basic noun in that 
word enjoins the connection of the washing of all Vessels, and the case-end- 
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ing in it precludes that connection; this is what passes our understand- 
ing! Then again, just as when a sentence is found to serve the purposes of 
enjoining and precluding, it is construed in two different ways,—so would 
the word also have to be construed in two different ways! It is really 
strange how you can make such a self-contradictory assertion that at one 
and the same time, the same word serves to enjoin as well as to preclude. 

Then again, Preclusion (Parisankhyà) is possible only when there is a 
likelihood of the universal application of a certain thing being counte- 
nanced by an assumed text, while its particular application is directly men- 
tioned in a vedic text; because in such a case the Preclusive Injunction is 
free from all objections. Specially in this case, as the text supporting the 
universality has got to be assumed, while that supporting the particular 
application is already existent,— the Preclusion is accepted in view of the 
desirable result that it is found to accomplish. 

In the case in question, however, your Preclusive Injunction serves to 
reject the cognition of the washing, as applying to all V essels,—this cogni- 
tion being brought about by the basic noun which forms part of the same 
sentence and word as the case-ending, which, though depending for its 
existence on that basic noun, is yet held to bring about the said Preclusion ! 
And such a preclusive Injunction is open to all the three faults (that of 
rejecting the enjoined, renouncing of its own meaning, and acceptance of 
another meaning). 


On the occasion of showing a case of faultless Preclusive Injunction, 
the Bhüshya has declared, (in connection with the sentence ‘imama- 
grbhnan...ityacvabhidhanimadatté’) that the desirable interpretation is 
that the latter clause of the sentence ('?tyagvabhidhanimüdatte ') enjoins 
the ‘ Horse's reins’, and not the ‘ Holding’; and the reason that he gives 
is that the mantra in question (‘imagrbhnan’) is already known (from 
the words of the manira itself) as to be employed in Holding, (and the 
only thing that remains doubtful is the object to be held, and this is 
mentioned in the latter clause). 

But this is scarcely right ; because, as a matter of fact, the Injunction 
is quite possible from the verb *adattée'; while as for the connection 
between the Holding and the ' Horse's reins’, there is no Injunction ; 
because the word ‘ agrbhaan ' in the mantra is capable of indicating the Man- 
tra to be as applicable to the * Horse's reins’ as to the ‘ Ass’s reins’; because 
of the word 'ragana' (string, which is equally applicable to the reins of 
both). Nor is the ‘horse’s rein’ any further remote from the ‘ ragana’ 
than the ‘ass’s reins’; because the word 'racana' being equally appli- 
eable to both, both would be expressed and cognized at one and the same 
time. Then again, in any Injunctive sentence, there is always a difference 
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between Direct Assertion and Implication by Syntactical Connection; be- 
cause there is a distinct difference in the degree of the relationship of that 
which is expressed by the verbal root, and that of that which is expressed 
by a noun. That is to say, the noun can have no connection in the sentence 
unless there are three words (e.g. ‘iti’, ‘agvabhidhanim’ and *adatté"), 
while, that of the verbal root is accomplished by means of two words only 
(‘ite’ and ‘adatié’). Then again, the Injunctive affix in question also does 
not so well and quickly lay down the application of the Mantra to the de- 
notation of the noun (‘ agvabhidhani’, the Horse’s reins)—which is not 
mentioned by the same word as that in which the affix appears,—as it does 
that to the denotation of the verbal root (the Holding) which appears in the 
same word (‘dadatté’) ; and the Mantra also becomes connected with the Reins 
more quickly by means of the Direct Assertion (in ‘ ztyagvabhidhanima- 
datté’), than it could do by that of the indicative power of the word 
‘agrbhnan’ inthe Mantra. Nor does the Mantra stand in need of any other 
ground for being applicable to the Horse’s Reins ; because the generic word 
‘ragana,’ (in the mantra) serves to point out that application just as well as 
any specification of it. Then again, in all cases, it is necessary to have 
recourse to indirect Indication, at least for the indication of the fact of the 
Reins, etc., leading to certain Apürvas; and hence inasmuch as the mention 
of the *Horse's Reins' would be got at by the Indication (of the word 
‘ragana@’), another direct Injunction of the same (in the sentence ‘ ztyacua, 
ec.) would be wholly useless. As the word ‘ Horse’s-Reins’ would take 
exactly the same time in indicating (its Injunction), as the word ‘ ragana@ ’ 
would in indicating the Horse’s Reins. 

For these reasons, we cannot take the clause ‘ ityddatté’ as merely 
referring to the application of the Mantra which is pointed out by its own 
words; nor can we take the latter sentence to be injunctive of the Horse’s 
keins; as what the sentence does is to enjoin the Bhavana which is 
simultaneously qualified by all the three—the Horse’s Reins, the Mantra 
and the Holding denoted by the verbal root. 

Then again, in no way does the form of the Mantra itself point to its 
connection with the Holding; because the Mantra does not enjoin any such 
connection, without bringing about the assumption of a vedic text to the 
effect ; but long before the form and the context of the Mantra bring about 
the assumption of the necessary vedic text, the required Injunction (of the 
connection of the Mantra) is accomplished by means of the — exist- 
ing text (‘ztyagvd, etc). —— | 

Consequently, the latter sentence must be taken 'as enjoining the 
connection of the Mantra, which has not been laid down before. It is 
spoken of as a ‘ Preclusive Injunction’ simply because it is found to lead 
to the separation of the Mantra from the Holding of the Ass's Reins,—and 
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not because of a repetition of the specification. When we proceed to seek 
for the special purpose served by this Injunction, we find that it does not 
serve any other purpose than the preclusion of the Muntra from the As;'s 
Reins. But this pveclusion of something else does not form the meaning 
of the sentence, like a specialization; because the preclusion of the Ass is 
accomplished by the very fact of its not huving any connection with the 
Mantra; aud it is only that which is likely to c me in that is precluded by 
means of a sentence. Specially as we find that the Muntra can not pertain 
to the Reins of the Ass until it has brought nbout the assumption of a 
vedic text to that effect ; and hence it cannot be held that the Repetition, 
in the latter sentence, of the * Horse's Reins’, is to be taken as precluding 
that Mantra from being applied to the Reins of the Ass; because the men- 
tion of the “ Horse's R»ins " could be called a ** Repetition” only if it had 
been laid down before bv the quicker action of another text; and the pre- 
vious mention of the “ Reins of the Ass" cannot make the subsequent 
mention of the “ Horse's Reins” a repetition. Because the application of 
the Muntra is found to have been previously laid down by the quicker 
operation of the Direct mention of the ** Horse”; and thus the Veda, as 
well as the subject in question, having all its requirements fulfillel, there 
ean be no assumption of another text, on the sole authority either of the 
indicative power (of the words of the Mantra) or of the Context. And 
when no such text is assumed, there is no application of the Muntra to the 
Reins of the Ass, It is on this that we have the well-known proverb— 
‘How can the Ass overtake that which has been taken away by the 
Horse ?’ 

We can, however, enquire from the Direct Assertion (of the Horse) 
what special purpose it serves; and on this p'int, we could adress her in 
the following manner: ‘Is it by sheer force that yon have obstructed the 
assumption of the indicated text? When the Mantra could b» applied to the 
Horse's Reins, even by means of the assumed text, why should you have 
beenin a hurry to enjoin it? It is quite true that no texts could be 
assumed for that which you enjoin; but what do you gain by obstructing 
that assumption ?' 

(And we hive the following reply:) If the assumed text could lay 
down the applicability of the Mantra to the Horse’s Reins only, in the same 
manner as is done by the Dire +t [njunction,—then alone could this litter 
be useless. As a matter of fact, however, the text assumed on the strength 
of the words of the M intra would indicate the »pplicibility of the Mantra 
to the Rsius of the Horse a3 also to thatof the Ass; and hence it is for the 
purpose of averting this dual application that the Direct Injunction 
hastens to mention the ** Horse's lieins." And we have this latter [njunc- 
tion, because the assumed text could not point out the application of the 
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Mantra to the Reins of the Horse only, as is done by the Direct Injunction. 
Thus then, not being a mere repetition, this Injunction comes to be recoge 
nized as serving a useful purpose; and inasmuch as all requirements are 
fultilled by it, the Mantra cannot bring about the assumption of any other 
text. 

If the Injunction in aims had only repeated the fact of the pre- 
viously mentioned applicability of the Mantra,—then, in that case, the 
Preclusion would be open to all the three objections. "When, however, the 
text being restricted, there is nothing to lay down the common appliea- 
bility (of the Muntra to the Reins of the Horse, as also to that of the Ass), 
then the Preclusion is totally free from the three objections. This is 
what we have already explained under the Sūtra I—ii—42 ; and it is only 
in the way explained there that - mns can be shown to be free 
from all objections. | il a | 

For these reasons, we conclude that we should not — any 
importance to the expression in question that the Author of the — 
has RE used. 


Nor is it — for the sentence in question to be an Injunction of 
the connection of ‘singleness’; because its injunctive potency is wholly 
taken up by the injunction of the connection between the ‘ washing’ and 
the * Vessel.’ Just as in the case of the sentence (‘ Protect this food from 
animals—the dog, and the cat’), which enjoins the protecting of the food, 
even though the particular animals ‘dog’ and ‘cat’ are mentioned, yet 
they are not accepted as in any way restricting the Injunction ;—and 
the reason for this is that in this sentence the ‘dog’ and the ‘cat’ 
are not mentioned as the objects to be protected (i.e. objects of the 
enjoined protection) from the eating of the food; and consequently (inas- 
much as the protection of the food is what is enjoined), the man directed 
protects it from other animals also—such as the crow and the like—which 
too are as much spoilers of the food as the dog and the cat. In this 
connection we have the fullowing saying: ‘Even a child, when told to 
protect the food from crows, does not omit to protect it from the dog and 
other: animals, because he has that the "- factor t in — — was 
the protection.’ | edd ; — 

Though the above qunm of the « — of ihe food' et "T 
cited by the Bhashya, yet it does not quite fit in with the case in question. 
Because iu the sentence cited what is not intended to be significant is the 
‘crow,’ which is a definite object expressed by a word in the sentence; 
whereas in tlie case in question, what is held to be non-significant is only. 
the number (singleness) of the vessel (and this number is expréssed by the - 
case-ending); and that makes a great difference — the two 
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sentences. This sentence would be fitly cited in connection with the 
next Adhikarana, where it is considered if the ‘ washing’ is applicable 
to the Ladle, ete., also, just like the washing of the altar. As for an 
example like the one cited, there is one in the Veda itself, in connection 
with the ‘Animal’ sacrifice, where we read ‘ Yad? caturavatti yagumanah 
gancávattaiva vap kāryā, where the object of the Injunction is that ‘ that 
which is cut into pieces is to be five in number,’ and hence the mention 
of the ‘vapa’ is not intended to be significant ; as otherwise there wonld 
be a syntactical split. All this we shall explain under: Adh. X; and 
it would have been fitting to cite, in that connection, the sentence that 
the Bhashya has cited here. In the case in question, on the other hand, 
it should have cited some such sentence of ordinary parlance, in which the 
Number alone is intended to be non-significant; for instance, the sentence 
‘Vershaluth na pravéshtavyam, where the Plural in ‘Vrshalath’ is not 
intended to be significant, because the sentence is taken as prohibitive of 
the entry of the vrshala, singly, as well as collectively in large numbers. - 

Objection : “ The word * sammürshti" mm be taken as — the 
' connection of the Vessel and the Sinyleness.” 

Reply: This could not be; as that would be "— to cum 
is directly mentioned (by means of the same word). Specially as a 
single Injunctive word is not capable of laying down the Bhavana of the 
washing, as well as the connection of the Vessel and the Singleness ; and thus 
there being a contradiction between these two objects of the Injunction, 
it is the former that is accepted as its object, on the strength of its proxi- 
mity to the Injunctive affix being closest; and hence there being no other 
Injunction, there can be no comprehension of Singleness, - 

It has been argued above that in the case of a qualified — 
the qualifieation of the qualification also forms an object of Injunction. 

But that is not possible; because if the Vessel itself does not present 
the Singleness to the Action, which is qualified by the Vessel purely by 
itself, —then the Action cannot be said to be qualified by the pate n 
(vessel). 

That is to say, if the vessel throws itself as qualified by — 
into the Bhāvanā, then, iu that case, it would be necessary to throw in 
the qualifying singleness beforehand ; as otherwise the Bhavana could not 
be qualified by that qualification ; and in this case, the Bhavana also, taking 
in the Vessel as qualified by Singleness, could not take in the Vessel thus quali- 
fied, unless it took in also the qualifying Singleness. For instance, as the 
word denotes a substance as qualified by a certain genus or class, it does 
not apply to the substance, until it has denoted the qualifying Class; and 
hence in that case it would be absolutely necessary to accept the sinyleness 
to be a qualification of the Bhavana, Asa matter of fact, this also we shall 
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refute below. And in a case where a substance itself is the qualification 
of the Bhavan), as in the case in question, the Bhavana too is connected 
with the Vessel only, and not with its Number; and the Number also is 
related to the Vessel only, and not to the Bhavana. And thus the qualified 
Injunction, haviug its end in the pointing out of the qualifieation of the 
Bhavana, does not imply anything else; specially as Singleness does not 
necessarily qualify the Vessel, at the time that it is actually qualifying 
the Bhavana ; because the Bhavana does not take up the Vessel as qualified 
by Singleness: as it does not notice the Number, which is hidden under 
the form of the vessel itself. Nor can the Singleness be taken as qualify- 
ing the Vessel qualified by the Bhavana ; because that would be tantamount 
to taking it as qualifying the Bhavana itself (which we shall refute 
below). As a matter of fact too, the Bhavana cannot qualify the qualified 
Vessel. Consequently there can be no implication (by the lujunetion) of 
a qualification of the substance (Vessel): because no such qualification is 
wauted by the principal Injunction in question. 

Then again, if it be insisted upon that there is an Injunction of the 
qualification, such injunction could not be possible without a repetition of 
the Injunctive affix; and that would involve a syntactical split. Even if 
we admit of this split, at the time of the actual wushing, no attention 
could be paid to the Singleness; as what the Injunction lays down is the 
connection of the Singleness with the Vessel independently by itself; 
specially as it is not possible for an action, that is still in the position of 
being enjoined, to qualify a substance related to a qualification,—as we 
have already explained in the foregoing Adhikarana. 

For these reasons, the ‘Singleness’ cannot be comprehended as a 
qualification of the substance (‘ Vessel ’). 

If it be urged that the ‘Singleness’ is laid down as qualifying the 
Bhavana of the ‘ washing, —then, we reply, that it could not be its quali- 
fication, either as a subordinate factor (in the shape of the means of 
accomplishing the washing), or as a predominant one (in the shape of some- 
thing to be purified by the washing). 

In the first place the ‘ Sinyleness’ could not be the — factor ; 
because being incorporeal (or immaterial) it is not possible for it to be 
purified. Nor can it be said to be purified by the purification of the 
substance (* Vessel’); because it is something wholly different from it; 
and because the purification that is laid down for the Vessel is not through 
this Singleness; as it being laid down for the vessel independently by 
itself, it would be wholly useless to lay it down again; specially as, even 
at the time of the actual performance of the purificatory Rinsing, this 
latter is recognized as pertaining to the Vessel directly, and not as due to 
the Singleness. 
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In the same manner it can be shown that ' Singleness’ could not be 
laid down as the subordinate factor. 

Question : “ How is it that it has not the subordinate character ? " 

Answer: A quality is accepted to be subsidiary, only when it is found 
to qualify a subsidiary substance; in the case in question, however, the 
‘Vessel’ is not held to be subsidiary to the ‘washing,’ which does not 
bring about any visible results; and as such the quality, * Singleness', of 
the Vessel, which is not a subsidiary, could not have the subordinate or 
subsidiary character. 

Objection: “ Even when the Vusset is the principal factor, it is found to 
“accomplish the washing. That is to say, in the first place, the capability 
“of accomplishing the washing belongs to the Vessel; and hence it would 
“be through this, that the Singleness would aid in the washing; and even 
“though the Vessel is the principal factor, yet it would become the 
“ Property of a Subsidiary Substance, by becoming qualified by a property 
* ( Singleness) that is subordinate to the Action. It is not necessary that 
"an Accessory should always rest upon an Accessory ; all that is neces- 
“sary is that it should rest upon something that he/ps the Action, and 
“thereby helps in its fulfilment; as we shall prove later on to be the 
“universal rule. And as to whether a certain thing is an Accessory 
' or not, this would be ascertained by Direct Assertion, Indirect Implica- 
* tion, ete.” 

In reply to this, the Scddhanti declares that even though it be possible 
for tlie thing in question (‘Singleness’) to be subordinate to (for the sake 
of) more than one thing (i.e. to the washing, as also to the Vessel), yet, in- 
asmuch as the Injunctive word is not capable of enjoining any such thing, 
that would be either very remote (from the Injunction), or not a sub- 
sidiary ; and as such it could not but be rejected. 

Objection: “'The above arguments are not enough to prove that 
“t Singleness’ is not intended to be significant. Because it would be 
“truly non-significant, if it were a qualification of the Substance. But it 
"has not been shown that it cannot be related to the washing, either in " 
“the subordinate or in the principal position. 

“It has been argued above that inasmuch as the Singleness is 
" 1neorporeal, it could not be purified. But that would be the case with the 
" denotation of the basic noun ‘graha’ also, which is the class ‘grahatva,’ 
“and which, as a class, is incorporeal, and as such incapable of being 
"purified. If it be held that there could be a purification of the Class, 
“through the constituent Individual, then, that could be said of the 
" Number (‘one’) also. If the purification done to the Individual be held 
"to have been done to the Class, then the same would be the case with 
"'Singleness' also; as ‘Singleness’ serves to indicate the Individual 
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“just as well as the Class does. If, again, the Class be held to be 
“corporeal, and non-different from the Individual, and as such directly 
“capable of the pasifiki, —then, also, the same may. be said with 
“ regard to * Singleness ’ also. 

“Tt has been argued above that what is done to ba Substance 
“ cannot be taken as done to the Number. But this argument applies, in 
* your case also, to the Class as well. If you meet the argument by 
‘declaring the word to denote the Individual, then that would be a direct 
“contradiction of the conclusion arrived at under the Akrryadhikarana 
“ (I—iii—3 et seq.). Nor is it possible for us to have any idea of the rela- 
“ tionship of all the individual vessels used at the innumerable performances 
“ of the Jyotishtoma, extending over the past, the present and the future; and 
“ further (if the application of the word rested upon a cognition of all the 
“ Individuals), then the word could not be applied for the first time to 
“the Vessels seen to-day. Consequently it is necessary to admit of a 
“ certain generic character (inhering in all the Individuals). Nosneh gen- 
“ eric character is possible except the Class ‘grahatva’; and being the gen- 
“ eric character, it is the Class that comes, before all, to be denoted by the 
“word. Nor can the word ‘graha’ be taken as denoting a certain shape; 
“because each individual Vessel differs from the other, on account of 
“ there being a diversity in the arrangement of the constituent parts of 
"each of them (and as such, the shapes of all not being identical, they 
“ could not all be spoken of as ‘graha’). Nor is there any other generic 
‘character, save the Class *grahaiva, which inheres in all vessels, and 
“excludes all other things. Consequently it is the Class that must be 
‘taken as denoted by the word. 

“It has been argued above that if the washing were done to the 
“ Vessel, it would be cognized as belonging to it; and as such it could 
"never be known as pertaining to * Singleness’ ; and consequently there 
“ would not be much use in the repetition (of the Injunction). 

“To this argument, we offer the following reply: Even when con- 
“ nected with Singleness, if the Action were of the same extent (as when 
“not connected with it), then alone could it be rejected as useless; as a 
“matter of fact, however, we find that the connection of Singleness makes 
“a great difference in the Action ;—such difference lying in the fact that 
“the Action (of washing) is done to one Vessel only ; otherwise (if it were 
“not connected with Singleness) every one of the Vessels would have had 
" to be washed, Thus then, there being a mutual restriction between the 
" Substance (Vessel) and the Property (Singleness), there is a distinct 
" useful purpose served by the connection of Singleness,—just as by the 
“word ‘arun’ (in the previous Adhikarana); and as such it is quite 
" possible for this Singleness to be an object of purification. ‘hen as for 
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“ the fact of its being an Accessory, it has been spoken of by the author 
“of the Bhāshya himself, to be like the Property of the Pranita. 

“Nor is there much reason for holding that it is only when the 
“ Accessory rests upon an Accessory that it helps the Action, because, as 
* a matter of fact, the Accessories help to accomplish the Action, even if 
“they are inenpable of being directly related with it, when they rest in 
“ something that is related to the Action, and are not connected with any- 
“thing that has no connection with that Action. Inasmuch as the 
“ Accessories performed in that which is wholly unconnected with the 
“ Action would not pertain to (or qualify) that Action ; they always rest 
' upon something that is connected with it. Then, inasmuch as it does 
“not make any difference whether they have the character of the Primary 
*or the Subsidiary, no attention is paid to these characters. Just as the 
“means of accomplishing the Action stands in need of the mention of 
its number, so also does it stand in need of the knowledge of the number 
“of the Primary action that would be helped by it; and it is on this fact 
‘alone that the relationship of the two is based. 

“Then again, when the Action takes to itself that Property which 
“helps its own Accessory, it would certainly take it up when it is found 
"to exist in that which is purified by that Action. As a rule, it is the 
* Primary factor that is helped even by the Property of the Action; and 
"the Property does not become subsidiary to the Action so well, when 
“it rests in the Accessory, as it does when resting in the Primary. It is 
“always in need of something that would help it in bringing about the 
“Primary action ; and it is a great help to it to have the extent of the 
“Primary action (of washing) limited (to one Vessel) only. Then as 
“ for the purificatory rites pertaining to the sacrificer, we shall show (in 
“ Adh. VI) that they also are subsidiary to the sacrifice,—even when 
‘‘ existing apart from their nominative character, which actually forms part 
“of the sacrifice, they fall into his character of the enjoyer of its results, 
“by making him capable of enjoying those results. And as the same rule 
“would apply to the case in question, there can be no incongruity in the 
“ fact of the character of the Accessory belonging to those resting in the 
* Primary Action. 

“ Such being the case, the fact of the Injunctive word being incapable 
*(of enjoining the number), that has been urged by you, would apply 
“equally to the number of those that are predicated, —such, for instance, 
“as in the word ‘pagun4’ (iu the sentence ‘ pacunà kudram yjeta’), 
‘ Because in this case also, we find the sentence laying down the Bhavana 
* qualified by the substance ( Pagu), the Deity (Rudra) and the Sacrifice ; 
* and then, if there were to be another injunction of the connection of the 
"gender and. number, either with the Action or with the Substance, 
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“ there would be a split of the sentence. If the split be avoided by tak- 
“ing the original Injunction to be a — — that —! be 
‘done in the case of washing also. | a 

“ And the only difference in the two cases is that in the case in ques- 
“ tion the * Vessel’ is the uddecya (that with reference to which something 
“is predicated), while the ‘ Pagi’ is an upādēya (that which is predi- 
cated). 

* But this alone does not prove anything; for if the mere fact of 
“there being a difference between the two were sufficient cause for 
“accepting the number in one as significant, and rejecting that in the 
“other as non-siznificant,—then the mere fact of the number being in 
“ the one related to the * Vessel’ and in the other to the * Pag,’ would be 
“ sufficient for establishing their non-significance and significance, 

* And further, in the very sentence in question, though it is the 
“washing that is enjoined (or predicated) with reference to the Vessel, 
“ yet due significance is attached to the washing Cloth and its singleness, 
“ without incurring a syntactical split; and it could be the same in the 
“ case of the Singleness of the Vessel also. If you were to declare that the 
* two cases are not quite similar, because the cloth, etc., are mentioned 
“in a different word from the washing, while the Singleness is mentioned 
“ by the same word as the Vessel,—then, for you, there could be no citing 
*of examples of Singularity ; as there wonld always be some sort of a 
'* difference between any two cases; specially as there are no two cases 
“that are precisely amenable to the same laws and conditions. Then 
“again, when one accepts, as significant, the property that is mentioned 
"by another word,—then, how could he reject, as non-significant, that 
* which is mentioned by the same word ? 

“ For these reasons, the Singleness of the Vessel must be regarded as 
“ significant. 

“ As a matter of fact too, we find that even that with reference to 
“which something is predicated is touched by Injunctions. For, if it 
“ were not so, then, in the case in question, the Injunction would have 
“ been duly carried out, even if the washing were performed apart from the 
“ Vessel. | 

“Tt might be argued that the sentence could not be taken as enjoin- 
“ing the Vessel, because it has already been laid down elsewhere. But 
“that would not be correct; as the Pesse! has never before been laid 
“down in connection with washing. Then, it might be urged that it could 
“not be enjoined, becanse of its having been already laid down in connec- 
“tion with the Jyotishtoma. But in that case, there could not be an 
“ Injunction of the Animal, etc., because these are already found in the 
“ordinary world. Then, as for the animal not having been laid down in 
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“connection with the saerifice,—the same might be said of the Vessel 
* also (which has not been laid down in connection with washing). Then, 
“it might be urged that inasmuch as the washing is not outside the 
'! pale of the Jyotishtomy, the fact of the Vessel having been laid down in 
‘connection with this latter would make it incapable of being enjoined 
"by the sentence in question, But then, inasmuch as the Animal- 
* sacritice is not outside the limits of the world, the fact of the Animal 
“ being found in the world would make it incapable of being enjoined ! 

** Then again, as for the argument that the Vessel cannot be enjoined, 
‘because it is that with reference to which something else (the washing) 
“is laid down,—it is wholly unsound; because Reference ( Anuváda) and 
" Injunction ( Vidhi) ave respectively totally different from that with reference 
“to which something is predicated (Uddécya) and that which is predicated 
" (wpüdeya). Because we find that that which is the Uddégy. (that with 
"reference to which something is laid down)—e.g. space, time, &c.—is 
“often found to be enjoined; while that which is the Upadéya (that 
“which is predicated)—e.g. the killing—is not enjoined (in the sentence 
" t paçunā, &e.’), because it has been laid down elsewhere. 

“Thus then, inasmuch as the sentence in question implies the 
“ Injunction of the qualified washing, the Singleness is as much touched by 
“the Injunction as the Vessel itself; and as for the fact of the former 
“being the subordinate aud the latter the predominant factor,-—that is 
'* due to the fact of the latter serving a useful purpose, which is not done 
“ by the former. 

“Then again, it is scarcely proper that there should be simultaneous 
“Injunction and Non-injunction by the same word; nor would it be 
“correct to take the basic noun ‘graha’ and the Accusative Affix as two 
* distinct words. 

“That is to say, when the single word (‘graham’) is pronounced, it 
" would be highly improper to take it as enjoining the ‘Vessel’ (denoted 
" by the basic noun), and not the ‘ Singleness’ (expressed by the Affix). 
“Nor can the affix be taken as a distinct word ; because it is never used 
“independently by itself, and it always appears at the end of words, and 
“not indiscriminately, sometimes before and sometimes after them (as is 
“the case with words; for instance, we have ‘ghutam ànaya' as well as 
* *ünaya ghatam’ when both ‘dnaya’ and ‘ghatam’ are two distinct words). 
“Nor can it be urged that the Affix is a word, because it expresses, or 
" brings about the cognition of, a certain meaning. Because in that case 
“the smoke would also be a word, inasmuch as it denotes the existence 
"of fire. And then, inasmuch as a single verbal affix is found to denote 
“more than one meaning, we would have to take the same affix as a 
“distinct word, with each meaning denoted. And again, the word ‘word > 
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* is one that is in common use in the world; and as such it cannot be 
‘precluded from that sense in which it is used, and which is pointed out 
* by the grammatical rules relating to it. The latter distinctly lay down 
“that ‘a word is that which ends in declensional or conjugational affixes’: 
* and the word is commonly used in the same sense ; consequently it is the 
“ base and the ending taken together, and not each by itself, that is a 
“ word. i en 

* Even if we admit the fact of the Affix being a word, then too, when 
“you admit the objective character —which is denoted by the Affix—to be 
“ significant, you cannot reasonably reject the significance of the number, 
* which also is denoted by the same affix. 

“ And farther, in all cases of non-signifreance, the word is taken to 
“be as good as not uttered (i.e., not present iu the sentence); and conse- 
'"quently until the uttered (present) word has been assumed to be not- 
‘uttered (absent),—who can set aside its denotation from the meaning 
“ of the sentence in which it occurs? Then again, if you would reject the 
“ signification of the number, you would have to set aside the Accusative 
“ Affix (denoting it); and when this aflix would be set aside, the objective 
“ character would also disappear with it (as there would be nothing to 
“ denote it); and hence the ‘Vessel’ would cease to be cognised as some- 
“ thing to be purified (by the *washing'). Nor could it be held to be the 
“object of purification, on the ground of its serving a useful purpose in 
‘connection with the action; because in the absence of the Affix, there 
“would be nothing that would connect it with the Action, That is to 
“say, the mere basic noun ‘graha, without the Affix, could not be taken 
“as bearing any relationship to the verb ‘Sammdarshti. Consequently 
“it is absolutely necessary to accept the objective character to be duly 
‘significant; and thus due significance being attached to the Affix (for 
“the sake of this objective character), inasmuch as there would be 
“ nothing to justify the rejection of another part of it (which pertains to 
“the singular number), this number too could not but be regarded as 
"significant; and as such there could not be a washing of all the 
“ vessels. 

“ Because if there were a washing of all the vessels, on account of the 
“ singleness not being significant,— then, in that ease, there would be no 
“ washing of any Vessel, because of the non-significance of the objective 
“ character of the Vessel. Because in the same word (‘graham’) as con- 
“ sisting of a basic noun and an affix, it is not right to take one part (the 
“ base) as uttered and the other (the Affix) as not-wttered; because these 
“two are as contradictory as Presence and Absence, and as such could not 
“ belong to the same word. Then again, from among a number of things, 
“ denoted by their respective denotative words, we cannot, at one and the 
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“same time, accept some and reject the rest, because that would be as 
“impossible as cooking only one half of the bird (and leaving the other 
* half uncooked)!” 

To the above arguments, we make the following reply :— 

The purificatory rite (washing) is distinctly recognised as pertaining 
to every one of the Primary faetors (vessels), which latter are not accepted 
to be significant, in their subordinate character; as that would be incom- 
patible with the sense of the Accusative (which always signifies the 
Predominant factor). 

lf the washing were laid down both for the Vessel, and also for the 
Singleness, then, inasmuch as there would be no relationship between these 
latter—because they would both be uddegyas (that with reference to which 
the washing is laid down) (and as such both being predominant factors, 
they could not pertain to the same Bhavana, see Stra III—1—12),— 
the Injunction would be taken as separately complete with each of 
these two; and that would entail a: syntactical split. On the other 
hand, when we have many things predicated (with reference to a single 
thing), the Action in question is cognised as one only, having its end in 
a single Bhavana qualified by all the various qualifications ; and hence the 
syntactical connection remains wholly intact. It is only in this latter 
ease, that all the qualifications being under the sway of a single principal 
Bhavana, they come to restrict one another (as shown in the previous 
Adhikarana). Whereas when these appear as distinct uddegyas (i.e., when 
something is held to be laid down with reference to them), then they are 
not taken up by the Bhavana; and hence, each being capable of taking to it 
the Action in question, it is this Action that comes under the sway of 
these; and hence being taken up by each of them, it comes to be taken as 
to be performed in connection with each of those qualifications ; and in 
that case the Vessel would come to be purified (by washing) independently 
of the singleness, and the singleness would have to be purified indepen- 
dently of the Vessel, a 

Thus then, if it were the Singleness inhering in the Vessel that were 
purified, then, in that case, it would be dependent upon this latter; and 
that would do away with the predominant character of both, as previously 
recognised, ou the sole ground of their being independent of one another. 
If, on the other hand, the Singleness purified were one inbering in another 
substance, then it would not be known what that substance is. Because 
in the Context we do not find any other Single substance mentioned, in the 
way that the Vessel is mentioned; and even that which is one may be 
many, in reference to something else; and there is no cause for its being 
specifically defined ; and as such it could not be recognised as owe, indepen- 
dently of everything else. 
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Objection: “That would be recognised as one which is spoken of, in 
“ the originative Injunction, by a word in the singular number." 

Reply: That could not be; as there being many such things, it 
would be impossible to ascertain which one it is, 

Question : “ Why could not all of these be taken as such ?" 

Answer: Not so; because that would involve the acceptance of that 
which is not enjoined (according to you) and the rejection of that which 
is enjoined. For instance, if one were to stop with the purification of any 
one of these, then the purification of the others would have been omitted 
without any reason. 

That is to say, in the case of Singleness being the subordinate factor, 
when the Action (of washing) would be performed by means of the vessel 
connected with sinyleness, then the action would not stand in need of any- 
thing else; and hence the Injunction would be duly fulfilled by taking up 
any oue of the vessels, If again, the Singleness also were a predominant 
factor (as held by you), then, even if a single object with singleness were 
left unwashed, that would mean the infringement of the Injunction, in that 
particular respect. If, on the other hand, this latter were also washed, then 
the aggregation of many Singles would bring about a different number ; 
and that would mean the abandoning of the directly mentioned ‘ singleness ' ; 
and hence the washing of many would involve a rejection of the enjoined, 
and the acceptance of that which is not enjoined; and lastly, it would be 
necessary to construe the verb ‘Samméirshtc’ many times over, as per- 
taining to every one of the single things. 

If, on the other hand, the Purificatory Rinsing were laid down with 
reference to the Class, or with reference to such other properties as White- 
ness, etc., then, even if the action were performed with any other individual, 
that would not involve any other Class or Property. For instance, if the 
washing be performed to the one or the other Vessel, that does not bring 
in any other Class (save the ‘ Vessel'),—as it does in the case of number 
(where a distinct number is brought up); and hence in such cases, there 
would be nothing incongruous in the repetition of the same aetion (with 
reference to each of the individuals of the same Class). 

Objection: “ Even when all are purified, at the time of the purifica- 
“ tion of each, it is only one that is purified; and as such there would be 
“ no incompatibility (with the mentioned ‘Singleness, even in accordance 
“ with our theory )." 

Reply: In that sense, the Singleness of the Vessel might be quite 
significant ; and even when all the Vessels are purified (as held by us), 
the Vessel would be only one at the time of the actual purification. For 
nobody ever washes all the Vessels at one and the same time. Conse- 
quently as, even if the Singleness were non-significant (and as such the 
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washing were done to all the Vessels), the Vessels would be washed one by 
one, there is not much use in attaching a special significance to the 
* Singleness.’ 

Objection: “The use of its significance would lie in the preclusion 
' (or prohibition) of the simultaneous washing of all the Vessels.” 

Reply: It is not so; because, inasmuch as they would be taken up 
one by one, they could not but be washed one by one ; and as such there 
would be no possibility of simultaneous washing (that could be precluded). 

This reply we have giveu, by taking for granted what the oppo- 
nent says. As a matter of fact, there is no idea of the Singleness 
independently by itself (without the substratum in which it inheres); 
and hence the sentence in question giving no idea of any relationship of 
the fact, or of mere Singleness, the Injunction is distinctly recognized as 
pertaining to the Vessel only; and hence even though the Singleness 
might be intended to be significant with reference to other substances,— 
yet with reference to the Vessel, it cannot but be regarded as non-signi- 
ficant. And hence it is established that all the Vessels are to be washed. 

Thus then, we must bear in mind the general rule, applicable in all 
analogous cases, —that a Purificatory Rite is never enjoined with reference 
to the Number. 

Further, if the Singleness be held to be enjoined as a subordinate 
factor,—then that would be in direct contradiction to the rule, arrived at 
under the Saktvadhikarana ( 1153-12), that the Accusative never denotes 
the subordinate factor. And if the Accusative were taken as not signify- 
ing the objective, and as indicating mere agency,—then in the first place, 
that would mean the abandoning of its original signification; and 
secondly, the Vessel too would have to be taken as the subordinate factor 
(because that also is mentioned by the word with the Accusative 
ending). 

If then the Vessel be taken as the primary, and the Singleness as the 
subordinate factor,—then, that would involve a syntactical split; iuas- 
much as the single word * graham,’ uttered but once, would have to be 
taken as serving the diverse functions of directly denoting the primary 
factor, aud at the same time indirectly indicating the subordinate factor. 

Objection: " For the sake of the uniformity of the Accusative, the 
' Vessel also, like the Singleness, might be taken as the subordinate factor ; 
“but the fact of its serving a useful purpose will impart to the Vessel the 
“predominant character; and this implied predominance would not 
“disturb the uniformity of the word (ie. the expressive Accusative 
‘Affix ).”’ 

Tothis we make the following reply: When the subordinate character 
does not really exist in the Vessel, how could it be intended to be directly 
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signified ? And why should the pln actually inhering in it be 
held to be implied indirectly : ? ai 

That is to say, as a rule, in all cases of the functioning of words, a 
remoter functioning is admitted only wleen the more proximate is found 
to be incompatible, and not merely by our wish. Hence, in the case in 
question, if we once, on the strength of the direct mention of the Accusa- 
tive, admit the predominance of the Vessel, then that would be its only 
character. If we should, somehow or other, find this character to be 
incompatible, and consequently have recourse to Indirect Indication (of 
the subordinate character), then, there being a contradiction between 
actual possibility on the one hand, and this latter assumption on the 
other,—even though it serves a distinctly useful purpose,—yet the text 
would point it out as the subordinate factor; and thus the simultaneous 
acceptance of the possibility and impossibility of its predominant and 
subordinate character would throw into complete disorder the expressive- 
ness of the word with regard to the predominance; and that would be 
putting a heavy burden upon the word. For instance, first of all, the 
predominance of the Vessel is cognized through the direct expressiveness 
of the Accusative ;—then that is abandoned ;—and in the middle, we take 
it to be the subordinate factor ;—and then, finding this latter to be incom- 
patible, we again, in the end, conclude it to be the predominant factor ;— 
and certainly all this means a lot of disorder and irregularity, For even 
though the predominance would appear subsequently, yet it would have to 
be based upon the word itself; as the mere signification of a word is not 
a means of right knowledge by itself; all that it does is to afford a ground 
for assuming a potency in the word. And thus your theory would entail 
& syntactical split, caused by the aforesaid assumptions (of the diverse 
significations of the Accusative). 

Further, when a word has got hold of something that is enjoined, or 
definitely known by some other means, and which is sure to come about,— 
then, that word does not appertain to anything else. "That is to say, even 
though the predominance of the Vessel is established by the fact of its 
serving a useful purpose,—yet, when the Accusative comes to express (or 
bring about) that predominance, even if it gets at a mere reference to’ it, 
it does not indicate anything else. For instance, in the sentence ‘dadh- 
nendriyakümasya juhuyàát, what the verbal root in ‘juwhwydt’ refers to is 
only the Homa,—even though this is already pointed out by the Context,— 
and it does not, for the sake of having something to enjoin, indicate any 
other root-meaning, such as Going and the like. Thus then, what the 
word ‘graham’ would do would be to refer to the predominance of the 
Vessel, and to enjoin the subordinate character of Singleness; and this 
would lead to another Syntactical Split. And the predominance of the 
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Vessel having been positively pointed out by the Direct Denotation of the 
word, who would be such a fool as to assume it to be implied indirectly ? 

In certain cases, Síngleness also serves the useful purpose of qualify- 
ing a substance; and hence of account of Sinyleness the Accusative 
cannot be said to renounce its sense of predominance. Consequently on 
weeount of the peculiar potency of the expressive Accusative, both (Sinyle- 
ness and Vessel) must be regarded as predominant. 

The Bhaishya also must be explained as pointing io the above- 
mentioned syntactical splits (consequent upon the theory of the Purva- 
piksha). 

Objection: “ What you have said might apply to the case of the 
* sentence ‘graham sammürsht?'; but in the case of the sentence * agnéh 
'"fynüni, inasmuch as there is no Accusative in the word ‘ agnéh,’ there 
“would be no chance of any of the syntactical splits referred to above, 
“and as such its sizglene:s would have to be admitted to be significant." 

Reply: Your argument does not affect our position; though the 
Genitive ending in the word shows the ‘ Agni’ to be the qualifying, and 
hence the subordinate, factor, yet inasmuch as there is no other relation- 
ship possible (between the ‘Agni’ and ' Trza’), the two are cognized as 
related to one another by the relationship of the whole and the part. 
Then too, because the Agni (Fire) serves a useful purpose, while the 
removal of grass (trna) does not,—therefore Agni is cognized as the master 
of the grass; just as in the expression ‘räājñah purushah’ (the king's man), 
the Raja is known as the master of the purusha (Man). And if the case- 
ending in 'agn&h' be taken to be the Ablative, then too, inasmuch as 
there would be no useful purpose served by the Removal of the grass from 
the Fire, the Ablative would not be regarded as intended to signify the 
subordinate character; and hence it would come to be taken, through the 
exigencies of circumstances, as indirectly indicating the predominance 
of the offered material; just as is the case with the sentence ‘ madhyat 
purvardhaccavadyati’; aud thus Agni would come to be recognized as the 
predominant, and the Sinyleness as the subordinate factor; and so forth, 
exactly as in the case of the other sentence (‘ graham, &c.’). 

Then as for the word ‘trnani’ (in the same sentence), there is no 
significance attaching to the Plural number. 

So also in the case of such sentences as ‘ bhinné juhoti" (pours the 
libation when there is a breakage), if the Locative ending (in ‘bhinna’ ) 
be taken as denoting the fact of both the Breakage and the Singleness 
being the cause of their alternation and collation, &c., then, inasmuch as 
the syntactical connection would be complete with each of them, there 
would be no connection between the two. If, however, Singleness were 
taken as the predicuted, and the Breakage as the non-predicated (i.e. that 
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with reference to which the former is predicated), —-then, in that case, 
though there would be no contradictory predominance and subservience 
subsisting in the same substrate, yet there would be, as before, the 
anomaly of the same word ‘blinné’ deffoting both predominance (of the 
‘Breakage’) and subservience (of the Singleness); and then, if they be 
all taken as syntactically connected, there would be diverse ‘ Breakages, 
and no significance could attach to Singleness. " 

As a rule, it is only when there is an actual want of a certain thing, 
in a sentence, that it is regarded as significant ; and as a matter of faet, 
the want that is felt is that of something that is predicated, and of that 
with reference to which it is predicated. And in the case of this latter, 
inasmuch as all that it stands in need of is a certain relationship with 
that which is denoted by the basie noun, there is no want felt, of its 
number; as the number is known by other means. Consequently in the 
case in question, we conclude that the washing is to be done to such 
number of Vessels as have been pointed out by other means (the Injune- 
tions relating to the various vessels, f.1.). 

As for the various characteristics (or qualifications) of a thing, inas- 
much as the only purpose that they serve is the bringing about of an 
idea of the thing, they cannot be taken as integral parts of the perform- 
ance of the action in question. For instance, in the case of the sentence 
‘Bring in the man who is with the white dress,’ the cloth, &c., do not form -. 
integral parts of the Bringing; because that alone can be taken as 
the predicated, without which the performance of the action would be 
impossible; and hence in the case in question, it is the Vessel alone that 
can be accepted as the predicated. 

Here an objection is raised in the Bhashya: viz: “It is only when 
MANY are intended that we have the plural number; and the sense of this is 
that even if a thing were not intended, it could not be spoken of (by words) 
if it did not actually exist (and that if the Singleness did not exist, it 
should not have been spoken of by the word)." 

The sense of the reply given in the Bhashya is that, inasmuch as the 
Veda is eternal, all that we can do, in its case, is to find out what it means 
as it stands ; and we cannot rightly reproach it, like an ordinary speaker, 
for having used certain words. Therefore the singular Accusative Affix 
in ‘graham’ must be taken as merely helping to make the use of the basic 
noun (‘graha’) possible for denoting the particular object (as the basic 
noun could not be used without a certain affix); or it may be taken as 
actually expressing only the particular agency (of the objective), and 
denoting the number (Singleness) as its necessary accompaniment. Just 
as though the fire is lighted for the purpose of giving light, yet it burns 
up the fuel also, so in the case in question, the singular Accusative only 
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serves to denote objectivity, in accordance with the law that ‘the denota- 
tion of a word must be restricted to that which is the first to be expressed 
by it.’ 

In the ease of the sentence ‘ yasya purodagau skannaw &c.,’ all that 
the dual number does is to point out the applicability of the enjoined 
expiatory rite,—just like the duality of,the offering material. Otherwise, 
the ‘ purodága meant might be taken as only that which is dedicated to 
Ayni (and in that case the expiatory rite would apply to the destruction 
of that one Cake only), in accordance with the law that ‘the denotation of 
a word is to be restricted to that which is the most predominant’ (as the 
‘Agnéya’ cake is the most predominant of all the cakes concerned). 

And further, it is the Vessel that is signified by the basic noun. That is 
to say, when, as a matter of fact, however much we may look for it, the 
Singleness is not found to have any direct relationship with the action in 
question, it cannot, in any case, be regarded as significant ; and hence it 
is far more reasonable to take it as qualifying the Vessel. And conse- 
quently, even without the Singleness, there can be no deficiency in the 
Washing. Or lastly, the Singleness may be taken as pertaining to the 
Class ‘Vessel’; and as such subsisting in every one of the Vessels washed. 


Sutra (15): That which is enjoined (or predicated) is sub- 
ordinate to something else; and as such it should be taken 
exactly as mentioned in the text. 


In the case of the sentence *pagwmülabhet, inasmuch as the Animal 
does not serve a useful purpose, and the Accusative ending in ‘pagum’ is 
not found to be significant of the objective,—just as in the sentence 
‘saktin guhoti’,—-it is taken as indirectly indicating ‘agency’ in general; 
and then there arising a question as to the particular agency meant, the 
animal comes to be recognized as Instrumental (in the sacrifice),—in 
accordance with the law that ‘that which is an accomplished entity helps 
that which has to be accomplished,’ as also the law relating to the rela- 
tionship of Substances and Actions,—and hence subordinate to it ; and 
then inasmuch as the Class, the Substance, the Number and the Gender are 
always predicated with reference to the Bhavana,—and as the sentence in 
question enjoins that Bhavana alone as qualified (by those),—and as the 
apparent Inconsistency of all this would give rise to an Injunction of 
these qualifications,—there would be nothing incongruous in the syntac- 
tical connection of the various factors of the sentence. 
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ADHIKARANA (8). 
[The Washing is not done to the Ladle, &c.] 


Sūtra (16): "Because the Washing is a purificatory action, it 
could not be restricted in its applicability to the several 
accessories.” 


There are two ways in which the Pirvapaksha is put forward: 
(1) “In the case of the sentence ‘graham sammürshti, just like * Single- 
“ness, the class ‘ Vessel’ also is not intended to be significant (of the 
“ vessel only), but as simply pointing out the nature of the object to be - 
“ washed; and hence the Washing should be done to the Ladles also.” 

And (2) “inasmuch as there is nothing to justify the taking of the 
" word as explained, and as the sentence distinetly lays down the 
“ connection (of the Vessel), —the Injunction should be separated from the 
“ Vessel, being taken as laying down the Washing alone by itself (and as 
“ such applicable to the Ladle as well as to the Vessel)." 

This Pürvapaksha is amenable to the same objections that have 
been urged against the Adhzkarana dealing with the Avaghàta ; and these 
objections are also amenable to replies similar to those given in that 
connection. 

Objection: “ In that case, the present Adhvkarana will have been 
"included in that Adhikarana ; and there should be no necessity of 
“taking it upon the present occasion.” 

Reply : Certainly it should not have been taken up, if the foregoing 
Adhikarana had not given rise to the idea of the deficiencies of one's 
intention with regard to the significance of words. As it is, however, 
being frightened away by the foregoing Adhikarano, from attaching any 
significance to ‘ Singleness, the Purvapakshi takes everything to be non- 
significant. | n 

And there is yet another point of difference between the present 
Adhikarana, and that dealing with the Avaghdta: viz.—in the ease of the 
latter, there being a difference among the various Apurvds of the Agnéya, 
and the rest, due to the difference among the objects themselves, it is only 
right that there should be a restriction in the applicability of the 
Avayhata, &c.; whereas in the case in question, the action being one only, 
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—that of the Jyotishtoma,—it will be a single Apurva that would be 
helped by the Vessel as well as the Ladle; and as such there is every 
possibility of the details of these two becoming mixed up. 

The expression ‘ because it is a purificatory action’ is meant to show 
that as the action of Washiny is performed for the sake of bringing about 
an Apürca, it has to be repeated with every one of the principal things. 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (17): There would be a restriction, because the particular 
object is directly mentioned; specially as such things are 
based upon the sole authority of the scriptures. 


The reply that is first given to the above Pürvapaksha is just as 
rough as the Pürvapaksha itself. It is this: If the Washing be not 
related to the Vessel, then, there could be no injunction of the Washing ; 
* consequently it would be absolutely necessary to have another member of 
the Relationship ; as there could be no injunction of the Washing alone, 
by ifself. 

Or the Washing might be restricted to the Vessel, because of the 
particular Apürva that is indicated by the latter. 

Objection : “ But both (the Vessel and the Ladle) are related to the 
“same Apürva; that is to say, there is a single ApZrva in the case in 
“ question." 

Reply : Even though the Action is one only, there is no difference in 
its Apürva,—yet, because the action of Washing could not be done to the 
Vessel and the Ladle, at one and the same time, therefore, in reality, the 
two do not appear together, either in a single Action or in a single 
Apiva; and hence we must admit the existence of distinct intermediate 
Apüvvas in connection with each repetition of the action of Washing. 
And as the form of the sacrifice would be completed, even without 
the repetition of Washing, such Repetition could only lead to trauscenden- 
tal results. 

Thus then, there being no reason for passing over that intermediate 
Apurva which is pointed out by the word ‘graha, and as such is the most 
proximate (to the mention of Washing),—the Washing would come to be 
restricted to the graha (Vessel) only,—just like the Avaghàta &c.,—in 
accordance with the rule laid down under the Sūtra 111—i—10. 

And further, the significance of the ‘ Vessel’ does not give rise to any 
syntactical split &c., as has been shown to exist 1n the case of the signi- 
ficance of Singleness ; and hence in the case in question, we should not be 
led away by the foregoing Adhikarana, 


ADHIKARANA (9). 
[The measure of seventeen cubits appertaóns to the sacrificial post. 


Sūtra (18): Being of no use in the Primary, it would appertain 
to its Subsidiaries. 

In the sentence ‘Saptadagaratnir-vajyapéyasya yūüpah, it is doubtful 
what is to be ‘seventeen cubits’ in length; because (1) if the word 
'saptadagüratnih' be taken with ‘vajapéyasya’, —the Injunction being 
construed as ‘saptadagaratnir-vajapéyasya’,—and the word ‘yūpa’ be 
taken, somehow or other, as a mere anwvüda (merely descriptive ),— then 
the measure would apply to the shodagi vessels of the Vajapeya sacrifice ; 
(2) if the Injunction be construed as ‘yd vajapéyasya sambandhz sa 
saptadagàratnih, then also, the measure would apply to the same vessels ; 
and lastly, (3) if it be construed as ‘yd yüpah sa saptadagüratnih, aud 
the word ‘vajapéya’ be taken as a qualifying adjunct, or as a mere 
reference to the particular sacrifice mentioned in the context,—then the 
measure would apply to the yūpa (sacrificial post) used at the ‘ Pagu 
sacrifice’ which is one of the subsidiaries of the Vajapéya. 

On this point we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The measure is related directly to the Vajapéya, and not to the 
“ Pacu sacrifice; (1) because the word ‘ vajapéyasya ' is immediately proxi- 
" mate to the word 'saptadacüratnih, (2) because the Vajapéya is the 
“ principal sacrifice, (3) because the context is that of the Vajapéya, and 
'* (4) because of the direct denotation (of the genitive in VTJ om 

“ which distinctly points to the Vàjapéya as uolet to the 'seventeen 
“ cubits’). 

“Then, inasmuch as the measure of ‘ seventeen cubits’ could not 
“apply directly to the performance of the sacrifice, it is taken as applying 
“to the substance forming a part of it. And of such substance too, we 
“ should take that which is directly connected with the sacrifice. Though 
“ the Pacu sacrifice also is mentioned in the Context of the Vàjapeya, and 
“as such the Context would not be infringed by taking the measure with 
"the Pagu sacrifice, because by being connected jwith the latter, the 
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“(measure would be connected, indirectly, with the Vajapéya also,— 
“ yet, inasmuch as there is a difference in the procedure of the Primary and 
“that of its subsidiaries, the process of the Pagw would not be taken in 
"by that of the Vajapéya; and as such there would certainly be an 
“infringement of the V ajap&ya context (by taking the measure with the 
" Paçu). Then, the genitive affix in ‘v@japéyasya’ also directly denotes 
“the direct connection of the Va@japéya with the measure mentioned; 
“while for you the connection of the measure with the Pugu would be 
“denoted by Syntactical Connection, based upon the co-extensiveness of 
* the ‘ yupa’ with that sacrifice (and certainly the direct denotation of the 
“ genitive is more authoritative than the indication of Syntuctical 
" Connection). Nor is there any incompatibility in the word ‘ Vaja- 
* peyasya’ (being taken along with the measure), which would justify 
“your taking that word as indirectly indicating (the Pagu sacrifice) ; 
“ specially as, in accordance with the law that ‘undue assumptions can be 
"made only with regard to subordinate elements,’ it would be far more 
“ yeasonable to take the word ‘ yiipa’ as indirectly indicating a high vessel ; 
"and consequently the measure should be taken as applying to the high 
“vessel employed at the Vajapéya sacrifice.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make t^e following reply: There are only two cases. 
in which a recourse to indirect Indication could be justifiable: viz.: (1) 
When there is no other way in which the word could be taken, or (2) when 
there is a certain degree of co-existence. In the case in question how- 
ever, we do not find the word ‘yipah’ in any way connected with the 
High Vessel. 

One who wishes to take his stand upon the Context alone, and is 
anxious to admit of a relationship between words in closest proximity to 
one another,— for him the word ‘ yiipah’ would be wholly meaningless. It 
could not be taken as indicating the High Vessel; because there can be 
no Indication when there is no co-extensiveness between the Indicator and 
the Indicated, and when the word is capable of being otherwise taken (in 
its direct sense). i 

In the case of our theory, no word has to be taken in its indirect 
sense; because, as for the genitive ending in ‘vājapēyasya, inasmuch as 
all that it denotes is mere ‘relationship,’ there would be nothing incongru- 
ous in its pertaining to the relationship of the Yapa also; for even though 
this latter is not a direct accessory to the Vajupéya, yet, inasmuch as all 
that the genitive requires is that there should be some sort of help 
accorded, and it does not denote the only relationship of the whole and the 
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part (accessory),—it helps in the Vajapéya by helping in the perform- 
ance of its subsidiary, the Paçu sacrifice. 

It has been argued that, on account of the extreme proximity (of the 
word ‘ saptadagüratnih' to the word ‘vajapéyasya’) the genitive ending 
directly applies the measure to the Vājapēya. But this would be 
the case equally with the yipa also (because the word ‘ yapah' is next to 
the word ' vüjap&yasya' ; and so this latter word could be as reasonably 
taken with the word preceding i6 as with that which follows it). 

Thus then, the sentence being taken as au Injunction of the measure 
of ‘seventeen cubits, the Vajapéya would be taken as merely referred 
to (or recalled) by the word ‘ v@j/apéyasya’; and we would take that 
' yüpa' to be related to the measure, which we would find to be connected 
with the Vājapēyā sacrifice; and the only such yūpa is that which is 
employed at the Pacw sacrifice. 

In fact, there would be a doubt as to which y4pà should be taken, if 
there were a yüpa at the Vajapéya itself; but as there is none at this 
sacrifice, we have taken it to be one that is used at the Paçu. 

Then again, the measure cannot be taken as related to the Vajapéya in 
any of the following three ways: (1) either directly, (2) or indirectly, 
through something directly connected with it, (3) or through the yüpa of 
the Vajapéya. 

For instance, (1) we have already shown that it could not be directly 
related to the Vajapéya itself. (2) Then, as for anything connected with 
it, there is no such thing mentioned; as any such thing is not denoted by 
the word ‘vajapéyasya’; as for the denotation of the word ‘yupah,’ 
it is very far from the Vàjap&ya, and there is no ypa directly connected 
with that sacrifice. "Therefore all that the word 'vàjapéyasya' could do 
would be to recall the fact of this sacrifice being a qualification, which 
is pointed out by the Context being one of that sacrifice. 

It will be fully explained under Sutras ITI-—vii—3, 4, how, through 
the peculiarities of the Context, the details are enjoined in connection 
with that which helps in the sacrifice that forms the subject-matter of 
that Context, and not directly in connection with those alone that are 
direct subsidiaries to that sacrifice, And as such our theory is not 
contrary to any authoritative means of knowledge. 


pu 
E 


ADHIKARANA (10). 
[The Abhikramana is subsidiary to the Praydjas alone.] 


Sitti'a. (19): “In the case of the performer’s qualifications, inas- 
"much as an action cannot inhere in another action, the 
"sentence must be broken up." 


Purifieatory Actions, Substances and Accessories have been duly 
diseussed; and we now proceed to consider those cases in which an Action, 
being mentioned as related to another action, comes to be taken as a 
purificatory action. 

For instance, in the case of the sentence ‘abhikraman juhotz, we find 
in the word ‘abhikraman’ the repetitive affix ‘namui’; and hence, there 
arising the question as to what is done by one ‘ walking round and round’ 
we meet with another word ‘juhoti, which points to the Prayaja, in 
whose context we find the sentence in question. And then there is a 
doubt as to whether the ‘walking round’ is connected with that Prayaja 
alone, or to every one of the Homas that are mentioned in connection with 
the Darca-Pürnamüsa. 

The raising of this question, when the connection is distinctly men- 
tioned by the sentence in question, is open to the same objections that 
were raised against the raising of the question of the Arunddhikarana ; 
and in the present case also the objections are to be set aside in the same 
manner as in that connection. 

In the present case also, the Action is incorporeal, and its relationship 
is mentioned (just as iu the Arunüdhikarana); and yet the present 
diseussion is started, because the points in which the two discussions 
differ are as follows: (a) in the previous Adhikarana, it was the 
Substunce that was found to be mentioned as co-extensive, and hence it 
was the relationship of that Action which is accomplished by its means, 
that was found to be the means of restricting the application of that 
Substance; while in the present case, it is that Relationship itself that 
has got to be established; (b) in the former it was the Property, the 
method of whose connection with the action was known, that was wanted 
as the distinctive feature; while in the present case, even the Action is 
not known (with which there would be a connection); and (c) in the 
former case there were many other substances pertaining to other actions, 
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while in the present case, in regard to all the various Homas, there is the 
same Priest that is the performer. Consequently the present Adhikarana 
cannot be said to be a mere repetition of the Arunadhikarana. 

On the point in question we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“The ‘walking round’ pertains to all the Homas. Because the 
“ Action, being incorporeal, is never cognized as one to be accomplished by 
* means of another action; and hence the ‘ walking round’ (which is an 
* action) must be taken as enjoined (as a qualification of the perform- 
' ance), without any connection with the verb ‘juhoti’ (which denotes 
* an Action). 

“ That is to say, we cannot say that the ‘Homa is performed by the 
“walking round’; and hence the ‘walking round’ cannot be connected 
* with the Prayajas. For in that case there would be the same syntactical 
“split that has been shown under the Purvapaksha of the Arunadhz- 
“ karana. 

“The Bhashyu raises an objection: ‘ For the same reason the walking 
“ronnd could not pertain to the other Homas (because these latter also are 
** actions). 

“ This objection is exactly similar to that which was brought forward 
“in connection with the Arunādhikarana; and it is to be met in the 
“following manner: Inasmuch as in the verb the Nominative is the 
“ subordinate element,—(if the connection of the walking round were 
“controlled by the verb ‘ juhotc’), it would connect it with the action of 
“ Homa (and not with the performer); while as a matter of fact, the ‘ walk- 
“ing round ' is connected with the performer (of the Prayàja, etc.), not 
“as pointed out by the verb ‘ juhoi?,' but as pointed out by the Context, 
“in which latter case he is the principal element; and inasmuch as the 
“ performer pointed out by the Context would be that of all the Homas, 
“there would be no incongruity in the ‘walking round’ becoming con- 
“nected with such a performer, and as such pertaining to all the Homas, 
“and not to the Praydjas only.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (20): Inasmuch as it is in need of another relative, it 
must be taken along with the next word; specially as the con- 
nection of the word is not completed by what precedes it. 


In any case the word ‘ abhikraman’ (walking round) does not have all 
its wants (of connections) supplied, unless it is taken along with some 
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other verb. Because it does not, in any way, express the relationship of a 
substance. Consequently, inasmuch as it appears in the same sentence 
with the verb ‘juhoti, which refers to the Prayd@jas, it is cognized as 
pertaining to these latter; and it is capable of helping them by bringing 
them into proximity with their performing agent; specially as they stand 
in need of the proximity of the officiating priest to the sacrificial Fire. 
Or, it may be that the ‘walking round’ has its connection with a sub- 
stance implied ; and as such there is nothing incongruous even in the fact 
of the performing agent being the subordinate factor. 

Thus then we find that it is quite possible for one action to help iu 
the accomplishment of another action; and as such one could very well 
be spoken of as the ‘ Sddhya’ of the other. 

It is possible for the Pürvapaksha to be put forward, not as above, — 
because iu that form it is much too palpably absurd, being based upon a 
forced disjunction of the word 'abhikrüman' from the sentence,—but in 
the following form :—‘ Inasmuch as the * walking round ' is laid down with 
“ reference to all the Homas of the Context, that are referred to by the 
“ word ' juhoti,'—and as there is no intermediate Context (that could take 
“in the Prayàjas only ),—the connection of the ‘ walking round’ cannot but 
“be controlled by the single great Context (which takes in all the Homas) : 
“and in this case the sense of the preceding (Pirvapaksha) sūtra would be 
“this: In the property of the agent—i.e., in ‘walking round’—there being 
“no inherence of the action of Prayàja, which could be brought about only 
“by an intermediate Context, there would be a split of the sentence, only 
"in so far as the ‘ walking round ’ would ndt be syntactically connected 
“ with that intermediate Context.” | 

In that case, the present (Szddhanta) stitra should be interpreted as 
follows: ‘Sakanksham’ would refer to the intermediate Context; and 
the sense of the Siddhanta would be that the ‘ walking round’ is syntacti- 
eally connected with that intermediate Context, through its connection 
with the want of the procedure, which is aroused by the injunction of the 
Prayajas (ie.the ‘walking round’ is to be taken as forming part of the 
procedure of the Prayajas). And in this case, the concluding clause 
‘asamaptam hi purvéna’ would not mean the incompleteness of the 
sentence, but that the Intermediate Context is not completed by what pre- 
cedes—i.e., by the mere injunction of the form and the accessories of the 
Prayājas. 

And further, inasmuch as, even after the mention of ‘abhikramana, 
certain accessory details of the Prāyājas ave laid down, we must admit of 
the existence of the intermediate Context of the Prayājas (as otherwise 
the details subsequently laid down could not apply to them). 


130 


ADHIKARANA (11). 


[The Upavita is subsidiary to the entire DarcgcePirnamasa and not to 
the Samidhéni only. | 


Sūtra (21): In all doubtful cases, there being an interruption 
there would be a split of the sentence. 


The fact of Actions subsisting in one another having been established, 
we now proceed to consider the question as to whether such application 
of Action is controlled by the Intermediate, or by the Prime Context. 

[In connection with the Darga-Pürnamüsa the Sdmidhéni Mantras 
are laid down as the seventh and eighth Anuvakas, the Nivids are laid 
down as the ninth; and the Ka@myas, identical with the Samidhénis, as 
the tenth ; and then in the eleventh we have the mention of the sacrificial 
thread as to be worn on the left shoulder, passing under the right arm-pit. 
And then there arises the question as to whether the thread is to be so 
worn at the time that the person is reciting the Sümidhenis, or during all 
the time that he is performing all that is laid down in the Context.] In 
this, the Sàmidheni has been mentioned separately, simply with a view 
to discriminate between the existence and non-existence of an intermediate 
context of the Samidhéni. 

Objection: “ The Context is one of the Darga-Pirnamasa only ; that is to 
“say, inasmuch as all things mentioned are taken up by the Prime Context 
“ there is no appearance of any intermediate contexts. Or again, inasmuch 
‘fas the Samidhenis indicate the Kindling of the Fire, they are distinctly 
“ recognized as serving the purpose of a visible preparatory rite; and as 
“such there can be no context of these (as they do not stand in need of 
‘anything else, wherewith they could form a Context).”’ 

Reply : It is not so, because in all cases, there are as many processes 
as there are verbs; and there is no obstacle in the way of the Process, put 
by the Prime Context, etc.; and as a matter of fact, neither the contin- 
gency of another Context, nor the Preparatory Rite, can ever set aside the 
Process. 

Just as the passages laying down the subsidiary sacrifices, though 
having all their requirements fulfilled within themselves, yet, come to be 
connected with the passage laying down the primary Darga-Pirnamasa, 
and yet they do not, by that connection, lose their own character,—so, in 
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the same manner, the subsidiary Bhavands, though complete within them- 
selves, become connected with the final Bhavana (of the Darga-Pürna- 
masa); and they do not, by this subservience to it, lose their own peculiar 
characteristics. 

The Preparatory Rite also, serving the purpose of bringing about an 
Apirva, always stands in need of some means for its accomplishment, and 
thereby becomes related to the Context. In fact, even in the case of such 
preparatory rites as bring about visible results, there is a certain trans- 
cendentalism attaching to the restriction or specialization of the particu- 
lar method of bringing about the visible result; and thus there being a 
need of the mention of this method or process, there is an actual inter- 
dependence of the Context. And even in the case of a visible result, the 
want of the mention of the method or process does not cease; and that 
want is not supplied by any perceptible means. Consequently, it must 
be admitted that even such subsidiaries as those in question are amenable 
to particular intermediate or subsidiary contexts. 

Thus then, though the want of a visible element is supplied only by 
a visible factor,—and hence in the case in question the Bhavana having 
been put forward in the form that ‘one should accomplish the indication 
of the kindling of fire,’ the question arises as to ‘by what’ it is to be 
accomplished ; and in answer we have ‘by the recitation of the Samidheni 
Mantras’; and then, to the question as to ‘ how it is accomplished by this 
means, we have the answer ‘by making the recitation helped by prepar- 
ing the Ear, to be capable of cognizing the letters, by means of a series of 
aetions, such as the desire to speak, the effort and the striking with the 
tongue (of the various parts of the mouth)’;—yet there still remains the 
want to know how there is to be accomplished the peculiar transcendental 
result pertaining to the specialization (of the particular Mantras to be 
recited); and this want can be supplied only by the scriptural injunction of 
a means that brings about only transcendental results. For these reasons 
it must be admitted that there is a subsidiary context which gonnects the 
‘wearing of the thread’ with the Recitation of the Sàmidhent. 

Objection: “In that case, the subsidiary context being more proxi- 
" mate (to the ‘ Upavita’), and hence more authoritative, it would distinctly 
“point to the Upavita as connected with the Samidhéni ; and hence why 
"should there be any question as to its applicability being controlled by 
“ the Prime Context ?" 

Reply: True, it would be so, if there were no likelihood of the connec- 
tion of the Upavita with the Samidhéni being taken as to be broken up 
(or interrupted) by the intervention of the word * Nivid.’ 

Objection: “If the connection be broken up, then there would be 
^ nothing to set aside the indication of the Prime Context.” 
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Reply: It is not so; because, inasmuch as the text subsequently 
speaks of the Kamya Sadmidhéni, there is some doubt as to the connection 
of the Samidhéni being broken up; and hence the course of the Prime 
Context is not quite clear. 

Thus then, on the question under consideration, we have the follow- 
ing 

| PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ Inasmuch as we have the mention of the ‘ Samidhéni’ both before 
“ and after that of the ‘wpavita, the Context of the Samidhéni must be 
“ admitted to continue all along; and as for the ‘ Nivids,’ they must be 
"taken as mentioned, either as something wholly extraneous to the 
* matter of the Context, or as subsidiary to it. 

“That is to say, as a matter of fact we find, that in connection with 
“the Darga-Pirnamasa, the mantras mentioned as to be recited to Pashan, 
“ etc., do not break the original Context, even though they have no con- 
“ nection with it, and in the same manner the words relating to the * nivid ’ 
“ also would not break up the context of the Samidhenz. Or, it may be 
“ that, through the Subsidiary Context, the Nivids also would be taken as 
^ accessories to the Sdrnidhéni-recitation ; and in that case there being no 
“ intervention of an unconnected word, there would be nothing to alter the 
* Upavita also from being taken as an accessory to the JSümidheni- 
“ recitation.” 


SIDDH ANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: Inasmuch as the context 
of the Sàmidheni is broken by the Nivids, it could not be linked up by the 
subsequent mention of the Kamya Sümidheni- Recitation. 

As a rule, the Context extends only to that extent up till where it 
perceives something capable of being used or applied in connection with 
it; and then too, it is only that which is connected with something else, 
that is appled by means of the Context, In the case in question, how- 
ever, we find that the words of the ‘ Nivid,’ through the indicative power 
of the words themselves,—for instance, the words ‘ dévéddhah, * manviddhak ' 
ete.,— distinctly appear as equal, in importance, to the Sümidh&n?, and are 
equally, with these latter, applied to the kindling of fire. Under the 
circumstances, if the Fire were subsidiary to the Sdmidhénis, then, in 
that case, through the Fire, the Névids also would be subsidiary to them. 
If, even in the absence of real subsidiary character, such character were 
to be gratuitously assumed, then some people might, as reasonably, 
assume the Sdmidhénis to be subsidiary to the Nivids. For these reasons, 
it must be admitted that the Context of the Samédhen; does not extend 
to the Nivids. Then, as for the Kamya Samidheni-Recitations, they 
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are, from the very words of the text, recognized as serving a desirable 
end for the performing agent; and as such these could not be taken up 
by the former Samidhéni-Recitation. If, again, the nivids could be subh- 
sidiary to the Samidhénis, then,—in accordance with the law of the 
‘ godohana, the container also being taken along with the contained,— 
the Context of the S@midh@nis could extend to the Kaümya Sàmclheni- 
Recitation. And if the Kamya Samidhéni-lRecitation were subsidiary (to 
the former Samidhéni- Recitation, then, in that case,—as in the case of the 
mantras recited to Püshan, etc., so here also,— we could take the original 
Context of the Samidhéni to be uninterrupted by the mention of the 
‘ Nivids, —these latter also being, somehow or other, taken along with it. 
Asa matter of fact, however, neither the Nivids nor the Kamya Sami- 
dh&ni-Recitation are subsidiary to the original Samidhéni-Recitation. 
Thus, there being no subsidiary context (of the Sümidheuz), the Upavita 
must be taken, on the strength of the Prime Context, as connected with 
all the Mantras. | 

Objection: “ If the Kamya Recitation be taken to be mentioned after 
“ the Context has been stopped short (by the mention of the N?vids), then, 
"in the case of the (Kamya) Injunction—‘ one should accomplish fame by 
'" means of the twenty-one '—the want of the particular substratum of the 
" number ‘ twenty-one’ would remain unsupplied, if we do not admit this 
“substratum (in the shape of the Samidhéni) to be pointed out by the 
“Context; and as such the Injunction would remain incomplete. If the 
“required substratum were pointed out by Syxtactical Connection, then, 
“inasmuch as the sentence would be pointing out two relationships in 
“connection with the enjoined action (of Recitation), there would be a 
“syntactical split. Then, if this split we accepted as inevitable, and it be 
** explained away somehow or other, then in the case of the Révuti, the 
“ Vàravant; and the Saubhara also, the required substratum would be 
" pointed out by the Syntactical Connection, which would be in direct 
“ contradiction to the Siddhanta conclusions arrived at in connection with 
“these Sàmas. Then if, for the sake of obtaining the required substratum, 
“ the Context were extended to the Kamya Recitation, then the Upavita 
"also becomes taken up by that Context; and thus there are two horns 
" of the dilemma from which you can ill extricate vourself." 

Reply: In the case in question it is not proper to take the desired 
result (fame) as following from a qualifying detail, which has its substra- 
tum disjoined by a ruptured Context; and there cannot be an injuuction 
of many things, unless there is an altogether new action involved. 

That is to say, the result mentioned does not follow from the qualify- 
ing detail ‘twenty-one’; iu fact, just like the sentences speaking of the 
' Révati, etc., the sentence—‘one should accomplish fame by means of 
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twenty-one'—lays down an independent qualified Action; and hence, in 
accordance with the Bhavarthadhikarana, the result must be taken as 
following from the Root-meaning (i.e. Recitation) ; thus then, the sense of 
the injunction in question would come to be that ‘ one should bring about 
fame, etc., by means of Recitation qualified by twenty-one '; and then, as to 
‘how’ it is to be brought about by this means, we come to understand 
that it is through the Recitation of the Samidhénis that it is brought 
about; because the word ‘ anubrayat’ is common to both (the ‘ Samidhéeni’ 
and the ‘ékavimeati’), and because the numbers of these two are nearly 
the same (i.e. ‘seventeen’ and ‘twenty-one’ respectively). And thus, for 
the independent ‘ Recitation of the twenty-one,’ the verses qualified by the 
number, as also the other details, come to be supplied by the previously 
laid down ‘ Samidhéni Recitation,’ 

Though as a matter of fact, in the present case, there is no special 
purpose served by the two being taken, or not taken, as different actions, 
yet all that we mean by the above explanation is that the sentence lends 
itself to such construction and interpretation. 

Objection: “In that case, these other Recitations (of the 'twenty- 
* one’), not being taken up by the Darca-Pürnamüsa, would come to be 
“ done apart from the performance of these sacrifices." 

Reply: In the first place, this argument does not set aside our 
theory ; because even if it be as you urge, the Upavita comes to be con- 
nected with all the Recitations in question (which is all that the Siddhdanta 
clings to). : 

As a matter of fact, however, there could not be an independent 
performance of the Recitations (of the ‘ twenty-one’); because that, in 
connection with which we find the word *anu' used, becomes part of the 
Sacrifice in question; and this could not be if the Recitations (which are 
enjoined as 'anu-brüyàt') were performed independently. For instance, 
that Recitation, which is performed before that of the Samidhénis, is not 
subsidiary to the Samidhénis, just like the Nivids ; and again, the injunc- 
tion ‘anubriyat’ could be explicable, only if the Recitations were meant 
to be performed after (the Samidhéni-Recitation), (in connection with the 
Darga-Pirnamasa), and not independently by themselves. Then again, if 
they could be performed separately, though they would be recognized as 
subsidiary to the Samidhéni-Recitation, yet they would lose their charac- 
ter of ‘anuvacanatva’ (being recited subsequently to something), if there 
were nothing else to be recited. 

And further, the character of the Samzdhenis also, which is based upon 
the fact of their indieating the kindling of fire, could not belong to the 
Recitations ( of the ‘ twenty-one’), if performed indepeudently by them- 
selves; because that which does not appear in the course of the perfor- 
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mance of a Saerifice (at which alone Fire is used) could not help in the 
kindling of fire. 

That is to say, it is absolutely necessary that the numbers, ' twenty- 
one’ and the rest, should pertain to the Sümdhen?s ; aud it is a known fact 
that these latter are so called, simply because they indicate the kindling of 
fire; and this fire too that is pointed out by them, could only be one that 
is used at some other action (than the Recitation itself). And thus, in 
accordance with the Sūtra 1V-i-26, entering into the Recitation, just like 
the conditions of the Primary, the original function of the Samidhénis, 
in connection with the Primary sacrifice, in the shape of the indication 
of the kindling of fire, comes to be applied to the Recitation of the 
‘Twenty-one’ also; which latter, therefore, comes to be dependent upon 
such Sa@midhénis as are recited in course of the performance of the 
sacrifice. 

Objection: “ Then, in that case, the Upavita would be connected, 
either with all the Kamya-Recitations, or only with the last of these." 

Reply: Not so; because, the want of the process of the Kamya- 
Recitation being supplied by the process of the former Sàm?dhéni-Recita- 
tion, laid down in the same Context, the Upavita could be taken as sub- 
sidiary to the Kéa@mya-Recitation, only on the strength of the Promimity 
(position of its mention) ; aud it is a known fact that this latter is much 
weaker in its authority than the Context (which points out the Kamya to 
be done in the same manner as the original recitation of the Samidhéni). 

That is to say, in the case of all secondary modifications of sacrifices, 
that which is not found to have been mentioned along with the accessories 
of their originals, is not recognized as serving any useful purpose with 
regard to themselves; and as such, the Context having allits requirements 
supplied, if such an accessory were to appear subsequently, it could be 
amenable only to the authority of Promimity. And it is a known fact that 
Proximity can authoritatively point to the fact of a certain accessory 
being used, only when such an accessory is not found incompatible (with 
the indications of the other means of cognition, f.i. of the Context, in the 
case in question); consequently whenever there is an incompatibility of 
such an accessory with the indications of the Context, it has to be 
rejected, just like the Vedévana. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Upavita is connected 
as subsidiary to the whole of the Darga-Piurnamasa. 


ADHIKARANA (12). 
"The vessels of the Varuna, Vaikankata, etc., belong to all sacrifices. | 


Sūtra (22): Inasmuch as all accessory details are equally sub- 
servient to the purposes of something else, they can have 
no relationship among themselves. 


This Adhikarana is an exception to Adhi. 9. 

In connection with the Kzndling of fire, we find laid down certain 
vessels of the Varana and the Vaikaùkata wood, as employed at the 
performance of the sacrifice,—some of which are used at the Homa, 
while others are not so used. And inasmuch as these vessels have noth- 
ing to do with the actual Kindling of fire, they are, as a matter of course, 
taken apart from the Context; and then there arises a question as to the 
particular sacrifice at the performance of which they should be used. 

And on this question we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ In accordance with rule laid down in Sütra IIL—1i-—18, we must 
"conclude that the vessels in question are used for holding the offering 
“materials at the Pavamáàneshti (as this Ishti, being laid down in connec- 
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“ tion with Kindling of fire, is directly subsidiary to it). 


SIDDHANTA. 


To this we make the following reply :—Inasmuch as the Pavamanéshti 
offerings are shown, by syntactical connection, to be as primary in their 
character as the Kindling of fire,—the said offerings cannot be taken as sub- 
sidiary to the said Kindling ; and hence the vessels must be taken as belong- 
ing to all sacrifices. 

That is to say, that the said offerings are subsidiary to the Kindling of 
fire is shown only by the Context, while that they are subsidiary to the fire 
is shown by the Syntactical Connection of the sentence ‘ yadahavanityé 
juhoti’ (and under the circumstances there can be no doubt as to the 
latter being the more authoritative of the two). 

Against this way of putting forward the Siddhanta, the following 
objections are raised: “If the sentence ‘ yudühavaniye juhoti’ be taken 
“as making the fire something to be purified or prepared by the Pavamana 
“offerings, then the fire would be recognized as to be purified by means 
“of the Aguchotra etc., also; which latter are equally mentioned in the 
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"same sentence. It might be argued that inasmuch as the Ayuihotra, ete., 
“ bring about distinct results, the sacrificial fire is a part of them. But 
‘in that case, of the Puvamāna offerings also, it would be a part; because 
“one »nd the same sentence could not speak of the same sacrificial fire, as 
" a subsidiary part of the actions leading to definite results, and as the 
primary factor of those not leading to any results; as Simultancous 
Injunction and Reference, Subject and Predicate, and Primary and 
Subsidiary are irreconcilable combinations. And your theory involves 
a further incongruity : viz. that in one case the Locative (in ‘ Ahavaniyé ' 
" is taken as indicating the objective, while in another it is taken in its 
own original sense (of location). And further, in accordance with your 
argument, the Veevajit, etc., which have no results mentioned as following 
“from them, would all become subsidiaries. And all this is most undesir- 
“able and improper. Specially as the sentence lays down the ‘ sacrificial 
“fire ' ax a well-established entity (and not as something to be prepared 
“or purified) ; aud in view of such actions as do not bring about definite 
“results, the name ‘ @havaniya’ is to be taken in its prospective sense." 

In view of these objections, some people offer the following explana- 
tions: We must admit of there being two such sentences as ‘ yaddhvantyé 
juhott’,—one in connection with the Pavamfna offerings, and another 
independently by itself (not in connection with any particular action). 
The former of these speaks of the fire as something to be prepared, and as 
such standing in need of the preparatory rites ; and consequently it can be 
taken as laying down the Puvumdana offerings, stc., which have no results of 
their own, as the required preparatory rites. And the latter may be taken 
as laying down the fire as a well-established entity, calculated to serve as 
that into which the libations of all sacrifices are to be offered. And in 
this way there can be none of the incongruities urged above. 

The explanation that we have to offer is as follows: There is no use 
in taking all this trouble of assuming a sentence (in the shape of the second 
` yad@havaniyé, etc.’) which does not exist; specially as the incongruity is 
capable of another explanation: even it the Pavamana offerings were 
subsidiary to the kindling of Fire, the vessels in question could not belong to 
those. Because in the case of the sentence ‘Vadjapeyasya yspah', inas- 
much as the Yépu is distinctly mentioned, it has been taken (in Sutra III 
—i—18) as belonging to the subsidiary Pagu sacrifice ; specially as even 
in this case the Genitive was found to be quite compatible. In the case 
in question, on the other hand, there is no such ground for taking the 
vessels as belonging to the subsidiaries. Then again, the expression 
| Yagnávacara' must be taken independently by itself, as laying down 
the vessels for ull sacrifices; because there is no previously-mentioned 
sacrifice to which it could refer specifically. 
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But inasmuch as this end could be got at by means of the law 
arrived at in connection with the Recitation of mantras to Püshaw ete.,— 
there can be no use of the present Adhikarana for that purpose. Conse- 
quently the present sūtra is to be taken as supplementary to the foregoing 
Adhzkarana, added in answer to a supposed argument emanating from 
the opponent. That is to say, there arising the argument—‘ inasmuch 
as the Nivids are subsidiary to the Sdmidhénis, a mention of those cannot 
interrupt or disjoin the Context,"—the sutra makes the following declara- 
tion in answer: The accessory detatls being, etc., etc., which has already 
been explained, The sense of the declaration is that inasmuch as the 
Nivids also, like the Samidhénis, speak of the kindling of fire, they are 
equally subservient to the purposes of the Fire; and as such the one (the 
Nivid) could not be taken as subsidiary to the other (the Sàmzdheni). 


ADHIKARANA (13). 
[The Vartraghni Recitation, etc., belong to the Ajyabhigas. | 


Sätra (23): There is no connection of the meanings of 
the two verses (with the Primary). 


We now proceed to consider those cases in which the mantrus are 
employed in accordance with the order in which they happen to be 
mentioned. 

[In connection with the Darca-Pürnomüsa, we find the injunctions : 

Vartraghni paurnamasyam, anicyété, vrdhanvatt amavasyayam’; and 
with vegard to this, there arises a doubt as to whether the duality of the 
mantras belongs to the Primary sacrifice, or to the Ajyabhügas.] 

At the very outset a question is raised as to why there should be such 
a doubt. 

And the reply to this is that the doubt is due to the fact of the order 
of connection, as mentioned in the sentence, being found capable of being 
taken in two different ways. For instance, when the connection is 
mentioned along with the ‘ Paurnamasi’ it remains doubtful as to whether 
it is to be taken along with the time (Pawrnamüs?) or with the actions 
(the Ajyabhaga, etc, performed at the time); because if.the order men- 
tioned were meant to refer to the Actions, then the taking of it with 
reference to the Time would involve an infringement of the Injunction, 
And as a matter of fact, it is only when two relationships are equally 
authoritative that they are capable of being considered as mutually contra- 
dictory,—and not when they differ on the point of authoritativeness ; and 
hence there would be equality (of the Relationship of the mantras with 
the Primary sacrifices and with the Ajyabhigas), only when the sentence 
would be taken as connecting the mantras with the Actions, and not when 
it is taken as connecting them with the Time. 

Thus then, on the above question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The mantras to be recited are always connected with sacrifices, and 
“ never with the two points of Time (the Paurnumds? and the Amadvisy@) ; 
“and hence the order mentioned must be taken as fully taken up as 
" belonging to the Primary sacrifices. Then again, on account of the argu- 
“ment urged in the preceeding sūtra, the four mantras in question (the two 
" Vürtraghnis and the two Vrdhanvatis) can never be connected with 


1044. TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. III—PÀDA I—ADHI. (13). 


“the Ajyabhagas (because these latter are as much accessory to the Pri- 
' mary sacrifices as the mautras themselves), And for these reasons, the 
* order (of the Recitation) must be taken as pertaining to the Primary 
* sacrifices, as pointed out by Syntactical connection, and not with the 
" Aj yabhàgas, as pointed out by the order of sequence (which latter 1s 
“ weaker in its authority than Syntactécal connection)" 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply : As a rule, the connection 
of the Primary with the Subsidiary 1s not desirable, when the meaning is 
not found to be so connected ; and in the case in question, we find that the 
meaning of the four mantras has no connection with the Primary sacrifices. 
Because if they were so connected, there could not be two mantras to be 
recited, when the Primary Action is one only; and further, because the 
Deities indicated in the mantras do not belong to the two Primary saeri- 
fices. 

That is to say, the Saum-mantra (which forms part of the Vrdhan- 
vati) can not find its connection with the Amāvāsyā sacrifice; because in 
this sacrifice, Soma is not the principal Deity ; and then, as for the Pawrna- 
müsi also, even though Soma does appear as its Deity, yet it is so only as 
accompanied by Agni; and as such the mention of Soma alone could not 
be taken as connected with that sacrifice, as we have shown under the 
Mahendradhikarana (II—1—13 et sez.) ; and none of the two mantras in 
question is found to be applied to Agnishoma (which is the joint Deity of 
the Paurnamüs;); because in the sentence * Puronuvakyamanvaha’ (found 
in connection with the Paurnamüasi), the singular number in ‘ Puronu- 
vàükyüm is significant; and as such only one mantra could be recited to 
Agnishoma. If the sentence in question (‘Vartraghni, etc.) be taken as 
laying down the duality, never before laid down, —then there would be a 
syntactical split,--the sentence being taken as laying down the particular 
mantra, and also its duality. 

On the other hand, in the case of the mantras im question being 
connected with the two Ajyabhagas, it would be easy to take the mention of 
the times ( Paurnamāsī and Amdvasy@) as restricting the application (of 
the mantras to particular Ajyabhagas), as we have already explained 
before. For these reasons, on account of the relationship of the Primary 
and the Subsidiary (between the Darga-Piarnamiisa and the Ajyabhagas), it 
is only reasonable to take the sentence in question as pointing out the Time ; 
specially as it is the Time that is first of all found to be denoted by the 


sentence, and ‘it is extremely difficult to outstrip Time’ (as a well-known 
saying has it | & 


ADHIKARANA (14). 


[The Mushtikuranu, ete., belong to the whole of that which is dealt with 
in the Context. | 


Stra (24): Immediate sequence is not authoritatively 
| expressive. 


We have just dealt with the employment of mantras in accordance with 
the order in which they are mentioned ; and now we proceed to deal with 
the exceptions to that rule. 

[In connection with the Jyotishtoma we find the sentence—‘ Mushtim 
karoti, vàcam yacchati, dikshitamüvedayati ' ; and then again, ‘ hast@u avaneé- 
Wiklé, wlaparüjginstrnüti'; and in connection with this, there arises a 
doubt as to whether the ‘ mushtikarana’ (Closing of the Fist) and ‘ vagya- 
mah’ (Silence) simply serve the purpose of ‘ @védana’ (Addressing the 
initiated Sacrificer) or they enter into the whole of the Context ? and 
similarly too, as to whether the ‘ hastavanéjana’ (washing of the hand) is 
for the,sole purpose of ‘ ulupurajistarana’ (spreading of the bundle of 
grass), or it pertains to all the actions performed ? 

At the very outset of the discussion, an objection is raised :—“ The 
“ Olosing of the Fist and the Silence are the actions of the Sacrzficer, while 
“the Addressing belongs to the Priest; how then can there be any doubt 
“as to the former two being subsidiary to the latter?" 

Reply: This does not affect the question; because of the actions 
of the Priest also the Sacrificer is the directing agent; or, it may be that 
the former two are taken as subsidiary to the action of being addressed 
(which of course belongs to the Sacrificer). 

On this question we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“ [On account of immediate sequence, we must take the Closing of the 
* Fist and the Silence to be for the sake of the Addressing, and the washing 
“of the hand to be for the purpose of the spreading of grass. | 

“ Objection: ‘How is it that the immediate sequence operating both 
"ways, it is the preceding (Closing of the Fist and the Silence) that are 
“taken as subsidiary to the following (Addressing), and not vice versa ?' 
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* To this some people make the reply that it is with a view to show 
« the doubtful character of the situation, that what is mentioned first is 
“ taken up as the subsidiary, simply because it happens to be mentioned first. 
* But the fact is that in the case of all Bhavands, at the very outset, there 
"always arises a desire to know what would be accomplished by that 
* Bhavana; and in all cases that which is found to be mentioned first, is, 
“ owing to its place in the text, always taken as answering the said desire. 
* Consequently, as soon as therearises a desire to know what is to be done by 
* means of the Closing of the Fist and the Szlence,—we are met by the next 
“ sentence ‘ dikshitamavedayat?' ; and we have no ground for not accepting 
“ this * avédana ' (addressing) as that which is to be done by the former 
"two; specially as this Addressing too can, subsequently, be assumed to 
“be capable of serving a distinctly useful purpose. Consequently we 
“ must take the former two to be for the sole purpose of this Addressing. 

“ [n the same manner, the Washing of the Hand is for the purpose of 
“ the spreading of the bundle of grass,—the word * uluparajistarana’ meaning 
“the spreading of long grasses in the middle of the long altar. 

“ As a rule, Capability, Subsidiary Conteat, and Syntactical Connection 
“are more authoritative, in the matter of application of the accessory 
“details, than the Prime Context. Consequently in all cases, that which 
“is mentioned first must be taken as serving the purposes of that which 
“is mentioned next after it. 

“Then as for the Closing of the Fist and the Silence, the former is not 
“taken as being for the sake of the latter, or vice versa, because they are 
“not capable of being taken as subsidiary to each other; specially as both 
“serving the purpose of bringing about the attentiveness of the sacrificer, 
“they do not stand in need of each other. Consequently we cannot neglect 
“ this inherent incapability, and proceed with further assumptions." 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply: (1) We do not find any 
syntactical connection between the Closing of the Fist and the Silence on the 
one hand, and the Addressing on the other ; (2) as for Capability, it applies 
equally both ways; and (3) as for the desire of any intermediate process, 
we do not find any appearing, at the time. 

That is to say, (1) the two verbs could not be syntactically connected, 
until there were some word denoting such connection; and so there is 
no syntactical connection in the case in question that could set aside the 
significations of the Prime Context. (2) As for capability, it is as apph- 
cable to the Closing of the Fist being taken as belonging to all the actions, 
as to its being taken as belonging to the Addressing alone ; in fact, it is 
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more reasonably applicable to the former ; because the need of attentive- 
ness (which is brought about by the Closing of the Fist and the Silence) is 
more urgent, when there are many actions to be performed, than when there 
is only one such action as Addressing, which could be done somehow or other 
(even if no special steps were taken by the sacrificer to secure attention). 
(3) As a matter of fact, in the case in question, there is no intermediate 
context (that could set aside the indications of the Prime Context). Fox 
when there is a deficiency in the process of the former action, then the latter 
becomes its subsidiary ; as a matter of fact, however, this is not possible ; 
because the object to be accomplished by the Bhavana is yet only incom- 
pletely k»own (and as long as the object is not fully recognized, there can 
be no desire to find out the process of its accomplishment. Nor could the 
want, even if it had arisen, be supplied by the latterly-mentioned action, 
because the use of this latter has still to be ascertained ; and so this latter 
also would stand in need of another action; and so on and on, till we get 
to the Primary Action itself. 

Objection: “Tf it be so, then, whenever we would have, in the 
* middle of a context, some sentence laying down the connection of a 
“eertain accessory detail with a definite desirable result, then, all that 
“would follow after that would have to be taken as auxiliary to that 
* accessory detail, and could not reach the Primary Action; because in such 
“a case the intermediate context will have been an accomplished fact." 

Reply: If the two accessories mentioned in the sentence (viz., the 
Closing of the Fist and the Silence) were known as belonging to the Address- 
ing, then there could have been an intermediate context between those two 
and the Addressing. While as for the Process of the Primary Action, it 
operates on all sides ; and leaving only that which happens to be connected 
with something else, goes on to the very end (of the context),—as we have 
already shown under the Anushangadhikarana (TI—1— 48). 

Objection: '*In that case, there is a total annihilation of all Inter- 
* mediate or Subsidiary Contexts.” 

Rep!y: In a case where the subsidiaries of actions, mentioned in the 
text of another Action, have been kuown by means of Direct Assertion, 
or by that of the Indicative power of words, or by Syntactical Connection, — 
it is by these alone that an Intermediate Context is admitted by the law of 
Sandamzea. 

That is to say, inthe case of the Prayájas, we find that a few of their 
accessories are laid down in one place, and then after some break ave taken 
up again ; and hence in this case we admit of an intermediate context extend- 
ing from the former mention of the details to the latter (just in the manner 
of a clip which connects a number of separated things). Otherwise there 
would be a great uncertainty as to the details, —all the auxiliaries being 
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capable of being taken as auxiliaries to one another. 
where there is no such subsequent mention of details, all tl 
must be taken as pertaining to the Primary Action. Then, 
they would pertain to the Primary, by itself, or as tog 
subsidiaries, that question will be dealt with under / 


seq. x 
Thus then, in the case in question, the Closing of the 
through their capability be taken as belonging to the P: 
together with all its subsidiaries. 

If we had such words as ‘ dvéditum’ and * staritum’, t 
the Closing of the Fist, etc., and the Washing of the Hand 
as syntactically connected with these words, in accor 
sūtra ‘tumunnvulau kriyayüm kriyarthayém’ (Panini, Il] 
then alone could the Closing of the Fist, etc., and the W 
he taken as belonging to the Addressing and the Spr 
respectively. As, however, we have no such words as ‘ a 
actions in question must be taken as belonging to all the ac 


Sütre (25): Also because the sentences are co 
themselves. 


That is to say, thereis a further reason for rejecting the s 
immediate sequence: viz., that each of the sentences under 
has all the marks of a complete sentence, when taken sing 
when taken collectively ; hence also, the actions in question 
taken as subsidiary to one another, 


ADHIKARANA (15). 
The Quartering belongs to the Agnéya Cake only. 


Sutra (26): "The auxiliary, connected with the Accessory 
“Detail, should be taken as common to fall; specially as 
“there is no mutual relationship among them.” 


We have spoken of the application of accessory details, in accordance 
with the order in which they are mentioned; and we now proceed to 
eonsider whether that application is possible to a part also, or only to the 
whole. 

[In connection with the Darca-Piurnamasa, we find the sentence, — 
` ügneyam caturdha karotz*] ; and with regard to this there arises the ques- 
tion as to whether the ‘ caturdhadkarana’ (Quartering) is to be done to 
the Aynéya cake only, or to the Agnishomiya and Aindraigna cakes also. 

On this question, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“The Quartering applies to the Agnishomiya and Aindragna cakes 
“also. Because the mention of a single Deity (Agni in ‘ Agnéya’) is 
“ capable of indicating the two Deities (Agni and Soma, and Indra and 
“ Agni); just as in the Manotà, the * Agni’ indicates the connection of 
* both Agni and Soma. ! l 

“ Though Agni is not the proper Deity of the Agnīshomīya, yet it is not 
“wholly unconnected with it; and it is the presence of the Deity, and not 
“ the actual fact of its being the Deity, that is the basis of indicativeness ; 
“nor in the case in question, is Agni inseparably connected with the 
“action of Quartering ; and as such much significance cannot be attached 
“ to the specification of ‘Aynéya’; and all that this can be taken as doing 
“is to indicate (the presence of Agni); nor are the indicative factors to 
“ be taken exactly as they are mentioned; for instance, the ‘two cakes’ 
* are taken as indicative of the time intervening between the Upamcuyagas ; 
‘Cand again in the case of the mention of the * Patnivata,’ no significance is 
“attached to the specification of Tvashty; and lastly, even in ordinary 
* parlance we find that the mother of Dittha and Davittha is spoken of 
“as the ‘mother of Dittha' (similarly the cake dedicated to Agni and 
“ Soma can be spoken of as ‘ Agnéya’). 
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* Thus then, there being no necessary connection between Indication 
“end Actual functioning, the name ‘ Agnéya’ becomes equally applicable 
* to the Agnéya, the Agnishomiya and the Aindrayna cakes. 

“It is with a view to this that the Bhashya has construed the sūtra 
“ as that, ‘inasmuch as there is no mutual relationship among these, there 
“ would be no injunction.’ In fact we often find such things to be spoken 
“of as applying commonly to many; as for instance, in the case of the 
“ Pragitra.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (27): There should be a restriction; as the actual 
signification is connected with the word; because the indi- 
cative power is connected with such meaning ; and as for the 
subsidiary text, it serves the purposes of indication. 


Just as in a previous Adhikarana, we have found that the Dadles are 
not indicated by the mention of ‘graha’; so in the same manner, in the 
case in question, ‘Agnéya’ cannot indicate the cakes dedicated to two 
. Deities (the Agnishomiya or the Aindragna). 

It has been shown above that that with reference to which some- 
thing is laid down must be regarded as significant. And as a matter of 
fact, that the character of being the ‘ Aynéya’ does not belong to the 
Agnishomiya and the Aimirāgna cakes is shown by the fact that the word 
‘ Agn&ya ’ does not signify the mere presence of Agni; what it does signify 
is the Deific character mentioned by the nominal affix, and the mention 
of ‘Agni’ is merely by way of qualifying that deific character. That 
to which certain offerings are made is the Deity ; and as a matter of fact, 
the cake that is dedicated to two Deities (Agni and Soma) is not offered to 
Agni alone; asthat which has been known as pervading over two, cannot 
be spoken of by means of one only ; hence either the Agnishomiya or the 
Aindragna could not be spoken of as the ' Agneya.' 

Then again, in the word ‘ Agnéya,’ the indicative power belongs to 
the signification of the Nominal Affix; and according to P&npini's rule 
(IV-i-82) nominal affixes are applicable to only such words as are capable 
(of direct denotation); and for this reason the nominal affix canuot be 
taken as appertaining to the word * Agni' as forming a compound with 
‘ Soma,’ and as such not being (by itself) * capable.’ 

That is to say, that alone is spoken of as ‘ Aynéya,’ which belongs to 
Agni alone, independently of all other Deities ; and certainly that which 
is dedicated to two Deities is not oue that is dedicated to Agni alone. It is 
for this reason that the deifie nominal affix is not applied to the word 
‘Agni’ when it occurs in such compounds as ‘ Aynishoma’ and the like ; 
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and as such the nominal affix in the word ‘Agnēya’ does not signify the 
deifie character of Agnishomu; while that whereof Agni alone is the 
Deity is always spoken of as ‘ Agné@ya.’ | 

Thenas for the corroborative instance of the Prücitra that the Pūrva- 
paksha has brought forword,—in that case the subsidiary mention of the 
‘ Aynéya’ is meant to be indicative of a particular place. That is to say, 
the general sentence having pointed out theperformability of the Pracitra- 
vaduna (cutting of the Pragitra cake) in all places, what the subsequent 
seutenee ' agnéyasya mustakam virujya, ete., does is to lay down the parti- 
eular breaking up of the head of the cake; and thus there 1s no similarity 
between this and the case in question. 


Some people take exception to the Adhikarana presented as above. 
They argue as follows: “ Katyayana has distinctly laid down the rule 
“*avigéshadubhau võ’ (which makes the name ‘ Agnéya’ applicable to 
“both (Agni and Soma) also. And the rule has been laid down by him 
“in accordance with a passage that he met with in the Cutapatha Brah- 
“mana—viz., ‘tancaturdha krivà purodagam varhishadam karoti’ (which 
“speaks of * purodāça’ in general as quartered).”’ 

To this we make the following reply: It is quite true that we have 
the above text speaking of the Quarteriny as applying to all cakes in 
general; but it is restricted to particular cakes by means of passages found 
in other Rescensional Texts. 

It might be argued that—‘‘ in the case of the Pragztra also we could 
take the subsequent sentence as restricting the former general Injunction." 
But this 1s not possible; as the sentence speaking of that is meant to lay 
down an accessory detail; v.e, the expression ‘having broken the head" 
distinctly lays down such a detail with regard to the head; and as such it 
is incapable of restricting the preceding general Injunction ; in the case in 
question on the other hand, the sentence ‘ Agnéyam, etc., makes the repeti- 
tion without mentioning any accessory detail; and as such it is quite 
capable of restricting to itself the general Injunction (of Quartering ). 

It might be argued that—''inasmuch as the texts (in different 
Rescensions) are far remote from each other, there could be no such restric- 
tion." But this cannot hold ; because of the general law that ‘ that which 
is connected with something else, through its meaning, is to be taken along 
with it’; and hence the general rule always @òes forward to meet the 
special; and as soon as it has met this latter, it becomes restricted to that 
particular case. 

Or, the Cutaputha text quoted above may be taken as merely referring 
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to the previously mentioned particular cake by the general word ‘ puro- 
daicam,’ for the purpose of enjoining the ‘ varhishadatva’ (the laying on 
the grass). And if this laying on the grass also be found to have been 
laid down previously, then the text may be taken merely as laying down 
the order of the performance (7.e., the laying on the grass should be per- 
formed after the Quartering has been done). 

Thus then, it is established that the Quartering is to be done to the 
Agn&ya cake only. 

The sentence in the Bhäshya—' If there were no cake dedicated to Agni 
alone, then for the sake of saving the word from meaninglessness, we could 
have taken 4t to signify that which is dedicated to two Deities —is an 
explanation of the sūtru clause—‘ lakshanürthà gunacrutih’; the sense of 
this is that if there were no cake dedicated to Agni alone, then, as in the 
case of the Manotd, so here also, the word ‘Agni > could be taken as indi- 
cating both Agni and Soma; and the mention of the accessory ‘ Agni’ 
would, in that case, serve the purpose of this indication of both. Asa 
matter of fact, however, thére is a cake dedicated to Agni alone; and hence 
it is to this cake alone that the Quartering is to be done. 

Though it is true that the indicative factor is not connected with the 
action (of Quartering), yet until the thing in question is indicated by it, 
it cannot be comprehended ; and consequently we accept that cake which 
is dedicated to Agni alone. 


Thus ends the First Pada of Adhyaya III. 


ADHYAYA III. 
PADATI. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 
[The Mantras expressive of Chopping apply to the Primary, | 


Sutra (1): Inasmuch as the auxiliary character of the Mantra 
would be based upon the meaning expressed by it, the connec- 
tion of the Mantra should be with the primary meaning; as 
it is with this that it has eternal connection. 


We uow proceed to deal with the application of Mantras in accord- 

ance with their own ‘Linga.’ By ‘Linga’ is meant the capability of 

the Mantru to signify something; and asa matter of fact, this capability 

' is sometimes found to pertain to the direct primary, and sometimes to the 

indirect secondary, meaning. And hence in the case of Mantras, it is 

doubtful whether they are to be used in their primary sense, or in the 
secondary one. | à; | 

Some people, labouring under the impression that there is no second- 
ary meaning of Mantras, have put the question: ‘ What is the Primary, 
and what the Secondary ? " 

In the Sutras I —iv—23 et seq. we have taken for granted the exis- 
tence of the secondary signification as an established fact, and then 
considered the various bases of such signification, which have been shown 
to be incapable of abandoning the Primary signification ; and hence the 
diseussion that we are takiug up now (wherein we are going to establish 
the existence of the Secondary signification) must be taken as really 
preceding the Sutra I—1iv —23. 

The answer to the above question, given by the Bhashya, is as fol- 
lows: The direct denotation of the words of the Mantra is the * Primary ’ 
or “ Mukhya," because, like the face, * mukha ' of the human fœtus, it is the 
first to appear; and the ‘Secondary’ or “ Gauna" is that which is implied by 
that denotation ; it is called “ Gauna” because it is due to the presence of 
a certain property or ‘Guna.’ The above interpretation of the word 


1054 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. IIL— PADA II—ADHI. (l). 


‘ Mukhya’ is also supported by its etymology—the word being formed as 
* Mukha—ya,’ in accordance with the Sütra (Panini V—11—103), the 
affix denoting similarity (hence * Mukhya’ is that which is similar to the 
mukha or face). 

Against these definitions, the opponent raises the following objec- 
tions :— j 

“ Inasmuch as the word is denoted by the word ‘ gabda,’ it would 
“apply equally to all meanings of words. That is to say, it is absolutely 
“impossible for the property of one thing to appear in another; and 
“hence the ‘gauna’ or ‘secondary’ cannot be explained as due fo the 
“ appearance of a property. Thus then, whenever a word is uttered, if a 
"certain meaning is found to be expressed by it,—either directly or in- 
‘‘directly—it inevitably leads to the assumption of a corresponding expres- 
“sive potency in the word; and whether the meaning be the direct or the 
“indirect one, it is, in either case, uninterrupted by any other meaning ; 
"and as such, being the first to be comprehended, it must be called 
"'mukhya' or ‘Primary’ (and thus all meanings are equally mukhya). 
" Having disposed of the definition given in the Bhashya, we proceed to 
"consider the other definitions. 

“Some people explain the terms as follows:—' That is the Mukhya 
which is denoted by the word independently of all supernumerary 
“additions, That is to say, in all cases, a definivion is that which serves 
“to differentiate a thing from others; and there is no doubt that the 
"'gauna or secondary meaning is that which depends upon something 
‘else. For instance, the word ‘Agni’ by itself denotes Fire; but it does 
not, in the same way, denote the Boy (in the sentence Agnirmanavakah 
'"*'— Boy is fire); and the only reason for this is that in the denoting of 
"'the Boy, the word Agni depends upon its proximity to the other word 
"'qinavaka, Even in a case where no second word is found, the opera- 
“ * tion of the word found is always aided, in its indirect signification, by 
*'some other word, which, though not expressly mentioned, is implied by 
“<the context, etc., and thus such cases are also included in the aforesaid 
“definition; because in both cases, there is the common basis of the 
‘signification of the word, in the shape of a certain property or guna.’ 

* But it is not so; because even in the case of secondary signification 
“that you have cited, all that the proximity of the second word does is to 
“ bring to light the meaning of the first word ; and thus the second word 
“being only an illuminative factor, the definition of ‘ Makhya’ is not in- 
“applicable to that case. 

" That is to say, though the eye stands in need of light, yet colour is 
“universally acknowledged to be its object ; and though the Primary mean- 
“ing stands in need of a due perception of the letters composing the 
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« word, their order of sequence, their accompanying vowels, and a due 
‘remembrance of the various relationships of the word,—yet it is 
“ acknowledged to be the Primary meaning ; and in the same manner, the 
“second word cannot be required as a necessary element in the signifi- 
“ cation of the meaning, unless it has the requisite potency ; and even if 1t 
"were required, it would be required only as an illuminative agent; aud 
“thus, taking the place of the method (of signification), it could not 
“deprive the meaning of its Primary character. Thus then, even with- 
“out the second word, the meaning of the first continues intact; but for 
“some reason or other, it is not duly manifested (to be comprehensible) ; 
“just as the word ' gó is not quite directly comprehended as denoting 
“the ‘ Earth. ' 

“Tf you deny the illuminative character of the second word, and 
“take both words to be equally expressive of the meaning in question, 
‘on the ground that the expression ‘ agnirmanuvakah’ is always found to be 
“expressive of that meaning; then in that case, the meaning in question 
‘would have to be accepted as expressed by the two words taken collec- 
"tively,—and as such the expression would be similar to the compound 
“word agvakurna (denoting a plant); and on that account, each of the 
“component words (both ‘agni’ and‘ münavaka') would have to be 
“accepted as herein used in their secondary meanings! 

"As a matter of fact, however, the meaning in question could not be 
"taken as expressed by the two words collectively ; because, from con- 
“comitance as well as non-concomitance in usage, we find the two words 
“ having two distinct meanings. Two words are known as one compound 
"word only in a case where the meaning of the component parts is 
“completely set aside, and the parts themselves are cognised as insepa- 
“rable. In the case of the expression '.Agnirmünavakah, however, we 
"find that while the word ‘Agni’ expresses something yellowish and 
“bright, the word ' Müànavaka' denotes a wholly different thing, a 
* certain aggregate of physical matter; and as such both words, expressing 
" something distinct, are found to be used in their primary meaning. 

"Some people, however, with a view to show, by means of the deno- 
“tation of each component part, that the two words form a composite 
“ word, offer the following explanation: ‘That the Manavaka is bright, 
" is the meaning of the sentence («gnziméünavakah), in which the elements 
“ of the denotations of both component words are perceptible; just as in 
“the case of the expression blue lotus; and as such that meaning is 
* found to be expressed by means of the meanings of the component 
* words; and hence with reference to the words themselves, it cannot but 
* be regarded as secondary (ganna). 


* But we reject this view also, for the following reasons: The meaning 
, D e3 
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** in question could be taken as that of the sentence, if the Agn 
* Manavakatva had inhered in a single substance, as in the case of 
* expression blue lotus, the blueness and the character of lotus be 
* here in the individual lotus before us. As a matter of fact, how 
* we find that the word * agnzh’ cannot be taken in its primary s 
* agnitva (as this does not inhere in the Boy) ; nor ean you hold it to 
“ directly significant of bright yellowishness; because that would 
* you over to our side; hence the. meaning in question cannot 
* regarded as that of a sentence. 
“ Consequently it must be admitted that the functioning of the wo 
* * Agni’ is exactly of the same character, with reference to fire, as al 
* with reference to the brightness of the Boy ; aud hence both thi 
* meanings should be regarded as equally E 
“In the BAàshya we have the sentence —' agnigabdo —— amit 
* c dht’; and the genitive in *münavakasya? denotes the connection of 
"the Boy with Brightness, and not that with the denoting word (‘agni’). 
* Because, in the first place, the form of the Boy: is not coguized from 
“the word ‘agni, and second/y, because if the two words were wholly 
“synonymous, the two could never have been used at the sai 
* time. 
“ The following reasoning might be brought forward: ‘That which 
* 4s well known as the denotation of a word is its Primary meaning, etc., etc. 
“That is to say, not taking into consideration the operation of the- 
* second word, we shall admit, as the basis for declaring the Primary and | 
* Secondary character of meanings, the fact of their being well or 
* not well known (respectively), on which fact is based the use of the 
" companion word (in such sentences as agnirma@navakah).’ 
“To this argument, we make the following reply: The prasi 
“ of a meaning consists only in its being comprehended, and nothing more 
“ or less; and hence the differentiation of the Primary and the Secondary : 
* cannot very well be said to be based upon that. | 
“ Our opponent next proceeds to show that the required diffe 
* tion would be madeon the ground of the greater or less extent of the 
“ use made by the speaker, in consideration of the greater or less know- 
* ledge of the person spoken to; and to this effect he makes the foll 
“ ing declaration: ‘ That which is most used ete., ete? |» 
“ And to this we make the following reply: Ifa certain denotative 
‘ potency of a word has been once recognized, it cannot be reje 
“ even it be found to be used very little; and*hence there cannot be az 
“ difference between the greater used and the less used. In this conn 
s Ln. also we can cite the example of the word *go, which is aec : 
‘as equally primarily expressive of the Cow and the Earth, though it is 
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* very much more used in the former sense than in the latter. To this 
“effect, we have a proverb: ‘We appease our hunger mostly by means of 
“bread, and only seldom by means of sweetmeats; but that does not 
“make the bread the primary and the sweetmeats the secondary (means 
“of appeasing hunger). ” 

We now proceed to show the difference between the Primary and the 
Secondary meanings: ‘Though there is a coextensiveness of the meaning 
of the word ‘agni’ with the münavaka, yet, in accordance with the rule 
arrived at in connection with the word 'arwnà, as we find that there is 
a denotation (by the word ‘ Agni’) if there is some similarity (between 
that and the Boy), and none when there is no such similarity,—and also 
that the word (‘Agni’) is used also in connection with things other 
than the Boy, when such things are found to have some sort of a similarity 
with it, and not in connection with those that have no such similarity,— 

it is this similarity (to Agni) that is the necessary qualification; and as 

such it is this similarity that is the first to be denoted by the word 

‘Agni’; then inasmuch as the similarity to Agni cannot be cognized until 
| the Agni or Fire itself is cognized, the Fire comes to be expressed even 

before the Similarity ; and all the rest (in the sentence * agnirmànavakah '), 
] being indicated by the relationship of that Similarity (which indicates the 

Boy as qualified by it), does not come to be spoken of as directly expressed, 
being, in this matter, just like the Individual (which is held to be indicated 

as the correlative of the Class which is denoted by the word). And we 

| have already explained that there are various common properties—such 
| as brightness etc.—belonging to the Fire and to the Boy. 

Thus then, there being au actual difference between the Primary 
and the Secondary, it becomes necessary to proceed with the question 
started in the present AdA?karana. 

Thus then, together with the three alternatives of the secondary 
character spoken of under Sūtra I—iv—23, there are nine such alterna- 
tives as follows: (1) Indicating something after wholly renouncing its 
own meaning, (2) a mixture of both, (3) assumption, (4) operating with 
the help of a companion word, (5) the two words taken together as one 
composite whole, (6) the whole taken as a sentence, (7) the lesser extent 
of its knowledge, (8) the lesser extent of usage; having shown the 
impossibility of admitting any of these eight alternatives, we have 
established (above) the ninth definition of the secondary character. 
On the question started, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


"zasmuch as the word is always subservient to something else, 
“both the Primary and the Secondary meanings are equal; because 
133 
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“ nothing more is gained by the direct denotation of a word. The advan- 
“ tage gained by this view is that, when we find, in the context of 
“ the Darga-Pürnamása, certain mantras with the word ‘ Pushan,’ we do 
« not find it necessary to remove these mantras to another sacrifice, even 
* though there is no such deity as Püshan in the Darga-Purnamasa ; 
“ because the word ‘ Paishan’ indirectly indicates Agni, which is a Deity 
* at that sacrifice; while if any preference were to be shown to the 
© direct denotation of the word ‘ Püshan, thenit would be necessary to 
« remove the mantras from the context in which they are actually men- 
“tioned in the Veda. In the same manner, inasmuch as the word 
* * Agni’ would indicate the ‘ Sarya,’ the Injunction (that ‘the ectype is to 
“ be performed in the same way as the archetype’) would be duly fol- 
“ lowed, even without changing the words of the mantra (i.e. the Sawrya 
* caru is a modification or ectype of the Agnéya caru, and the mantra laid 
* down for the latter being ‘ agnayé tva etc.’, when one comes to offer the 
“ Saurya caru, he employs the same mantra; but as the Deity is not 
“ Agni, but Sürya, in this case he changes ‘ Agnayé tvà' into ' Suryaya 
‘tva’; and this change would not be necessary according to the Pūrva- 
* paksha, as the word ‘ Agni’ would be as significant of Sarya as of Agni)." 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply : Mantras become auxili- 
aries to sacrifices, only on account of their capability of expressing cer- 
tain meanings; and when they have this purpose served by their direct 
Primary meanings, the acceptance of their secondary meaning would in- 
volve the necessity of assuming another text. 

That is to say, in accordance with the law laid down under the Sutra 
II ~i--31, the Mantras, even in their direct significations, lead to the 
assumption of texts, pertaining to their application. And hence if we 
were to accept them in their secondary signification, which totally aban- 
dons the primary, then in both cases it would be necessary to assume 
Vedic texts. And even while the mantra indicates the secondary meaning, 
if it denote, beforehand, its primary meaning also,—then, inasmuch as 
there would be no reason for passing over this primary meaning, when 
the text pertaining to that meaning has been once assumed, all the 
requirements of the mantra, of the sacrifice in question, as also of the 
Injunctions regarding the study of the Veda, will have been fulfilled by 
that text; and hence there would be no ground for assuming any other 
text; and the mantra could not be applied in its secondary sense. 

Further, the recitation of the mantra having its purposes fulfilled 
(by its primary meaning), there would be nothing with its indicative 
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power unsuppressed, which could point to its secondary meaning; and 
hence the secondary meaning is rejected, 

Then again, in a case where it is the secondary meaning that is 
desired to be conveyed, why should the primary meaning be also signi- 
tied? It cannot be urged that this latter is signified, as without this the 
secondary would not be possible; because this latter could be got at by 
means of due pondering, ete. 

If the two meanings were taken as optional alternatives, then, there 
being no permanence attaching to any one of them, in one case, the 
mantra would be wholly meaningless; and if the primary meaning were 
never lost sight of, then that would be a tacit admission of our view of the 
question. 

And further, when the primary meaning of the mantra has been 
duly cognized, it is not right to make it expressive of any other meaning ; 
specially as the laying down of the mantra has its purposes served by 
its primary meaning. 

Thus then, the sutra should be interpreted as follows: Inasmuch 
as the auxiliary character of the mantras is based upon their capability 
of expressing a meaning, they could be connected only with their original 
(primary) meanings; because that is the meaning with which they are 
eternally and inseparably connected. 


Sutra (2): The Mantra, being a sanctificatory agent, could not 
apply to that which is not enjoined. 


That the mantras of the Darca-Pürnamüsa do not apply to Püshan, 
etc., which are not enjoined as its Deities, is only reasonable; because all 
sunctifications appertain to that which has to be sanctified ; and hence the 
indicative power of the mantra, which is more authoritative than the 
context, would make it applicable to Pūshan etc. and not to the Deities 
of the Durca-Ptrnamasa. 

Question: “When these mantras have been removed from the place 
"in whieh they are mentioned in the Veda, how could they be connected 
“with any Vedic actions? How too could the Indicative Power of the 
“mantras pertain to the Deity only, in the absence of an indication 
“of their general applicability as subsidiaries to sacrifices ? " 

Answer: The mantras in question are spoken of as * Yagamunantrana ; 
and this name would serve to connect them with sacrifices ; and on account 
of the indicative power of the words of the Mantras, they come to be 
employed in those sacrifices alone, at which Piüshün etc. are the Deities 
concerned. 

That is to say, unless the mantras were related to a certain sacrifice, 
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they could not be called * Yagamunantrana’; and h 
that points, in a general way, to the mantras be 
fice. And when we come to consider the quest 
sacrifice to which they should belong, inasmuch a 
to those to whom they are incapable of belon 
of the words of the mantras themselves come 
applicability to such sacrifices as are conn ith the 1 
denoted by the words of the mantra (* Pushan? and the like). 


APPIN Oe 


ADHIKARANA (2). 
[The Aindri mantras apply to the Garhapatya. | 


Sūtra (3: The Mantra could not be applied in its dire t 
literal sense,--because of the subsequent direction. i 


We now proceed to deal with an exception to the general rule arrived 
at in the foregoing Adhikarana. 

The sentence cited in connection with this Adhikarana is—'‘ nivēçanah 
sangamano vastinamite andry garhapatyamupatishthaté’; and though this 
mantra is as applicable to the sacrificial fire (Gdrhapatya) as to Indra, yet, 
the specia! mention of * azndryà' shows that it is to be taken in its direct 
sense, applying to Indra, Some people, however, take the present Adhi- 
karuna as based upon the sentence ‘kadā ca nastarirasi ..., Indra, etc.’ 

In both these sentences, however, the question is the same, viz.—Is 
the mantra to be taken in its direct literal meaning; and as such recited 
as descriptive of Indra ? or is it to be taken in its indirect meaning, and 
thereby applied to the sacrificial fire, on the strength of the subsequent 
direction ? 

Even though we find the subsequent direction distiuctly connecting 
the Mantra with the sacrificial Fire, yet the Doubt is quite justifiable ; 
because, as in the case of the word ‘arunā’ (vide Arunaüdhikarana), so 
here also, the sacrificial Fire is not capable of being connected with a mantra 
speaking of Indra. Then again, in the case of the word ‘arunā, it was 
found that it was capable of being connected with the Purchase, through 
its qualification of the substance ; in the present case, on the other hand, 
inasmuch as the relationship of a word with its meaning belongs to it 
naturally, and is not produced by any scriptural Injunction, the ‘garha- 
patya' could not, in any way, be connected with the Mantra in question 
(the words whereof are found to be expressive of Indra). Because the 
word ‘Indra’ (in ‘ Aindry@’) can never denote the sacrificial Fire, 

The sentence in question should be taken as an injunction of tke 
Description; because of the AtinanBpada ending in * wpatishthat&'; as, in 
accordance with Panini’s Satra I—iii— 25, the root upa-stha with the At- 
manépada affix expresses an action in which the mantra is an instrument. 
and apart from Description, there is no other Action in which a Mantra 
can be the instrument. Thus then, if we take the word ‘ Av/ndrya? with 
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‘upatishthaté,’ the Injunction should be recognized as one of the Descrip- 
tion of Indra; while if the word ‘ upateshthaté’ be taken with ‘ garhapat- 
yam, then the accusative ending in the latter ‘word should make the 
sacrificial Fire the object of description (by the Mantra). And which of 
these two constructions is correct, and which incorrect, is extremely doubt- 
ful. Specially as the sacrificial Fire is not known as another means of the 
Description of Indra. 
On the above question, then, we have the following ' 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


‘In accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing 
* Adhikarana, the Mantra must be taken as applying to the Description of 
* Indra. Then, as for the accusative ending in 'gárhapatyam, it could 
* be taken as indieating other agencies, such as the Locative or the 
* Ablative etc.; just as in the case of the sentence 'sakíüm jwhoti, the 
* accusative in 'saktün! is taken as indicating the Instrumental ; —simi- 
‘larly in the case in question, inasmuch as the objectivity (expressed 
“by the Accusative) is found to be incompatible, we can not attach 
“ any direct significance to it, and must take it as indicating mere agency 
* in general. Consequently, in aecordance with the Sütra VI—i1i—1, the 
“ sacrificial Fire (Gürhapatya) becomes subsidiary to the Description (of 
* Indra). ; 

“Says the Bhàshya—*jadvà upasthanavigéshanam sambandhad gar- 
* hapatyacabdah. Some people explain this sentence as meaning that 
* the word 'gürhapatya' indicates Indra. Thus then, the word 'gürha- 
* patyam ' becomes capable of being taken in two different ways: (1) the ' 
* Accusative ending may be taken in its indirect and the basic noun in 
* its direct sense; or (2) the basie noun may be taken as indicating 
* Indra, through the fact of both (the Fire and Indra) being accessories of 
“the sacrifice, and the Accusative ending may be taken in its direct 
“ sense of objectivity. - oe. qe Mia 

“The sentence of the Bhàshya in question however could be taken 
“as meaning that the sacrificial Fire is a qualification of the Description, 
* —ie., of the root-meaning apart from the denotation of the affix (in 
*'wpatishthate"). That is to say, what is incompatible is the fact of the 
“ Fire and the Mantra both pertaining to the same Action ; i.e., the Fire can- 
* not be the objective of that of which the Mantra is the instrument ; and the 
* Mantra cannot be the instrument of that of which the Fire is the objec- 
“tive. Then in the word '«patishthate, which is made up of a Verbal 
“ Root and an Affix, there are two functions mentioned : the Root denoting 
“the standing, and the Affix expressing Description. And we have al- 
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* ready explained the agency of the Fire with reference to the Description ; 
“and what is mentioned is the fact of the Fire being the direct objective 
*of that which is expressed by the affix. Thus then, the meaning of the 
“ Injunction, contained in the sentence in question, comes to be that, ‘one 
“ should describe Indra while standing by the sacrificial Fire. Though, 
«on account of the denotation of the Affix being the predominant factor, 
“it would be proper for the Fire to be spoken of as the objective of that, 
‘vet, on account of its inherent incapability of being such an objective, 
* it is separated from that and taken as the objective of that action which 
“is denoted by the verbal -Root. 

* For these reasons, the Mantra in question cannot be applied in its 
“direct primary signification.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply: On account of the sub- 
sequent direction, the Mantra cannot be taken in its primary meaning. 
Because when it becomes necessary to take one of the two—the Brahmana 
or the Mantra,—in its indirect secondary meaning, it is always the Mantra 
that is so taken; because this latter 1s merely descriptive in its character. 

For instance, in the case in question, it is directly denoted by the 
Accusative ending in 'gürhapatyam, that this Fire is the objective of the 
principal action expressed by the affix (in 'upatisthate') ; and hence the 
Aindrt mantra in question must be taken as to be employed in the des- 
cription of that Fire. And then, if in consideration of the subsequent 
direction (‘aindry@ garhapatyam upatishthaté’), the Mantra comes to lose 
its primary signification, it must be accepted as an inevitable fact. Be- 
cause it is absolutely necessary to take either the Brahmana (‘aindrya 
garhapatyam etc.’) ov the mantra (* nivéganah, etc.’) in the indirect secon- 
dary sense. But, as for the Brahmana, inasmuch as it embodies the Injunc- 
tion of something not mentioned elsewhere, it is the first to function ; 
and hence in a matter which is not amenable to the authority of any other 
means of knowledge save the Vedic Injunction, such a Brahman. sentence 
cannot be taken in the secondary sense. As for the Mantra, on the other 
hand, it is found to be descriptive of things laid down in the Brahmuna 
sentence, and hence it depends, for its functioning, upon that sentence ; 
consequently it must be taken in its indirect secondary signification, as 
apart from its primary meaning, which is incompatible with the Brah- 
mana sentence. 

In this way we are saved from the contingency of taking the Accnsa- 
tive as indicating agency in general, whereby the Fire could be connected 
as a qualification (as urged in the Parvapaksha). Nor could the word 
‘garhapatya’ in any way be etymologically explained as denoting Indra; 
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consequently the word cannot but be taken in its universally recognized 
primary meaning of Fire. 


Sütra (4: Even though the relationship of the word to its 
meaning is not created by scriptural injunctions, yet the 
Description in question would pertain to the Fire, in view 
of certain common properties. | 


Objection: “ As a matter of fact we find the mantra wholly incap- 
“able of being applied to the Fire. Because, in the first place, it involves 
* much trouble to take the word ‘Indra’ (in the mantra) in its secon- 
“dary signification; and then too, inasmuch as there is not the least 
“similarity (between Indra and Fire), the word could not, even indirectly, 
"indicate the Fire. Even a hundred directions could not make the word 
“< Indra’ capable of denoting the Fire. Nor is ‘Indra’ atechnical name 
“for the Fire, like the technical name of ‘ guua’ given to ‘at’ and ‘én’ ; 
“because the relationship of the word to its signification is not known to 
“be based upon scriptural injunctions.” 

Reply: Itis quite possible for fire to be indirectly spoken of as 
*Indra,--(1) because of the connection (of both with the sacrifice), 
(2) because the word ‘Indra’ is made up of the root ‘indi’ (which 
signifies supreme lordship), and the Fire also is the ‘supreme lord’ over 
its own actions (and as such it is quite capable of being called * Indra’). 

Thus then, there being no other correct way of taking the mantra, 
we cannot but take it in its secondary sense, | 


M T ue s T a s T, I t 


ADHIKARANA. (3). 
[The mantras speaking of culling ave to be employed in Calling. | 


Sierra (5): “ The same may be said to be the case with Calling.” 


We have dealt with the general rule that Mantras are to be taken in 
their primary sense, and also with an exception to this rule. We now 
proceed to consider which cases are subject to the general rule and which 
to the exception. — 

There is a mantra—‘ Havishkrt éhi etc.’—which speaks of the calling 
of the sacrificer’s wife, who prepares the offering material; and with re- 
gard to this mantra, we have the following question: Is it to be applied to 
that Calling, the mention of ‘ threshing,’ in the direction accompanying the 
mantra (‘itd triravaghnan ühvayati'), being explained as pointing out the 
time for the ‘calling’? Or, on the strength of the direction, the mantra 
is to be applied to the ‘threshing,’ which is the first to be mentioned in 
the Direction, and not to the ‘calling,’ to which it literally pertains ? If 
the direction be construed as ‘havishkrt Ehi iti avaghnan, üàhvayaté' (while 
threshing with the mantra havishkrt etc., he should call’), then the mantra 
becomes subsidiary to the Threshing. While if it be construed as ‘ avagh- 
nun eténahvayati etc.’ (‘while threshing, he calls with the mantra’), the 
mantra becomes, from its very words, connected with the ‘Calling’; and 
then the Direction would be taken as laying down the number ‘three’ 
with reference to the mantra to be recited at the time of the Calling; 
- in this ease the word ‘avaghnan’ being taken as indicating the time (of 
the threshing); and thus the Direction does not abandon its true signi- 
fication; and the mantra also is applied according to its direct signifi- 
cation. 

On this question, then, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“On account of the direct mention of the ‘ Threshing,’ and of the 
“fact of the ‘Calling’ being mentioned by the word of the Mantra itself, 
“and lastly of the capability of the Threshing being taken, somehow or 
e“ other, as the * maker of the offering material’ (Havishkrt),—the mantra 
“cannot be taken iu its literal sense; specially as, the property of 
* ' making the offering material’ belonging to the Threshing also, the latter 
“could be indicated by the word ‘huvishkrt’ in the mantra,” 

134 
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SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (6): Not so; as it is the Injunction of time; because it 
is actually known as such. 


Inasmuch as the subsequent Direction distinetly pertains to the 
three-fold repetition, it cannot be taken as laying down the Mantra; speci- 
ally as the affix *eatr' (in ‘avaghnan’) denotes a qualifying character- 
istic; and it is this characteristic that 1s referred to (in the Direction). 

That is to say, the word ‘ avaghnan’ distinctly denotes the Agent as 
subservient to the Root-meaning, being connected with the qualifying 
characteristic (of I'hreshing, which forms that meaning); because such 
is the force of the peculiar Present Participle Affix ‘¢atr '—vide Pānini 
1II—ii—126. And thus our view of the case does not militate against the 
direct meaning of any word. Consequently we must take the Direction 
as enjoining the ‘three-foldness,’ with reference to all that has been said 
before (viz. the calling, the reciting of the mantra, the Agent, etc., ete.) ; 
and nothing else; as all else would bring abont a split of the sentence. 

Then as for the Time, inasmuch as its existence is implied by its 
own inherent capability, it cannot be taken as enjoined by the Direction 
in question; and what the si#fra means by ‘Injunction, is only mere 
‘mention’ or ‘ Declaration. Specially because the ‘Threshing’ itself has 
been enjoined in the original Injunction ‘ vrihinavahants’? ; but still it 
comes to be pronounced thrice, by being repeated three times ; consequently 
the Direction in question must be taken as enjoining this Repetition; and 
under the circumstances, it could not but be taken as enjoining the Time. 
As we have already explained, in connection with the direction ‘ yàvaji- 
viko-bhyasab, that the Time and the Repetition are the cause of each 
other’s Injunction. 

It has been urged by the Pürvapaksha, that ‘ the Threshing could be 
taken as the * Havishkrt.’ (maker of the offering material)" And to this, 
we make the following reply :-— 


Sutra (1): Because of the non-existence of property. 


In denying the application of the Mantra to the Threshing, on account 
of the non-existence, in it, of the property of ' Havishkrt,—what we 
mean is that it is not capable of being called (or addressed), which ‘calling’ 
is distinctly mentioned by the words of the mantra. 

Or, the sūtra may be taken to be an answer to an objection from out- 
side,—this objection being—“ Inasmuch as the Direction pertains toe 
“the three-fold repetition, it cannot be taken as enjoining the Mantra, 
" which latter can be taken as pertaining to the ‘ Threshing,’ through the 
“direct denotation of the words of the Mantra itself," 
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In this case, the sense of the reply, embodied in the sūtra, would be 
as follows :—Though you could, in some way or other, assume the Thresh- 
ing to be the ‘maker of the offering material, yet the subsequent word 
'ahvayati' (Calls) would be absolutely meaningless, in regard to the 
inanimate Threshing. And further, we find the Vocative case-ending 
Gin ‘ Havishkrt’), and then an order or request (to come) contained in the 
word ‘éhi,’ which is in the Second Person Singular; all this would be 
absolutely meaningless if the Muntra were applied to the Threshing. On 
the other hand, when the Mantra is applied to the sacrzficer's wife, who is 
an animate and intelligent being, all that has been indicated becomes appli- 
cable and useful ; consequently the words of the Mantra cannot be accepted 
as applying it to the Threshing. 


Sutra (8): Also, on account of the implications. 


Close upon the sentence under consideration, we find the sentence 
‘ Vāgvai havishkrt, where we find the ‘maker of the offering material’ 
eulogised distinctly as a feminine character; and this would be applicable 
only to the sacrificer’s wife; as, otherwise (if it were taken as applying 
to the Threshing), inasmuch as the action (of Threshing) has not its 
gender restricted to the feminine,—being, as a matter of fact, of an im- 
perceptible gender,—the eulogy in question could be applied to it, only 
indirectly, by applying the word * Kriya’ (whichis in the Feminine gender). 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the mantra is subsidiary 
to the Calling. 


Sütra (9): There would be an incompatibility of the Injunc- 
tion, if the mantra in question were taken as applying to 
Threshing. 

Inasmuch as there are other mantras distinctly laid down in connec- 
tion with the Threshing, these would be incompatible with the Pürvapaksha 
theory; while as the mantra in question is the only one that is laid down 
in connection with the Calling, there would be no incongruity in its 
being applied to the Calling. 


Me a I uu ug eee A RS T m, t 


ADHIKARANA (4). 
[The mantras speaking of Agniviharana are applicable to itself. ] 


Sūtra (10): So also with ‘rising’ and ‘giving vent. 

[In connection with the Jyotishtoma, we find the sentences, * uttishtan 
anvaha agnidagnin vihara, and ‘vratamn krnuta iti vacam visrjaté s and 
in regard to these, there arises a question as to whether the two mantras 
' agnidagnin, etc.’ and * eratan krnuta, ete.’ are enjoined as applying to the 
‘rising’ and the ‘giving vent to speech’; or these two latter are men- 
tioned simply with the purpose of pointing out the time of the recitation 
of the two mantras. | 

The present süfra is an Atidéga-sutra, and as such all that has been 
said under the foregoing Adhikarana is to be construed along with this 
also. The only difference between the two cases is that in the previous 
Adhikarana, it was the word (‘avaghnan’) in the subsequent direction 
that was taken as pointing out the time, whereas the word taken as such 
in the present instance occurs in the Injunctive sentence itself, 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The basis of the present Pürvapaksha lies in the fact that in the 
“ease of the Directive sentence considered in the previous Adhikarana, 
“we found that it could not be taken as enjoining the Mantra, because 
"it was taken up by the injunction of the three-fold repetition; and the 
' ease with the sentences in question is not so. 

“ Says the Bhashya—‘ utthanéna agniridhyaté’ (the fire is brightened 
“up by rising); and the sense of this is that the Rising is spoken of in 
"the mantra, which thus would become subsidiary to the Rising; and 
“then the mantra would cease to be directive (in its signification); and 
“hence there being no second person to be addressed by the mantra (which 
“has to be simply recited by the sacrificer when rising), the Imperative 
“affix in ‘vihara’ will be taken in the sense of time present, and the 
“ agniviharana (walking round the fire) will be done by the priest; and 
“as such it would be quite possible for the Priest's Rising to be mentioned 
"by the mantra in question, which is distinctly found to speak of other 
* actions of the same person. 


[17 
In the same manner, the sentence ' vratan krnuta? may be taken ag 
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“speaking of ‘vik’ (speech), just like the sentence ' vàk trpyutu’; be- 
“cause the speech being located in the mouth, the capability of the mouth 
* to observe the penance (vrata) could very well be attributed to the speech ; 
“the sense of the sentence would thus be that ‘it is time to observe the 
'penanee of speech.’ As for the Plural number in * krnuta, it could be 
“explained as based upon the plurality of speech due to the diversity of 
“its location, iu the Palate, the Throat, ete., etc." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Because of the non-existence of property (Sutra 7)—that is to say, inas- 
much as the rising and the giving vent do not possess the qualifications 
mentioned in the mantras,—this latter could not be applied to them. 
This is what is meant by the answer given in the Bhashya—that if the 
muntras were to be recited in connection with the rising and the giviug 
vent, it would be so, only with a view to an imperceptible end. And 
further, we shall explain later on that the Second Person is not possible 
unless there is a certain direction. 

Then as for the * Lingu’ (Indicative word, spoken of in Sūtra 8), one 
could be easily found, on looking closely into the Vedic texts. 

Lastly, there would also be an incompatibility (of the Pürvapaksha 
theory) with a distinct Injunction (Sàtra 9); that is to say, we find a 
distinct mantra—‘yah pacünümyrshabhah, etc.’—enjoined in connection with 
the giving vent to speech; and there would be an infringement of this 
Injunction, if the mantra ‘ vratam, etc.’ were applied to the same Action. 


ADHIKARANA (5). 
[The Saktavaka is subsidiary to the Offering of the grass-bundle.] 


Sūtra (11): “Inthe Süktavaka we have the injunction of time, 
because it is subservient to the purpose of something else.” 


[In connection with the Darca-Pürnamüsa we find the sentence 
‘siktavakéna prastaram praharati’; and there arises the question as to 
whether this sentence lays down the Suktavaka as subsidiary to the Offering 
of the grass-bundle, ov it only indicates the Time. And on this question we 
have the following—] 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“The Süktavàka (1.¢., the mantra ‘Idam dyavaprithivi, etc.) serves the 
“ purpose of pointing out the Deity, and the Prastara (the Bundle of 
“ grass) serves as the place for the keeping of the Sruk ; and hence both of 
* these, having their purposes served independently of each other, do not 
‘stand in need of being related to each other by the relationship of the 
“ Primary and the Subsidiary ;—and hence the sentence must be taken as 
“ pointing out the Time. The Instrumental ending iu ‘ suktavakéna’ may 
“ be explained as indicating the qualification (Panini 11—111—21). 

“ The Bhashya speaks of the Bundle of grass having its purpose fulfilled; 
“and the sense of this is that inasmuch as the Bundle of grass is the 
“ objective of the Pratipattikarma (offering of Disposal), it has a certain 
‘predominance attaching to it; and as such it could not be takenas 
“subsidiary, either to the Suktavaka, or to the Deity mentioned in the 
“ Suktavaka, In the same manner the Suktavaka also, together with the 
“ Deity (therein mentioned), is not capable of being taken as subsidiary to 
* the Bundle of grass.” 

SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (12): The sentence contains an Injunction (of the mantra 
with reference to the Offering of the Grass-Bundle); as other- 
wise the name ‘Yajya’ could not be applied to it, without 
reason. 


In the sentence * süktavükena prastaram praharati’ we find that the 
Süktavüka is distinctly mentioned as connected with the action (of 
Praharana, offering); and the Instrumentality thus distinctly mentioned 
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cannot be set aside ; specially because of the great authority attaching to 
the signification of the case-ending (in 'süktavakéna ). Thus then, the 
word 'süktavaka' would, in its direct meaning, be connected with the 
Action ; otherwise what would be connected with the action would be the 
time indirectly indicated by the Süktavaka, And it is only the Süktavaka 
that is taken as subsidiary to the Action; and being thereby similar in 
character to the other subsidiaries of sacrifices, it becomes capable of 
having the name *'yàjyà' applied to it;—as is done in the declaration 
' stiktavaka eva yajyacabdah.’ 

In connection with this last declaration, a side-question is raised as 
to whether the Sw#ktavaka is areal Yajya, or the name is applied to it 
only figuratively. The difference made by these two is very great; for 
instance, if it be a real Yàjyà, all the accessory details laid down in 
connection with Yājyās would apply to the Siktavaka also,—such details 
as are mentioned in the sentences, ‘ dsind yajati, ‘anavainam yajati, 
*yügyaya adhi vashatkarott, ‘purdnuvakydiica prathamam prayunkte’ ; 
while if the name were applied to it only by way of Praise, then none 
of the said details would have to be observed. l 

On this side-question, we have the following Pūrvapaksha : * All the 
“said details should be observed; because a 'Yàjyà' is that whereby 
“a sacrifice is performed ; and as a sacrifice is performed by means of the 
“ Suktavaka, there is no doubt as to this latter being a real Yajya. 

“ Against this, the following argument might be urged: ‘The feminine 
“affix (in ‘ Yajya’) would not be compatible with the Süktavaka, which, 
“ not being a Rk, is devoid of the feminine character.’ 

* But this does not affect our position; because we find the name 
“< Fajyà ' applied to the samid ya7ya, etc., which are not Rks. 

“Then, it might be urged that—‘in the case of the sacrificial 
“ accessories, mentioned in the Yajurveda, we find that even though they 
“are accessories in the performance of sacrifices, they ave not called 
“ *yajyás'; and hence the mere fact of being accessory in the performance 
“ of sacrifices cannot be sufficient ground for the application of the name 
* Fājyā; hence that alone should be accepted as Yàjya, which is actually 
“ spoken of as ‘ Yaya.’ ‘ 

* But, in that case, inasmuch as we have the declaration ‘ szktavaka eva 
“ yajya’ the said accessory details would certainly apply to the Sūktavāka. 
“ Nor can this declaration be taken as applying the name only figuratively ; 
“because we find the two quite proximate to each other—which is the 
* principal basis of direct relationship. 

“ Then again, the word ‘ yàjyà' is a generic term; and as such could 
“ not be taken as applying to certain definite things only, unless we had 
“a definition distinctly laid down (as governing its application) ; and such 
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“a definition would be something like this: ‘That which, mentioned in 
* the section on Homa, is found to be an auxiliary in the performance of 
* sacrifices, is Yajyà'; and this definition would be quite applicable to the 
“ Süktavàka. Consequently, it must be admitted that the Sdktavaka isa 
. '* real Yājyā, and this name is directly applicable to it.” 

In reply to this, we have the following Scddhanta arguments. That 
mantra, by which the sacrificing priest offers the sacrifice to the Deity 
connected with that sacrifice, is the Yäjyā; because such is the univer- 
sally recognized fact, And, as a matter of fact, the Saktavaka is not such 
a manira. 

As a rule, in all Primary sacrifices, everything connected with it is 
recognized as appearing in some such form as serves some useful purpose 
in the action. And as for the character of the ‘ Yajya,’ it is found to 
consist in the fact of a mantra being laid down as serving the purpose of 
pointing to the Deity of the offered material. As for the S#ktavaka, it has 
not been mentioned, in the orginative Injunction, as serving the purpose 
of pointing to the Deity of the grass-bundle; as all that it does, 1s to men- 
tion the Deities to whom offerings have been made. 

' It might be urged that the indicative power of the words of the 
Suktavaka would be set aside by the superior authority of the Direct 
Declaration (‘ siktavakéna prastaram praharati’). 

But this is not possible; because we shall show in the next sătra, 
that the Direct Declaration of a text is incapable of restricting the applica- 
tion of the mantra unless it is supported by the indications of the words 
of the mantra itself,—this incapability being as pronounced as that of 
the declaration ‘ agnénà siñcati.’ 

Thus, then, we cannot admit the Süktaváka to be a real yajya. Nor 
is there any such Yajya, as in which being contained, the Saktavaka could 
take to itself the details laid down for the Yajya. 

It is a well-known fact that when an action has been previously 
recognized as a ‘sacrifice,’ if a certain accessory of it happens to be men- 
tioned subsequently, that Accessory becomes known as  Yàjyà. And in 
the case in question, we find that the offering of the grass-bundle has never 
been cognized as a ‘sacrifice,’ before it came to be connected with the 
Suktavaka (iu the sentence ‘saktavakéna prastaram praharati’); and 
thus there would be a mutual interdependence: the said offering being 
a sacrifice because of its connection with the Yājyā in the shape of the 
Süktavaka, and this latter being a Yājyā because of its connection with 
the sacrifice in the shape of the offering of the grass-bundle. 

This argument might be met in the following manner: “Even 
without being named ‘ Vajya,’ the Saktavaka, merely as such, could very 
“well be applied to the sacrifice, and then, it would become the Yaya, 
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"by reason of its connection with the Offering (Praharana) in which the 
“predominant element is the sacrificial character, which is pointed out by 
“its connection with the Deity mentioned in the Yajy@ mantra (and thus 
“there would be no mutual interdependence )." 

To this we make the following reply: That which has not been 
known as ‘ Yājyā, either in the oviginative Injunction, or in its applica- 
tion,— how could it ever, subsequently, be known as having that 
character ? : 

That is to say, it is only such a word as is wholly unknown,—the 
word 'yüpa' f.i.,—that can be taken in a sense indicated by the use to 
which it is subsequently found to be put. The word ‘ Yajyà,' however, 
is one that has its meaning well known, both at the time of the origina- 
tive Injunction, and at that of its application; and as such it does not 
stand in need of any subsequently appearing character. As for the ac- 
cessory details laid down in connection with the Vajya, inasmuch as 
these are found to have acquired an existence, in connection with the 
previously known sacrifices, they could not stand in need of the Yajya- 
character, which would be acquired with great difficulty. If the Suktavika 
were a modification of the Yàjjà, then its ‘ yajya '-character would be as- 
certained by its functions, just as the yüpa-character of the Paridhi and 
the Khalévali. As a matter of fact, however, it is a Primary in itself ; 
and hence the knowledge of its qualifications (or accessory details) could 
not depend upon its functions ; and consequently the qualifications of the 
Yajyà could not apply to it. 

Thus then, in the declaration —' sūktavīka éva yàjya '—the word ‘eva’ 
implies the fact of the name being applied to the Sktavaka figuratively ; 
because the use of that word would have been possible only in case the 
name ‘ Yajya’ were applied to something that is not Yàjyà, and not when 
it was applied to a real Y?jya. For instance, in the next sentence—- 
‘ Prastara àhutih'—the Bhashya does not use the word ‘éva’; for the 
simple reason that the Ahutiisreal, That is to say, the word ‘ Prahurana’ 
does not apply to all sacrifices; but it is distinctly a Homa ; because it 
consists of the actual throwing in of the offering also (and not a mere 
offering). Justas the Aghara etc, acquire the character of Homa. because 
of their consisting in the action of Pouring, so, in the same manner, tie 
‘Praharana’ has that character, on account of its consisting in the action 

-—of throwing in. 

Then again, the name ‘ Yäjyā’ is never meant to be directly applicable 
to the accessories of Homa: and the name is specially preclu:ed from the 
Süktavaka, by the fact of this latter being a Niyadu (Prose), which is 
recognized on account of its being repeated in the manner of l'rose. And 
the applicability of the name * Yajya’ to all nigadas has been distinctly 


135 
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prohibited, in the declaration—‘ ayajya eva nigadak,’ as it is with the help 
of Rk mantras alone that sacrifices are performed, 

Though the name is thus precluded, yet the Bhashya applies it, by 
way of eulogizing the Süktavüka, as by being connected with the Yajya 
the Saktavaka becomes highly praised. Nor ean the declaration be 
taken as meant to be a glorification of both,—as in that case the glorifica- 
tion would be wholly groundless (because the basis of glorification lies in 
the fact of one of them being far superior to the other). 


Sūtra (13): It serves the purpose of indicating the Deities, 
because of its connection with them. 


It has been argued above, in the Pürvapaksha, that “inasmuch as 
the Suktavaka has its purpose duly fulfilled by the indication of the Deity, 
it cannot be employed over again (in connection m the offering of the 
grass-bundle).” 

To this we make T following reply: If the Direct Injunction and the 
Indication of the mantra words pointed to two distinct subsidiary charac- 
ters for the Saktavaka, then alone could there be a contradiction (and 
conseqnent rejection) of the latter by the former. As a matter of fact, 
however, both point to the same character; and as such there can be no 
contradiction. 

Thatis to say, though it is quite true that the words of the Suktavaka 
itself point to the fact of its serving the purpose of indicating the Deity, 
yet this indicative capability does not disappear from it, when it is em- 
ployed in connection with the offering of the grass-bundle; because in this 
latter it is not employed in any other way (than the one justified by the 
indications of the words). The fact is that the capability of the Sakta- 
vaka to indicate the Deity stands in need of a reconciliation with the 
Direct Declaration ‘ saktavakéna prastaram praharati'; and this latter 
Declaration also, finding the Saktavaka itself making no mention of the 
said offering, —an4 finding itself incapable, in the absence of such indica. 
tiveness (of the offering), of applying it to the said offering,—and yet not 
taking upon itself the responsibility of creating a fresh indicative potency, 
—keeps looking out for some such way in which the Saktavaka could be 
employed in the work mentioned by it, and yet not stepping beyond 
what is signified by the words of the mantra itself. Now then, as a rule, 
a Mantra becomes subsidiary to a sacrifice, only when it speaks of either 
the Aotion itself, or certaiu accessories thereof. And the very first way 
in which it becomes related as a subsidiary is that the mantra should 
speak of the well-known form of the Primary Action itself; but when 
it is not found capable of speaking of any of the well-known details of the 


SUKTAVAKA SUBSIDIARY TO GRASS-BUNDLE-OFFERING, 1075 


sacrifice, then it is taken the other way ;—that is to say, we are led to 
the conclusion that ‘what is mentioned by this mantra is certainly present 
in this Action’; as otherwise it conld not be subsidiary to it, as is dis- 
tinctly declared to be the case. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the Direct Declaration—‘ Sükta- 
vük&na prastaram praharati ’—addresses the mantra thus: ‘ While express- 
ing what you already do, please help in the aecomplishment of the 
Offering of the grass-bundle' ; and the muntra replies in the following 
strain: ‘I will do all that I can do, while indicating the desired Deity,’ 
And if the Deities ‘desired ° were only those connected with previous sacri- 
fices, then the mantra could not accord any help to the offering (of the grass- 
bundle); if. however, these very Deities were counected with this offering 
also, then, by indicating these, the Sükt«vaka would be according a dis- 
tinct help to the accomplishment of the offering of the grass-bundle. 
These Deities too are not known as to be employed in any other capacity, 
save that of serving as Deities; and hence the Deities spoken of in the 
Suktavaka, could not be anything other than Deities, in the said offering 
also. Thus then, the substance 'grass-bundle' being spoken of as an 
offering material, and Agni and the rest (spoken of in the Suktavaka) 
being Deities, the offering comes to be known as a sacrifice; and it further 
comes to be recognized as the particular kind of sacrifice known as 
* Homa,’ because it consists of the further action of Throwing in. 

And thus there is no contradiction between the Direct Declaration 
and the Indications of the mantra. 

Thus then, the meaning of the sūtra comes to be this: In the case 
of the Offering also, the Suktavaka serves the purpose of indicating the 
Deity ; because the Offering is connected with the same Deities. 

And as for the pointing out of the time, this also would be done by 
the Süktavàka, by the way; because in the order that is laid down for the 
reciting of the mantras, the Suktavaka is known as appearing at a definite 
time. 

Says the Bhashya: ‘yadyagniridam havirajushata ityevamadyéva 
çrūyēta, etc, etc.” The sense of this is that even before the declaration 
* suktavakéna prastarum praharatz,’ it is found that a portion of the Sükta- 
vaka-mantra itself is capable of connecting it with the Offering in question. 
Though the capability of the Mantra is equally applicable to all offering 
materials, yet, on the strength of the Direct Declaration in question, the 
sentence ‘ yadanéna havisha, etc.’ must be taken as refering to the Bundle 
of grass, Or it may be that from the very beginning, the word ‘idam’ 
(this) refers to the gruss-bundle; for the simple reason that the other 
materialsa—Puroddga and the like—are not present at the time. 

Nor can it be urged that, in that case, the word ‘ajushuta’ would be 
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meaningless, Because all that it does is to eulogize it, as already known 
to have been respected and followed (accepted). 

Consequently there can be nothing incongruous in the Suktavaka 
being subsidiary to the Offering of the grass-bundle. 


Sutra (14): If it be urgedthat “the Action is a Pratipatti 
(an offering of Disposal). 


This satra may be taken either as recapitulating an objection, or as 
actually bringing forward the objection. The sense of the objection is 
this: “How could the Suktavaka, or the Deities Agni etc., be subsidiary 
' to the Offering of the yrass-bundle, which is a secondary action ? ” 

In reply to this we have the next sūtra. 


Stra (14A): Like the Svishtakrt, it could be both (Yaga and 

Pratipatti) me l 

We have broken up Sūtra (14) of the Bhāshya into two sutras 
as this splitting has been indicated (as desirable) by all old teachers, 

Just as the Svishtakrt-oftering is both an independent sacrifice, and 
a Disposal-offering,—so, in the same manner, the Offering in question also 
would be both. And the mantras would be subsidiary to this latter, 
exactly in the same way as they are to the former. 

And certainly the character of the Disposul-offering is not incom- 
patible with that of a sacrifice, As what the sacrifice consists of is the 
bringing about of a certain relationship between the Deity and the Offer- 
ing material. And when a certain action has been thus recognized as a 
sacrifice, then follows the consideration of the question as to whether it 
is a Disposal-offering or an Independent sacrifice; and it comes to be 
taken as the former, if it is found to fulfil the conditions laid down under 
Süira 1V—ii--19, Certainly there can be no incongruity in this. 

Thus it is the Independent sacrifice and the Disposal-offering that are 
meant by the word ‘ ubhayasamska@ra’ (in the sūtra). 

Or, the sūtra may be taken as follows: Just as the Svishtakré offer- 
ing is only meant to be a purification (sanska@ra) of the substance, because 
the Svishtakrt, having had its purposes fulfilled, is auxiliary to Agni; and 
yet this offering does not lose its sacrificial character,—so, in the same 
manner, even though the two—the Suktavaku and the grass-bundle—may 
have their purposes already fulfilled, yet they would be purificatory of 
each other; and as bringing about a transcendental result by means of 
their mutual restriction, the offering of that grass-bundle with that 
mantra would have the character of the sacrifice also. 

Or, again, the sense of the sūtra may be this: In the Swishtakrt 
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also, we tind the mantrua—‘ ayüdagnuih, etc., which speaks of Deities; and 
hence this forms an instance of the mutual purification spoken of above. 

Nor is it necessary that the mantra cannot be subsidiary to a Dis- 
posal-offering. Because such an offering is distinctly seen to serve a 
useful purpose; and for the sake of the bringing about of the transcen- 
dental result, proceeding from the Restriction laid down, it would certainly 
stand in need of certain Vedic accessories (in the shape of the mantra, etc. ). 

And thus there can be nothing incongruous in applying the Süktavaka 
to the Offering of the grass-bundle. 


Er e a a s I eu a SO OO NANA N I NS NIA meu s 


ADHIKARANA (6). 
[The Suktavakas are to be applied in accordance with their significations. | 


Sūtra (15): “The whole is to be recited on both occasions; 
because it is enjoined as one complete whole.” 


Reverting to the original subject of the Darga-Pairnamasa, we proceed 
to consider the question as to whether the whole of the Süktaváka is to be 
recited at the Darc« as well as at the Pürnamüsa sacrifices, or portions of 
it ave to be extracted in the case of each of these, in consideration of 
the Deities (connected with the sacrifices and spoken of by the Mantras). 

And on this question we have the following E 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


* The whole of it is to be recited at each of the two sacrifices. Be- 
“cause it is the mantra, as it appears in the text, that is called the 
“é Süktavüka' ; and if extracts were made from it, it would cease to be 
* Süktavàka ; and hence in this latter case, the Offeri ng of the grass-bundle 
* would be made with a mantra that is not Suktavüka (and that would be 
“an infringenent of the Injunction ‘ suktavükena prastaram praharati’).” 


SIDDHANTA. i 


Sutra (16): It is to be employed in accordance with what it 
signifies; because it is the purification of an Auxiliary. 


That there are always extracts made out of such Mantras has been 
explained under the Stutacastradhikarana (Sutras Y1—i-13-29) and the 
Pishaidyanumantranadhikarana (Sütras XII—iii-29). If the Deities men- 
tioned in the Stktavaka mantras were such as belonged to the offering of the 
grass-bundle only, and were wholly different from those belonging to the 
Darca and the Pirnamasa sacrifices, —then iu that case, the whole of it 
could have been recited at each of the two sacrifices. As a matter of fact, 
however, we find that the mantras speak of the same Agni etc. that are the 
deities of the sacrifices; and as such there is no ground for making a 
difference (between the Deities of the Darca-Parnamasa, and those spoken 
of in the mantras); we must admit that what the mantras do is 
simply to indicate the Deities to whom the sacrifices have been offered, and 
that the offering of the grass-bundle is not the sole motive cause of the 
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recitation of the Siktavaka. For the simple reason that it is based upon 
the Deities that have been employed at the Primary sacrifices (of the 
Darcu and the Pirnamasa), it is concluded that the Saktavaka, as well as 
the offering of the grass-bundle, is subservient to those Primary sacrifices. 
And ns for these Primary sacrifices, they are performed in connection 
with their respective Deities, aud not equally with all the Deities (of the 
Darga and the Pūrnamāsa). Consequently, of the Sütakavàáka also, it is 
necessary to make extracts (fitting in with the sacrifice at which it is to 
be recited). 


Sutra (17): Objection: ‘‘On account of the name (there could 
be no extracts).” 


*"l'hatis to say, how could you explain the name ‘ Saktavaka’ (which 
“ certainly could not apply to mere extracts from it)?” 


Sutra (18): Reply: The word ‘complete whole’ would apply to 
the parts (of the mantra, recited on two different occasions) ; 
because both would appear in the same Context (of the Darga- 
Pirnaam asa). 

There are two performances of the grass-bundle offering ; because it 
has to be performed at two different times—one on the occasion of the 
Darga and another on that of the Prnamüsa. Consequently the whole 
name of ‘ Suktavaka’ would apply to these two recitations on the two 
occasions (taken jointly). Because the whole of the Saktavaka is known 
as an auxiliary to both (the Darga and the Pūrnamāsa); specially as 
both of these appear in the same context. When, however, we consider 
the case of the grass-bundle offering alone, then the Süktavàka comes to be 
recognized as connected with each of the constituent sacrifices,—just 
like the Práyaniya, the Udayaniya, the Ékadaginz and the Caturvidhadhana. 
And thus there is no incompatibility among the Direct Declaration 
(‘suktavakéna prastaram praharat¢’), the Indications by the mantra-words 
(of the sacrificial Deities), and the Context (of the Darga- Pürnamüsa). 


The above is the exposition of the Svddhdniu, as contained in the 
sūtra. But the Bhashya takes exception to that exposition, on the 
following grounds : 

“What has been sui above ts mot possible, because those that are 
“ dependent upon somethiny cise cannot be connected with the method of 
“ procedure. That is to say, if the Injunction (of the Suktavata) were 
“with reference to the method of the Primary sacrifices (of the Darga- 
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4 Pürnamüsa), then, the whole of the Sūktavāka would be recited in 
* connection with both (the Darca and the Pūrnamāsa). 

“That is to say, the Primary sacrifices are laid down with reference 
* to a certain result, and not with reference to the method ; consequently 
«itis only with regard to the Result,—and not with regard to the Method, 
* —that they could be meant to be taken in combination (with one 
* another). Because it is the method that is laid down with reference to 
“the Primary sacrifices; as otherwise, if it were not so laid down, it 
“ could not form an auxiliary to these sacrifices ; and then, if the method 
* be taken as enjoined, then, inasmuch as it would be wholly impossible 
“ for this method and the Primary sacrifices to be enjoined with reference 
“to each other,—as that would leave them wholly unconnected,—the 
“ Method could not but be taken as enjoined with reference to the Primary 
“sacrifice. And inasmuch as these Primary sacrifices are uddécyas (i.e., 
* those with reference to whom something is enjoined), no significance 
* ean be attached to their combination, which is denoted by the Dvandva 
“compound (‘ Darca-Purnamasibhyam’). Consequently, the sentence 
* Jaying down the method being taken as complete with each one of those 
“sacrifices, each of the Primary sacrifices must be accepted to be 
“ connected with the whole of the method; and the performance also 
* coming to be done accordingly, inasmuch as each of the six Primary 
“sacrifices constituting the Darga and the Puraamaása, performed at 
“different points of time, would be complete in itself, the Recitation of 
* the Süktavaka would be done but once, and would apply to all the rest. 
“ Thus then, though the Siktavaka may not be repeated with each of the 
“six Primary sacrifices—the Aynéya and the rest,—like the Prayaja, yet 
“the whole of it will have to be repeated once on the occasion of the 
“ Darca, as well as once on that of the Pürnamósa. As otherwise, the 
“ Prayàja etc. also would have to be performed in parts, for which there 
“would be no authority at all. Consequently, on acconnt of the superior 
“authority of Direct Declaration (*süktavakena etc.’), we should set 
"aside the Indications of the mantra-words; and take the Süktavaka 
“(as applied to the grass-bundle offering) either in an indirect secondary 
"sense, or as leading to certain imperceptible results, or as indieating, 
" for the offering, other Deities (than those related to the Darça-Pūrna- 
“ māsa). Ahi : ; 

“ Question: ‘When, as a matter of fact, the combination (of the 
“ Darga and the Pūrnamāsa) is laid down as the means of attaining the 
"result (Heaven), why should the method be connected with the con- 
“stituent parts of these sacrifices, which parts are not the enjoined 
“ means to the Result ?’ 

“ Answer: Inasmuch as each of the inherent parts of the sacrifice is 
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** connected with the Result, how do you make out that it is the Combina- 
“ tion that brings about the Result ? 

“That is to say, the character of sacrifice inheres in each of the 
* constituent sacrifices; and the root expressive of that (sacrifice) 
“ distinctly points to the fact of the potency of bringing about the Result 
‘belonging to the sacrifices (forming the Darga- Pürnamüsa) as depending 
“ upon one another. 

“ Objection: ‘Inasmuch as the means to the Result is specified by a 
“compound name expressive of the Combination, the Root (‘ yajzu’) also 
“ would be taken as denoting the combined sacrifices.’ 

“ Reply: Not so; because it is the Name, that, depending upon the 
** Root, applies to each of the sacrifices (and the Root is not dependent 
‘“ upon the Name),—as we have already shown under the Paurnamāsyā- 
" dhikarana. Consequently, even when the Root (‘yaji’) occurs together 
“with a Name, all that is meant is that the constituents are companions, 
“and not that it is only a combination of them that can bring about the 
“ Result. 

“ Objection : ‘Thus then, just as the potency of bringing about the 
“result belongs to the coustituent parts as associated with one another, 
“s0, in the same manner, the method also, as helping the accomplishment 
“of that Result, would pertain to them as thus combined.’ 

“ Reply: Not so; because, inasmuch as the Combination appears to 
“be spoken of in connection with a thing with reference to which some- 
"thing else is enjoined,—it cannot be accepted as significant, with 
“ reference to the Method; because it is a very common occurrence that 
“the same thing is regarded as significant in one place, and not in all 
“ places. 

“ Question : ‘How is it possible that one and the same thing should, 
"at one and the same time, be the Predicuted, and also that with refer- 
“ence fo which something else is predicated ? ' 

“ Answer: We have already explained that such contingencies are 
* quite possible, according as the thing in question is taken along with 
** one thing or the other. ; 

'* Objection : ‘ Such a diversity would lead to a syntactical split.’ 

“ Reply : Certainly; who is there that does not admit the sentence, 
* —which lays down the method with reference to the Primary sacrifice, 
' and which is inferred from the texts appearing in the Context,—to be 
“ distinct (syntactically) from that which is directly mentioned (viz. the 
“ sentence ‘ Darga-Purnamasabhyam svargakümo yujéta ’). 

“ Objection: ‘The mutual combination (of the constituent sacrifices), 
^ though meant for the accomplishment of the Result, would certainly 
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« force itself to attention at the time of the connection of the Method; and 
“ there would be nothing to set it aside.’ "Ce. E 

“ Reply: It is true that it could not be set aside — mere cognition 
* but it could very well be set aside from the Injunction, Because, in this 
“ case, certain intervening Injunctions being assumed as appearing after 
“the Injunction of the qualified Bhavana, the Agent, while becoming 
‘engaged in that element of the Action which brings about the Result, 
“comes to take up also the association (or combination) of actions; just 
“as (in the case of the. Injunction ‘ Paçunā yajéta) he takes up the 
' singleness of the animal; but as regards the method-element of the 
* Primary sacrifices, inasmuch as he does not take up these Primary 
* sacrifices, he does not take up the combination of these either; though 
“ he is engaged in the subsidiary sacrifices combined together, For these 
“ reasons, no significance can be attached to the Combination with reference 
"to the Method; just as none is attached to the singleness of the Vessel 
* (in the sentence ‘graham sammüvshti'). And further, a single word, 
“ expressive of the Primary sacrifice, while referring to the Primary 
Maier (Darca) for the sake of the (injunction of) the subsidiary 

“ sacrifices, could not lay down the said combination ; as that would 
* involve a duplicity of syntactical connection. 

* Thus then, it must be admitted that the method applies to each of 
"the Primary sacrifices; and the following reasons are given for this: 
“ (1) Because every one of them is equally nearly related (to the method) ; 
“ (2) because every one of them is equally mentioned as the means to 
“the desired end; (3) because not one of them has any other method 
“laid down for itself; (4) because the Context, in the shape of the want 
"of the Procedure, is equally applicable to every one of them; and 
" hence the whole Context must be taken as belonging to every one of 
‘them. 


“Thus then, the position taken up in Sūtra 17 remains untouched.” 


Having, in the above manner, demolished the position taken up by 
the Siddhanta sütra (18), the author of the Bhashya proceeds to lay down 
his own exposition of the Siddhdnta, in the words—‘It is not so, ete.’ 

That is to say, the Süktavüka cannot be taken, either as applying 
indirectly (to the Offering in question), or as leading to an imperceptible 
Result, or as indicating other Deities; because all these contingencies 
have been shown to be impossible. 

Consequently, we conclude that when extracts are made out of the 
Suktavaka, in accordance with the significations of its various parts, each 
of these extracts becomes a Saktavaka ; because there are many Suktavakas ; 
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specially as we find that the various mantras  'Agmiridam etc.’ 
(constituting the Saktavika),—which are capable of indicating several 
Deities connected with different sacrifices, serving distinct purposes 
independently of one another,—do not form a single sentence by being 
syntactically connected. Hence it must be admitted that there are many 
Süktavakas (contained in the 'Süktavüka'")—each of which is supplied 
with elliptical portions from that which precedes as also from that which 
follows it. For instance,—(1) there is one Siktavaka, beginning with the 
mantra ‘Idam dya@vaprthivi, etc.’ and ending with ‘ agniridam, etc. ; (2) 
while there is another beginning with ' Idam dyāvāprthivī, etc.’ and ending 
with ‘soma idam, etc.’ 

Thus then, we find that among these Siktavakas, which differ with each 
different Deity, and which are amenable to the same procedure of recita- 
tion,—there are some that are recited as common to many. And hence 
whichever of these may be recited at the Offering of the grass-bundle, the 
offering will have been done with the Siktavaka (as declared in the injunc- 
tion, ‘stktavakéna prastaram praharati'). Because, just as a single class 
inheres in many individuals, so, in the same manner, the character of the 
Süktavaka, which consists in being a ‘well-sazd saying, would inhere in 
every one of those recited. And the word 'suktaváka' being thus found to 
be applicable to each of them, if those mantras, or words of mantras, that 
ave found to be indicative of Deities not connected with the Action in 
course of performance, are not recited,—that does not constitute an in- 
fringement of any Direct Declaration; what is infringed and rejected 
is the Context; but as this rejection is done on the superior strength of the 
Indicative Power of words and Syntactical Connection, there is nothing 
objectionable in it. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that we should make use of 
extracts from the Siktavaka, 


As a matter of fact, however, even this exposition of the Siddhanta 
is not quite right. Because it is a clearly perceptible fact that the 
whole forms a single sentence, as is shown by there being certain 
words that are to be used as common to all the mantras concerned ; just 
as in the case of the sentence speaking of the Vacgvanara. Then again, 
(for a number of sentences to be taken as syntactically connected) it is not 
necessary that every one of the words of one sentence should stand in 
need of the connection with those of the other sentence; as even if a 
single word happens to connect a number of sentences, they are taken to- 
gether as one sentence. For instance, in the case of the sentence ‘ arunaya 
pingakshya éekahayanyà, etc.’ we find that, even though these words are 
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not connected with one another, yet all of them being connected with the 
single word * krinati,’ are taken as syntactically connected. In the same 
manner, in the case in question all the mantras are found to be connected 
with the words ‘yadanéna havisha agashté, etc’; and as such they must 
be taken as syntactically connected and forming a single sentence. And 
then again, all of them are found to serve the same prupose of indicating 
the sacrificial Deities ; and there are certain words that are common to 
many,—which fact makes them dependent upon portions of one another. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that though every one of the 
sentences is complete within itself, as regards its meaning,— yet, inas- 
much as they are all enjoined with reference to the Offering (of the grass- 
bundle), all of them combined should be taken as forming a single sen- 
tence. | n v3 

If each of them were a distinct sentence by itself, then we would 
have the following anomalies: (1) each of them would have to be recited 
separately, because at the time of the performance the Deity is the princi- 
pal factor; just as iu the case of the mantras of the Upasad, Dakshina, etc., 
and (2) inasmuch as the singular number (in ‘ suktavakéna’) would be 
significant with reference to the offering of the grass-bundle, its require- 
ments would be fulfilled by the recitation of any oneof the sentences. 

Thus then, it must be admitted that the whole of the Saktavaka forms 
a single sentence; and it becomes necessary for us to explain why the 
whole of itis not to be recited (in the Darga as well as in the Pürna- 
mäsa). 

We offer the following explanation: We find that the word ‘ water’ 
is applicable to a drop as well as to a combination of drops; for the simple 
reason that water is a substance made up of many constituent parts. The 
same may be said to be the case with the word * suktavaka.’ 

That is to say, from its capabilities, as well as from the purposes 
served by it, the Suktuvaka is recognized as having the following charac- 
ter: tis a sentence, which contains words expressive of Deities connect- 
ed with the performance, which abounds with common words applying 
on all sides, and which serves the purpose of pointing out the sacrificial 
Deities. And thus (while reciting the Süktavaka), as soon as one has 
nttered the word expressing one Deity, those expressive of the many 
Deities pertaining to the.Primary and Subsidiary sacrifices also become 
expressed as implied by the use of the words that are commonly appli- 
cable to all; and the whole of the Saktavaka becomes recited (by the 
utterance of that single word). Specially as the actual utterance of the 
words expressive of Deities not connected with the sacrifice in hand 
would be an ‘ ill-sacd saying’ (* Duruktavüka'—and not a ‘ Saktavaka,” 
well-said saying). 
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Thus then, we conclude that in the Darga, as well as in the Purna- 
masa, sacrifices, the Siktavaka to be recited is only that much which 
contains the words pointing out the Deities of each sacrifice,—such recita- 
tion being quite in keeping with law and reason ; just like the recitation 
of the mantras in which certain elliptical portions are supplied from out 
of other mantras; and hence, it is the recitation of the whole Saktavaka 
that would constitute an infringement of the Direct Declaration (‘ sakta- 
vakéna etc.); as the utterance of words denoting things not connected 
with the sacrifice in hand would be an 'ill-said, and not a ‘ well-said,’ 
‘saying’ (vàka). 

In the same manner, the grass-bundle offering also, when done with 
the Siktavaka as it happens to exist at the time (ie. as it appears at 
the time of the Darga or at that of the Pürnamüsa), becomes, by this, 
performed, as it were, by the — Suktavaka ; and there is no incon- 
gruity in this, l 

Thus then, the SZktavaka must be taken as hii three forms: (1) 
one that appears in the actual text of the Veda; (2) that which it has, 
at the time of the actual performance of sacrifices, on the occasion of the 
Primary sacrifices ; and (3) that which it has, at the time of the perform- 
ance of the Subsidiary sacrifices. (1) As it appears in the text, it is 
held to pertain to all the Deities of the Primary sacrifices ; because during 
the repetition of the text, if one were to recite it in any other form, he 
would destroy the text altogether, (2) When recited along with the 
Primary ones of the Combined sacrifices, we use them as pertaining to 
certain Deities chosen out of the rest. (3) And in connection with the 
Subsidiary modifications of sacrifices, it has its words (such as ‘ Agni,’ etc.) 
changed into ‘Surya’ and the like (in accordance with the character of 
the particular Subsidiary inhand). In all these cases, however, we have 
the Suktavaka, appearing of course in the forms above ascertained. And 
it loses the character of the * Saktavaka’ (Well-said saying) only when it 
speaks of things unconnected with the Action in hand. 

The Bhashya also must be taken as accepting the multiplicity of the 
single Suktavaka, as is shown by its assertion that there can be as many 
S üktavàkas as there are Deities. 

The Sütra also may be taken thus : ‘In connection with both, the 
word ‘ whole-s&ktavaka is applicable, in only so much as it mentions the 
Deities connected with each; because the Context is the same.’ 

And thus, in reality, the Siddhanta exposition given by us does not 
differ from that contained in the Sutra, or from that given in the Bhashya. 


ADHIKARANA (7). 


[The sections dealing with the Káàmyayajyünuvaky& belong to the 
Kamyas only. | 


Sūtra (19): On account of the Indicative Power, the Order of 
sequence and the Name, the mention (of the Yajyapuronu- 
vakya) would be in connection with the kamya sacrifices. 


We find the kāmya sacrifices (i.e. those performed with a view to 
certain desirable results)—Aindragna and the rest—laid down in a 
definite order of sequence ; and we also find laid down, in the same order, 
certain Yàgyüpuronwükyà Couplets, associated with the name ‘ k@mya, and 
pertaining to the same deities (Indra, Agni etc.) as those of the kKamye 
sacrifices. 

And in regard to these, there arises the question as to whether these 
Couplets, from their indicative power, are to be employed, irrespective of 
the order in which they are mentioned, in all the sacrifices that happen 
to be connected with those Deities,—or they are to be employed only in 
the aforesaid k@mya sacrifices, in the same order in which these latter are 
mentioned. 

The Bhàshya has cited many examples, only with a view to show the 
various instances to which the several specifications in the Sutra apply. 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


On the above question, the Pürvapaksha is that —'' The couplets, through 
“their Indicative power, are to be employed in all the sacrifices that 
“ have those Deities.” 

SIDDHANTA. 


As against the above Pirvapaksha, we have the following arguments : 
Unless a certain mantra is connected with a sacrifice, its Indicative Power 
alone cannot apply it to any sacrifice; and in the case in question we find 
that that which connects the couplets in question with sacrifices, also 
distinctly shows that they belong to the said kamya sacrifices. 

That is to say, all that the Indicative Power of the Mantra could do 
would be to connect it with a certain Deity. But no useful purpose is 
served by the mantra used for the sole purpose of pointing out the form 
of the Deity. The fact of the Mantra being connected with a sacrifice, or 


KAMYA YAJYANUVAKYA. ' 1087 


with the Deity connected with the sacrifice, cannot be expressed by Indica- 
tive Power alone, independently of Syntactical Connection, Context, 
etc. Nor can it be known, from Indicative Power alone, in which part of 
the sacrifice the Mantra is to be employed. For these reasons, it becomes 
necessary to have recourse to the agency of Name; as by means of the 
Name is shown the connection of the mantra with the sacrifice, as well 
as the particular function of the Mantra. For instance, in the case in 
question, the name of the couplets is ‘ Yājyā, which, denoting that whereby 
a sacrafice is performed, distinctly connects the couplet with a Sacrifice ; 
and it also establishes the further fact of the Couplet serving the purpose 
of accomplishing the offering of the material. This being done by the 
Name, the further question, as to the particular sacrifice with which the 
couplets are connected, is settled by the Indicative Power of the Couplets, 
which shows that they are connected with those sacrifices that are 
connected with the Deities indicated by the couplets. 

Objection: “This does not quite prove what is desired (by the 
“ Siddhanti).” 

Reply: How is it not proved, when the Name, ‘ Kamyam y aj yakandam,’ 
distinctly restricts the application of the couplets in question to the kamya 
sacrifices ? 

And further,'even if the Name merely pointed out the connection 
of the couplets with sacrifice in general, such universal application 
(authorized by Name) would be set aside by the stronger authority of 
the Order (of sequence). Consequently it must be admitted that the 
couplets are mentioned as connected with the kamya sacrifices. 

The Bhashya raises the question—'' Why should the Sūtra have men- 
“tioned both? That is to say, the fact of the couplets being connected 
“with the kāmya sacrifices is established by the Indicative Power of the 
“couplets as helped by the Order of their sequence; or the very Name 
^ alone (of the couplets) proves all that is desired by the Siddhdnta ; and 
“under the circumstances, why should the sūtra have mentioned both 
* * Indicative Power’ (linga) and ‘Order of sequence’ (krama) ?" 

The reply to this is as follows: It is true that the Indicative Power 
and the Order of the couplets would establish their applicability to the 
slindi dyna and other sacrifices, because the verses in question, being 
Yajyanuvakyds, could not be used in any other sacrifice ; but there are cer- 
tain other sacrifices,—the Agnéya, for instance, —laid down by such sen- 
tences ‘ Aynayé vratupatuyé, etc’; and in these sacrifices there are two 
places for the Ak verses—one in connection with the mention of Agni, 
where they appear in the character of the Samidheni (literally ‘that with» 
which fuel is supplied to the Fire’), and another, where they appear as the 
Yajyanuvikya ; and as for the Samidhéni verses, they stand in need of two 
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verses, in order to make up the ‘ seventeen ' which is the number enjoined 
in connection with them; and in regard to these latter sacrifices (the 
Agn&ya etc.), if we do not admit the Name to be the means of controlling 
the application of the verses, then, inasmuch as the Indicative Power 
and the Order of sequence would apply to the Samidheni verses also,—and 
as there would be no ground for rejecting that which is the first to 
present itself,—the couplets in question would all be applied to the 
operating of the Sdmidhéni (i.e. the mention of Fire). This application, : 
however, is set aside by the Name (‘ Yajyanuvakya ’). 
Objection: “ In that case, the Sutra should mention Name only: what 
“is the use of mentioning the two, Indicative Power and Order of Sequence? " 
Reply: What you say would have been quite right, if the couplets 
speaking of the Deities of the sacrifices laid down were exactly of the 
same number as the sacrifices themselves ; as a matter of fact, however, we 
find that, in the order of the Action, which has a Deity other than Agni, 
aud which is filled up with a Yajyanuvakya in keeping with its form,— 
there are mentioned certain verses pertaining to Agni; and if these were to 
be applied in accordance with their Name only, then they would be applied 
to the operation of the Yajya (in connection with other Deities than Agni). 
As a matter of fact, however, such application of the verses is not 
possible; (1) because there is a diversity of the Indicative Power (of the 
verse with the Deities other than Agni) ; and (2) because the application, 
of the verses pertaining to Agni is set aside by the other verses that are 
indicative of the same other Deities. Consequently there would be no 
application of the verses pertaining to Agni (if the application depended 
upon the Name alone). When, however, we aecept the Indicative Power, 
.as also the Order of Sequence (as controlling the application of mantras), 
then, when the Name will have ceased functioning (after having pointed 
out the fact of the verses being connected with a sacrifice), the application 
of the verse would be defined by means of their Indicative Power and the 
‘Order of their sequence; and thus the verses pertaining to Agni would 
become applied to the Samidhéni. : B 
The Bhashya shows a case where what is said above actually happens. 
The Yajyapuronuvakya couplets of the Agnivüruni sacrifice haviug been 
mentioned,— before the couplets of the Somaraudr? sacrifices have been 
mentioned,— we find mentioned the Manu-verses; and these latter verses 
become the Dhayyà verses of the Samidhéni?. The same is the case with 
the Prthupajavati verses ; as in the case of these also, we find that the 
former is recognized as pertaining to the latter sacrifice, because, as 
against the order of the Samidheni, it is mentioned after the Yajya- 
puronuvakya verses. ^ 
If we did not have recourse to the Order of Sequence, then, through 
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Indicative Power and Name alone, the first verse pertaining to Indra and 
Agni would become applied to the second Aindrdgna sacrifice, and the 
second verse would be applied to the first sacrifice. When, however, the 
Order of Sequence steps in, inasmuch as it connects the verses with the 
sacrifice, long before the Name comes in, it controls the Indicative Power 
in the assumption of the corroborative text,—and hence is avoided any 
such application as is not in keeping with the Order of Sequence. 

Thus then, there is nothing incongruous or objectionable in the 
composition of the sūtra. 
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ADHIKARANA (8). ` pe 
[The mantras of the Context are applicable to the Agnīdhropasthāna.] 


Sūtra (20): “The injunction of mantras in a certain connection, 
would pertain to those also that do not appear in the context ; 
because all are equally laid down (as auxiliaries to sacri- 
fices).” 


In connection with the Jyoteshtoma we find that there are certain 
mantras—such as ‘Agna üyühz etc.’—specially laid down as making up 
certain Songs and Hymnus ; and then again, we find such general injunctions 
as ‘ Agn&yyà agnidhramupatishthate. ' 

And in connection with this latter Injunction, there arises the 
question as to (1) whether the Agnéyt verses to be employed in the 
Agnidhropasthüna are those wholly apart from the former mantras (* Agna 
üyühi, etc.’); (2) or, this upasthàna may be done either with those very 
mantras, or with others; (3) or, lastly, it is to be done with those very 
mantras only. That there are these three alternative views on the ques- 
tion 18 shown by the text. 

As a matter of fact, however, there is no basis for the first of these 
views—that the verses to be employed are those alone that are not 
mentioned in the Context. Because, all that the Pérvapakshi can, with 
great effort, establish is that we should apply both those that are found 
in the Context as well as those that are not so found; and there is 
nothing to prove that the latter alone are to be employed, Specially as 
the only reason that could be brought forward in support of the employ- 
ment of the verses not in the Context would lie in the fact of the name 
‘ Agnéyt' applying to these also; but this reason would equally apply to 
the verses appearing in the Context also, and there is no reason by which 
these latter could be excluded. Nor has the Bhashya mentioned the three 
alternative theories ; as the only theory that it speaks of, by means of the 
word ‘aprakrta’ without the qualifying ‘ api,’ is that the upasthana is to 
be done with the verses appearing in the context, as well as those not 
appearing in it. And itis the absence of the qualifying ‘api’ (‘also’) 
that has led people to believe that it speaks of the application of only 
those that do not appear in the context. But the argument that could be 
brought forward in favour of this theory would also establish the theory 
that both kinds of Agnéyi verses are to be employed ; and this will be 


MANTRAS APPLYING TO AGNIDHROPASTHANA, 1091 


explained below, by the Bhashya also, in the words— aprakrté’pi 
pratyayo bhavati, prakrtamapyupadiran.’ 

If, however, it be considered absolutely necessary to have the third 
alternative theory, then the following would be the arguments in its 
favour, which would be acceptable to the ultra-orthodox Crotriya : 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 


(D “ The verses appearing in the Context having been utilized 
‘elsewhere, they will have become too stale to be used in the said 
“ wpasthüna. (2) The Injunction ‘Agnéyya agidhramupatishthaté’ is 
“a general one, while the Injunctions of the special Agnéy: verses (‘Agna 
“ āyāhi etc.) are particular ones; and as a rule a general rule can 
“ operate only by laying aside the particular rules. If these latter were 
“not taken as particular Injunctions, then the two Injunctions would be 
“equal; and as such could not serve as the basis for the present Adhi- 
" karana. Consequently, then, we should employ, in the upasthāna, only 
" those verses that are not in the Context." 


PÜRVAPAKSHA (B). 


“The words ‘Agnéyi’ and the rest being common to all Agnéyi 
“ verses, the word ‘Agnéyya’ (in ‘ Agneyyà agnidhram etc.’) denotes all the 
“ verses (those mentioned in the context as well as those not mentioned 
"in it); nor do we find any peculiarity mentioned which could point, 
“specially, to those alone that appear in the Context; because, as for the 
“ Context, all that it can do is to lead to the inclusion of the verses; and 
‘it cannot serve the purposes of specification ; and as for the Proximity, — 
“ which constitutes what, in ordinary parlance, is known as Context,—it 
“is set aside by the idea brought about by the Direct Mention of the 
“word ‘Aynéyi’ which literally applies equally to all the verses in 
“question; and hence the injunction must be taken as laying down all 
^ Agnéy? verses (those in the Context as well as those not in it). 

“Says the Bhàshya: Upadishtopadéco hi na nydyyah évanjatiyakasyu. 
"The word ‘ upadishtopadéguh’ must be taken as = *upadishtasyatva 
"upadégah, and ‘évanjatiyakasya’ as = vigeshanarahitasya; the sense 
‘being that when such verses without qualifications have been laid down 
“once, it is not right for them to be laid down again. 

“ Question : ‘ Kathanjatiyakasya ?' This question emanates from the 
" Siddhànti, and what it means is this: ‘Even in the absence of specifica- 
“ tions, there is a ground for particularization, in the shape of the Context.” 

* The Siddhanti's opponent says—Why do you put this question, when 
* you have the Indicative Power of the verses themselves as regulating their 
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* application? In this the opponent brings forward an argument which, 
“ really supporting his own position, is said in a way as if it were meant 
“ by the Siddhanti as one in favour of specialization. The word ‘ Indica- 
“tive Power’ (‘ Linga’) that is used in this sentence is not in the sense of 
“ the Power of indicating the Deity, which will be spoken of later on,— 
“ but in the sense of the Power of the Verbal affix, or the Power of being 
“enjoined by that affix; because the Bhashya speaks of the absence of 
“ Injunction when the potency of that Affix has been spent up. 

“Then says the Bhashya: Nasau sümünyena lingéna anyatropadéca- 
“ marhati. That is to say. the distinctive feature of the word ‘Agni’ 
“ being common to all the verses, there is an idea of all these; and as 
“there is no distinct specifying feature, we can have no. idea of any 
“ particular Mantra. If a specifying feature be admitted, then, in 
“accordance with the Law relating to the Nirvāpālambha of the Darga- 
“ Pürnamüsa, the specification must be done by the Indicative potency 
“ (of the Verbal Affix), which speaks of the performability of the action. 
“This Indicative Potency is precluded from the Ddgataya verses ; and as 
“such could be admitted as specifying the particular Agnéy¢ verses to be 
"employed. This specification is shown by the Bhashya, in the sentence 
“ *yena anénatvamlingéna &talkaroti, which means that the Agnidhropas- 
"thüna is to be done by such Agnéyé verses as are singled out as being 
“enjoined by means of the verbal affix, which directs that ‘ it is to be done 
“by such mantras as are indicative of Agni or Indra.’ But in this case, 
"the Injunctive word being taken up by the said specification, there 
“ would be no Injunction of any thing at all. If, on the other hand, the 
“ sentence be taken as enjoining the wpasthana to be done by the Agn&yi 
‘‘etc., then there would be no specification ; and hence we could take up 
“any Agnéyi verse at random. Thus then, what the Siddhanta would 
"have is the Injunction of the specified Agnéyi which has already 
“been once enjoined ; and this would be wholly unwarranted, and most 
“ objectionable. 

“Thus then, through the power of the verse, to indicate the Deities, 
“ Agni etc., apart from any mention of performability, the Dāçataya verses 
“ (speaking of Agni) also would come to be employed (in the wpasthüna 
“in question). 

" QuesHon, emanating from the standpoint of the Szddhdanti: ‘On 
“the strength of the Context, we could certainly admit those only that 
“ appear in the context.’ 

"Answer: Indicative Power (Liga) is more authoritative than the 
* Contest. By the word ‘ Linga’ (‘Indicative Power’) in this sentence is 
"meant the Direct Declaration which is literally connected with the dis- 
“ tinguishing feature of the Deity,—and not mere Power. Henceforth, 
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“the word 'Linga, appearing in many places, is to be taken in this 
* sense. š 

“ Objection: ‘Virodhé sati, etc. That is to say, then there would be 
“a contradiction (of the Liùga with the Prakarana) if we were to admit 
“ such a verse, out of those appearing-in the context, as is not related to 
4^ Agni; when, however, the verse that we admit is one that is related to 
'* Agni, we follow both the Linga and the Prakarana. It is in this way 
“that we have explained the compatibility of Direct Declaration with 
“ Syntactical Counection,—under the Tadbhitadhikarana (I—i—25),’ 

“ Reply: It is not so. That is to say, when the Dàcataya verses also 
“appear as optional alternatives (for the said Agn8yi verses), it is not 
“right to reject them, in consideration of the Context. Consequently it is 
“ not right to follow both (the Liga and the Prakarana). 

“Then the Siddhanti (in the Bhàshya) adds—‘ Tallingavatia anéna- 
‘‘nugrahitavya: The sense of this is that, the generic character inhering, 
“in its entirety, in each of the individuals, the admission of all Agnéyi 
“ verses in general would pertain also to the particular Agnéyi verse that 
“appears in the Context; and as such there would be no contradiction in 
“the ease at all; consequently, inasmuch as the sentence with the Indica- 
“tive Potency pertains to the generic character (of the Agnéyi), and as the 
“Context only brings forward the much-wanted particular verse possess- 
“ing that generic character, there is no incompatibility in the co-inherence 
“ of these two ; and as such, there can be no rejection (of any thing, on 
“ the strength of the Context). ° 

*[ The reply given to the above (in the Bhashya) is that though the 
“admission of the Agnéyi mantra in the context would not cause an infringe- 
“ment of the Context, and would also be in keeping with the Indicative 
“ Power,—yet there is no doubt that some other idea given rise to by the same 
“ Indicative Power (i.e., the idea of the admission of the Dàcataya verses) 
“will have to be rejected as false.| The sense of this reply is that inas- 
“much as the word ‘Agnéyi’ denotes all the individual Agnéyi verses, the 
“ word ‘ Agnéyya’ points to the admissibility of the Dagataya verses also; 
“consequently if, on the strength of the Context, those Agnéyi verses 
“ alone that are mentioned in the Context should be admitted, then the 
‘* Dacataya verses would be set aside,—and this would lead to contradiction 
'" between the Context and the Indicative Power. 

“The Siddhanti objects—' But the Individual is never denoted by the 
"word Agnéyt (and hence the word AgnéyyG would not denote the indivi- 
" dual Agnéyi verses). This objection is meant to strike at the very basis 
“of the reply just given. 

“The reply to this, however, is that we do not yet quite know if what 
" pertains to the case im question is the generic character of having the 
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“ Indicative Power in question. ‘That is to say, if in the present case, the 
“ denotation of the individual Agneyi verses were as improbable'as that 
“of the individual cows, then, inasmuch as the Injunction (in * Agn&yyà 
“ agnidhramupatishthat@’) would be one of the Agnéyi in general, there 
* would be nothing incongruous in the admission of those Agnéy? verses 
“that appear in the context,—even though such admission would involve 
"the acceptance of certain particular individual verses not directly men- 
“ tioned in the Injunction (according to you). If, on the other hand, the 
“word ‘ Agnéyya’ be taken as denoting the individual verse characterized 
“by a mention of the deity Agni,—then, if we were to restrict ourselves 
“to those Agnéy? verses alone that appear in the Context, we would be re- 
‘jecting one portion of the idea arising from the Direct Denotation of the 

“word (ie. the admissibility of the Agnéyt verses not mentioned in the 
‘Context, such as the Dacataya). This would be all the more objection- 
“able, because, as a matter of fact, in the case in question (i.e. in the 
* upasthāna of the Agnidhra), it is the Individual Agnéyi—and not amy 
“ generic entity—that is the means to its accomplishment. 

“ Question : ‘Does the author of the Bhashya now mean to reject the 
“ denotability of the generic entity, established in the Akrtyadhikarana ? 

“ Answer: Certainly not; because all that the Bhashya means to prove 
“ here is that the generic entity cannot be an auxiliary (to the sacrifice). 
"This is the explanation given by some people. But this explanation is 
“ scarcely right. Because in that case (the denotability of the generic 
“entity being admitted), inasmuch as the Individual verses would not be 
“mentioned by the sentence in question, there would be nothing incongru- 
“ ous in the rejection of every one of the individual verses. Consequently 
“ we must take the Bhashya to mean that it denies the denotability of the 
“ generic entity, as with particular reference to the verses appearing in the 
“ Context. 

“As a matter of fact, the word ‘ Agnéyi’ is denotative of the 
* [ndividual, because of its signification being based upon its etymology; 
“and as such it can never be denotative of the generic entity. In fact, in 
“ the case in question, no generic entity is cognized, because the word 
*' Agnéyt’ applies to many verses, of various different metres, on the 
“ basis of the fact of the Deity spoken of in them being one and the same. 
“For instance, in the two verses ‘Agna āyāhi vitayé, etc.’ aud * Agnim 
“ hotüram, etc.’ (known as Agn&yi), we do not find any common element; 
"and we find that what is invariably concomitant with the name 
* * Agnéyi,’ is the relationship of the Deity Agni, and nothing else; not 
“even the generic character of being a verse; as the name is applicable to 
" Actions and Substances also (f. i. we have ‘Agnéya purodüga' and 
" * Agn&yi ahuti’). In view of this the Bháshya has said that the only 
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“common element is the Deity. As for this relationship (of the Deity), 
"though that too is a common element, yet the Bhashya has not men- 
“ tioned it, because it is not directly expressed by the word, being only 
“implied by it. And inasmuch as that Deity would be common to all 
'" Aynéyt verses, there would be no endlessness or incongruity (as has been 
“found to be the case with the denotability of Individuals). 

* And the reason for this is that, though, in the word ‘ Agnéyi,’ the 
* qualifying (Agni) is the first to be denoted (by the basic noun * Agni’), 
“ yet, inasmuch as the denotative potency of the base is distinct from 
“ that of the affiz, there would be nothing incongruous in the denotation, 
“ by the affix, of the qualified (verse). In a case, however, where the same 
“ word (*go' f. i.) is used to denote both (the qualifying Class as well as 
“the qualified Individual), there can be no denotation of the qualified. In 
“ the ease of the word ‘ Agnéyi,’ on the other hand, we find that the word 
* * Agni, which denotes the qualifying (Deity), is never used in the sense 
“of the qualified (verse); nor is the word ‘ Agnéyi,’ which denotes the 
* qualified, ever used in the sense of the qualifying Deity; and hence the 
“same word could not be extended to the qualified. Ifthe word denoted 
"the qualifying Deity alone, then, inasmuch as that would fulfil all the 
‘‘requirements of the case, there would be no reason for admitting the 
'* qualified. | 

“For these reasons, it must be admitted that the word in question 
“ denotes the Individuals ; as we have explained above, in connection with 
"the words ‘ Piagükshi' and ' Ekahüyani, And hence, in certain cases, 
“ we could admit the verses mentioned in the Context also. 

“ Objection—with reference to an assertion made in course of Pūrva- 
'"paksha (A):—‘ It has been asserted above that, inasmuch as the verses 
“appearing in the Context have been laid down for another purpose, they 
“could not be meant to be laid down in connection with the upasthana in ques- 
“tion, That is to say, the Parvapakshi himself has declared that no stale 
“ verses could be admitted,’ 

“The reply given to this is — the Mum of Parvapaksha (B): 
“What we meant to say was that if the verses mentioned in the Context 
“alone were taken as laid down, then there would be an incongruity iu 
“the shape of the same affia (in ‘ Agnéyi’) simultaneously serving the two 
“ purposes, of enjoining and indicating (the verses as those mentioned in 
"the Context); whereas in accordance with our view, those are not the 
“only Agnéyi verses to be employed in the updsthana in question, but 
"others also, as the word makes no specification ; and hence there would 
" not be the said incongruity. 

“ Objection—emanating from one who cannot brook an infringement, 
“ without reason, of the Context : ‘ Your theory is open to the great objection, 
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“that it is not in keeping with both, the Indicative Power and the 
'* Content." 

“The reply to this is that the Direct Declaration connected with the 
* Indicativeness of the Deity is much stronger in its authority (than the 
“ Context). e 

“Says the Bhashya—And further, it is not necessary to follow the 
“ Indicative Power, in the shape of the literal Declaration, as well as the 
“ Context. This is meant as a general rebuff to the extremely objection- 
' able popular idea that both are to be respected. As a matter of fact, in 
« the case of all authoritative means of knowledge, the Persons concerned 
“take up the objects of cognition, not with a view to help or respect those 
* means, but for the sole purpose of helping themselves (in their 
“knowledge of the things concerned). 

“ Question: * What do you mean by this ?' ` 

‘© Answer: What we mean is this: When the same means of cogni- 
“tion is found to be applied to a number of things, if it happens to be 
' respected with regard to any one of these, it is taken as having its 
'* requirements fulfilled ; and the other things, even if of use in accom- 
“ plishing certain ends of the man, would not be admitted (if the mere 
** respecting of the means of Cognition were the sole motive) ; and further, 
'* when a man would have performed a certain action calculated to bring 
“about a certain desirable result (the text laying down that Action 
“ will have been duly respected in this single performance, and) he would 
“ not perform the Action again, even if he desired a further supply of the 
* same desirable result. Hence, it must be admitted that we should reject 
the necessity of respecting the means of knowledge, and confine our- 
selves to the helping of ourselves by the actions (cognized by those 
" means). And thus the word ‘ Agnéyi’ must be admitted to be not 
' indicative of any particular Agnéyi verses. 

" Says the Bhashya: The Context is not to be followed, because it is 
“ contradictory to the idea produced by the Linga. And in this sentence, 
the word * Liùga ' must be taken as used in the sense of the Indicative 
‘ power pertaining to no particular verses. And the sūtra also, when speak- 
ing of the admissibility of verses other than those in the Context, must 
“not be taken as restricting the admissibility to those alone; it 
mentions those only, because there is no difference of opinion as to the 
‘‘ admissibility of those that are in the Context (and which therefore 
“ needs no reiteration).” 
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SIDDHANTA. 


Sütre (21): Only those mentioned in the Context (are meant 
to be admitted), because of the Context and reasons. 


The word ‘ tadakhya’ means ‘that which is spoken of (in the Context) 
as admissible’; or ‘that which is spoken of as belonging to the sacrifice 
under treatment (i.e. the Jyotishtoma). It is such a verse that is to be 
admitted; because what the sentence (‘ Agnéyyd etc.) lays down is a 
particular function that the mantra is to serve in connection with a 
sacrifice; and as a rule the Injunction of the particular is always based 
upon that of the general. 

That is to say, in the sentence in question, the — is not laid 
down as due to the form of the Agnidhra himself; nor is it an independent 
action, leading to a certain desirable result; because no such result is 
mentioned in eonnection with 1t; hence it must be admitted that the 
upasthüna is performed with a view to help in the accomplishment of the 
Apirva resulting from the Jyotishtoma sacrifice. And consequently the 
sentence in question comes to be taken as laying down a particular action 
in connection with the Jyotishtoma. The injunction of this particular 
action could be possible only when there was a general Action already 
enjoined ; and then if the same sentence (‘ ägnēyyā etc) were to lay down 
the connection of the Agnéyi verses with the general as well as the parti- 
cular action, then there would be a syntactical Split. 

Objection: “The sentence in question (‘ Agn&yyà etc.’) lays down the 
“connection of the verses with the particular Action, while that with 
"the Action in general would be established by the Context.” 

Reply: True, it would be established by the Context; but not without 
having assumed a Vedic text (in support of the indication of the Context) 
(some such text as ‘ By this Verse we must do something connected with 
the Jyotishtoma’); but no such text can be assumed, when there already 
exists a text (viz. ‘ Aqneyya etc. which establishes the connection of 
the verse with the Agnidhra who forms an integral factor of the Jyotish- 
toma). 

Objection : “ The sentence in question having laid down the particular 
‘relationship, the general would be implied by that itself.” 

Reply: Not so; because Implication is equal to the Context (in the 
point of authority). And again,if the general connection with the 
Jyotishtoma were an invariable concomitant following on the wake of the 
establishment of the connection of the verse with the Agnidhra,—in the 
same way as satisfaction follows on the wake of a hearty meal,—then, in 
that case, there would be no necessity of calling upon a scriptural text 
(pointing to that connection). As a matter of fact, however, we find that 
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the general connection with the Jyotishtoma appears long before that with 
the Agnidhra; because this latter being à mere substance, no results are to 
follow from a connection of the verse with this. And hence, inasmuch 
as that general connection would not be possible without a scriptural text, 
the trouble of having to assume a non-existing text would remain as 
before. Then again, inasmuch as the connection spoken of in the sentence 
in question is capable of being met with in the matter of ordinary worldly 
- actions also, it could not necessarily connect the verse with the sacrifice 
(Jyotistoma). Thus too, it would be necessary to assume a Vedic text, on 
the strength of the Context. * 

. It is in such cases as the above that the authority of “ Apparent 
[Inconsistency " comes in ; and this * Apparent Inconsistency " is admitted . 
only when there.is no other way of explaining the inconsistency, Hence, 
in the case in question, “ Apparent Inconsistency " could justify the 
assumption of a Vedic text, only if, without such a text, the declaration 
of the particular connection (in the sentence ‘ Agnéyya etc’) were found 
to be inconsistent. As a matter of fact, however, we find that the 
Declaration in question is quite consistent, as asserting what it directly 
does, something in regard to the verses, that have their general connec- 
tion (with the sacrifice in hand) already established (by the direct 
enumeration of the verses in connection with that sacrifice—the Jyotish- 
toma); and having its requirements fulfilled by that, it does not have 
recourse to the cumbrous method of assuming a text that does not 
exist. . 

This is what is meant by the Bhàshya when it says—The sentence in 
question cannot be taken as pointing out the functioning of the verses in 
connection with the Jyotishtoma, as that has been already laid down else- 
where, For instance,.just as when the Kindling of Fire has already been 
laid down in such sentences as ‘ Vasanté Brahmano 'gninadadhita, the 
subsequent texts laying down sacrifices leading to definite results (f. i. 
' Agnihotram juhuyāt svargakümah") are taken, not as implying an in- 
junction of the said Kindling of Fire, but as merely laying down those 
sacrifices for those who have duly performed the said Kindling ;—so, in the 
same manner, what the sentence in question means is that in the upās- 
thana in question, only those Agn&y? verses are to be employed, that have 
been connected with the Jyotzshtoma. 

Otherwise, if it were held to lay down the employment of only those 
that are not mentioned in the Context (as held by Pürvapaksha A), then, 
inasmuch as in the face of other possible solutions, the connection of such 
- verses could not be accepted by the Vedic texts, the burden, quite gratui- 
tously and groundlessly assumed, would be too heavy to be safely 
carried. 
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If (in accordance with Pürvapaksha B), it be taken as laying down 
the employment of those in the Context, as well as those not in it,—then, 
it would be necessary, in one case (that pertaining to the verses mention- 
ed in the Context), to take the sentence as specializing their connection 
that had been already generally mentioned; while in the other (that 
pertaining to the verses not in the Context), it will have to be taken as 
laying down both the general and the special connection. And this 
diversity would lead to a syntactical split. 

And if we admit only those that are mentioned in the Context, then 
we are saved from all the said undesirable contingencies. And in this, 
there is a further advantage,—viz. that on accountof the proximity (of 
the Injunctive affix with the verses mentioned in the same Context), it 
does not become necessary to carry that affix very far from its context. 

Objection: “ In the Context also there is no such general connection 
“mentioned, as is wanted; and even if it were there, inasmuch as it 
“would point to the verses being employed in other purposes, the utilizing 
“of it in the Upasthāna in question would be most incompatible." 

Reply: This does not affect our position; because we do actually 
make use (in the Upasthüna) of such verses as have been utilized else- 
where. ) e" WP 

Objection: “In that case, the assertion of the general connection 
“would become incompatible with what you say.” 

Reply: Why should it be inconipatible, when, as a matter of fact, the 
general is involved in all particulars? Consequently what we would 
do (in the case in question) would be to leave off the specialities of the 
general connection (as laid down in connection with the Jyotishtoma), 
which could be of no use in the case of other particulars,—and to 
aecept only the general feature of that connection, which has been 
established, through those specialities ; and there would be no incongruity 
in this, 

The Bhashya has declared that -if independently of the Context, the 
Dagataya verses were laid down by the sentence in question, then there would 
be a syntactical split ; as in that case the sentence could only be construed 
as—‘ Upasthanam kuryat, tacca evamlingéna. But such ‘syntactical 
splits’ would be inevitable in all qualified Injunctions; f. i. even the 
sentence ‘ Somena yajéta’ could be construed only as—‘ Yagam kuryat, 
tacca soména.’ Nor is the qualitied Injunction in question known as a 
whit less important than the other qualified Injunctions,—as, equally with 
the rest, it lays down something quite new. ‘Specially as, iu accordance 
with the Szddhanta also, inasmuch as no other indicative power (save 
that pertaining to the Deity) is admitted, the addition of ‘tacca évam- 
lingéna ' is as necessary as in accordance with the Pürvapaksha; as even 


1100 TANTRA-VARTIKA, ADH, ITI—PĀDA II—ADHI. (8). 


the verse mentioned in the Context could not apply to the Upasthana, if 
it had not that Indicative Power. 

Consequently the ‘‘Syntactical split," involved in the Parvapaksha, 
should be explained as shown before. And in that case, in the Bhashya 
passage just quoted, the first portion—‘ Upasthanam kuryat’—is to be 
taken as pointing out a particular action in connection with the Jyotish- 
toma, and the second portion—' tacca évamlingéna’—as pointing, indepen- 
dently of the Context, to the connection (of that Action) with the Mantra 
characterized by the Power of Indicating that Deity whose connection 
with the Jyotishtoma has already been laid down. 


If, in order to avoid the Syntactical Split shown against him, the 
opponent should take the sentence as merely laying down the connection 
of the verse with the directly-menttoned Agnidhropasthana,—then, to that 
explanation we offer the following reply : 


Sutra (22): The Injunction, in that case, would be wholly use- 
less; because of its non-connection with;a fruitful action; as 
the Upasthana is not fruitful. 


Objection : “The sentence in question would, from the Context, help the 
** Jyotishtoma,—that is to say, the general connection of the verse being 
“ obtained from elsewhere." 

In reply to this, the Bii shows that the general connection would 
not be possible, unless it were distinctly enjoined. If the sentence meant 
a direct declaration of the Upasthāna with the Jyotishtoma, then it could 
have been taken along with the Jyotishtoma. When, however, the 
sentence is taken as laying down, by a qualified Injunction, the connection 
of the verse with reference to the Upasthana,—without laying down the 
connection of this latter with the Jyotishtoma,—then, what the injunction 
comes to is that the verse is to be employed in an ordinary worldly 
Upasthana (not in connection with any Vedic sacrifice) not leading to any 
desirable results,—such an injunction being got at by the rejection of the 
Context which has had no corroborative text assumed in its support, and 
which, for this reason, is unable to give any idea of a particular connec- 
tion (of the verse with a particular Upasthana connected with the Vedic 
sacrifice of Juotishtoma). In accordance with our view, on the other 
hand, inasmuch as the verses will have been already taken up before- 
hand by the Jyotishtoma, they could not apply to any other action (out- 
side the pale of that sacrifice); and thus the Injunction would lay down 
something useful (the Upasthüna performed with the mantras, along 
with the Jyot’shtoma, serving the useful purpose of helping in the 
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accomplishment of the Result of that sacrifice) ; and further, this way of 
interpreting the sentence is very much simpler. Or, there may be shown 
another simplicity in our view of the case: according to us what is laid 
down is the connection of the auxiliaries of the Jyotishtoma, in the shape 
of the Agnidhra etc. with the instrumental accessories, in the shape of 
the Verses ; and this Injunction would be with reference to the Upasthana. 


Stra (23): And further, all mantras are already enjoined. 


It has been argued above that the Agnéyi verses mentioned in the 
Context of the Jyotishtoma will have been already used in connection with 
that sacrifice, and hence being stale, could not rightly be employed in 
connection with the Upasthana in question. 

But this is not correct; (1) because the text itself lays down a stale 
verse, and (2) because the subordinate position of the mantra makes it 
capable of being repeated (with general actions),—there would be no 
incongruity in the application of the said verses to both (the Jyotéishtoma 
proper and the Upasth@na connected with it). For this reason, we can- 
not accept the sentence to admit of the construction ‘ Yenaivamlingena 
kuryàt' (as shown in the Pürvapaksha). Also because all mantras are 
such as have been already enjoined, in connection with some action or 
‘other ; (and hence all mantras would be equally stale). 

Then, it has been urged above that the verse would be particularized 
by the Injunctive affix (in ‘ Upatishthét’), But inasmuch as the neces- 
sary particularization is got at by other means, such an assertion can only 
shine as an irrelevant assumption. For even if we could specify the 
verses by means of the Injunctive affix, we could not avoid the admis- 
sibility of all the verses in question; because every one of them is 
enjoined (and as such specified by the Injunctive affix), either as forming 
part of the Vedic text to be studied, or as occurring in the Brahmayajiias, 
or as forming a part of ihe Vacastobha and the Agvinavastha. Conse- 
quently it cannot be rightly asserted that the specification would be done 
by the (Injunctive) verb; as even after such a specification, there would 
be nothing to set aside the idea of the admissibility of all the verses in 
question. 

Thus then, for the very simple reason of there being no “ Apparent 
Inconsistency " (to justify the Indicative Power in leading to the assump- 
tion of a Vedic text), it must be admitted that, in the Upasthana of the 


Agnidhra, we are to employ only those Agnéyi verses that are found to be 
mentioned in the Context. 


ADHIKARANA (9). 


[ The Bhaksha Mantras are to be employed in the Holding etc., 
in accordance with their Indicative Power. | 


Sūtra (24): “On account of its Indicative Power and Name, 
the Anuvaka must be taken as applying to the Bhaksha.” 


[ We find the Bhaksha mantra laid down as follows: ‘ Bhakshé hi ma 


vict......, Ghé vaso purovaso...... bahubhyam saghyüsam, nrcakshantva déva 
- atakhyésham, hinva m8... ...mà me’ vaninabhimatigah, mandrabhibhutih 
ketuh... ...irpyatu,...... gayatracchandasah ...... Indrapitasya......bhakshaya- 


mi. | The Bhashyu has quoted the whole mantra, with a view to show 
whieh word in it is capable of what use, as will be discussed in the next 
four Adhikarünas. As a matter of fact, just as in the case of the Sakta- 
vāka, the words * Pratassavanah etc., as also the * Vaswnadgüna etc., that 
are eulogised as qualified by them,—so in the mantra under consideration 
also, the ‘gayatracchandah etc,’ and also ‘ Indrapita etc., are to be 
used, separately, according to their several significations. 

Though such is the fact, yet, in connection with the Mantra, there 
naturally arises the question as to whether the whole Anuvāka is to be 
used in the ‘ Hating,’ or different parts of it are to be used in connection 
with ‘ Holding,’ ‘ Seeing’ aud ‘ Proper Digestion,’ as may be found to be 
indicated by the words of the several sentences. - 

On this question we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Inasmuch as itis the Hating alone that is enjoined,—as the word 
‘ bhakshayami’ in the Anuvàka itself distinctly indicates that Hating,— 
“as the whole of the Anuwvaka, being held between the two words 
" bhakshe* and ‘ bhakshayàmi, cannot possibly pertain to anything else, 
“—and, lastly, as, in accordance with the Sutra 1X—i-—37, the Holding 
‘etc. also being mere concomitants of the principal action of Hating, the 
“whole Anūvāka is capable of being taken as a single sentence syntacti- 
“cally connected,—the Anuvāka must be taken as to be used, in its 
‘complete form, in connection with the Hating. 
“The following objection is here raised: ‘(a) The first sentence of 
“the Anuvüka— Bhakshehz etc.—is quite applicable to the Hating; but 
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"(b) the next sentence—from vaso etc. down to saghyasam—clearly 
“pertains to the Holding; though the root saghi (in saghyüsam) being 
"laid down in the sense of killing, the word sayhydsam is not clearly 
“expressive of Holding; yet, inasmuch as the instruments mentioned in 
* connection with the action are the Arms (bihubhyam), the word saghya- 
“ sam, like the word nirvapati, indicates the Holding ; and it isa well-known 
“fact that a single root has many significations; or lastly, it may be that 
“the killing meant is that which is done by holding; (c) then again, the 
“sentence beginning with urcukshasam is found to be applicable to seeing 
“or looking into; though the root cakshin is laid down in the sense of 
“making an audible sound, yet in usage, it is found to be expressive of 
"mere illumination ; hence the word nrcakshasi comes to mean one who 
“is well known among men; and in the word ‘avakhyésham’ also has its 
“origin in the root cakshi& ; and though the change that this root 
undergoes is into the form khyan, yet it is changed into khyén (as a 
“Vedic form); consequently the sentence must be taken as pertain- 
"ing to seeing; (d) in the same manner, the sentence 'Ainva më etc.’ 
"must be taken as pertaining to the proper digestion of the Soma, as 
“it is only when properly digested that it can make the body healthy, 
“and not pass off below the navel. And thus the whole cannot be taken 
"as a single sentence (pertaining to Hating alone); as that would be 
‘incompatible with the indications of the sentences as shown-above.’ 

“To this we make the following reply: All these--Holding etc.— 
“coming as they all do, before and after the Hating, must be taken as 
“qualifying concomitants of this latter; and hence if the whole Anuvaka 
“were taken as indicative of the Hating as qualified by them, these 
‘qualifications also would be indicated by implication; and thus there 
“would be no incongruity in the whole being used in connection with 
“the single action of Hating. Though it isa fact that the Holding etc. 
“do not abandon their predominance, and are directly expressed by the 
“words of the mantras,—and as such the mantras should be taken as 
“pointing to these,—yet, inasmuch as no useful purpose would be served 
“ by pointing to that which has not been enjoined, it is more reasonable to 
“take them as concomitant auxiliaries to that which is enjoined (i.e. the 
“ Hating); as we have explained in connection with the Nirvapa Mantra. 
“ For these reasons it must be admitted that our view is not incompatible 
“ with the indications of the Mantras. 

“There is yet another argument in favour of our view—viz. that it 
"js in keeping with the name ' Bhakshamuvüka' that is given to the 
“ whole. : 

* Objection: ‘The Name that controls the applicability of mantras is 
*that which is found mentioned in the Veda; and as for the name 
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« € Bhakshanuvaka,’ it is not found mentioned in the Veda; and as such 
“it can not be rightly taken as controlling the applicability of the 
' Anuvaka.’ 

“ Reply: A means of knowledge, whether it be Vedic or pertaining 
‘to the ordinary world, is accepted as authoritative, with reference to the 
“ subject it deals with, only if it is found to be free from discrepancies ; 
“and as a matter of fact, there are no discrepancies in the Name in 
“ question (as controlling the applicability of the Mantra). 

“That is to say, just as the authoritativeness of the Veda rests upon 
“the fact of its being free from all discrepancies attaching to the speaker, 
“so too would be the authoritative character of a Name found in the 
“ ordinary world; as this latter is as eternal in its application as the Veda. 
& Nor can the ordinary usage of the Name be relegated to the realms of 
“the ‘Blind following the Blind,’ because the Name (* Bhakshünuvüka)' as 
“well as the named (the Anuvaka) is clearly perceptible; for certainly 
* no imperceptibility attaches to the Anuváka, as it does to the fact 
“of the Agnihotra being the means to the attainment of Heaven. Con- 
“ sequently the mere fact of the Anwaka being recognized as called by 
“the name ‘ Bhakshünuvüka' must be accepted as sufficient authority for 
“the correctness of the name; it is for this reason that whenever we 
“ come across this particular Auwaka, the name ‘ Bhakshanuvaka’ always 
“comes up to our mind; and the compound ‘ Bhaksh@nuvaka’ being ex- 
* pounded as 'bhakshasya anuvükah,' distinctly points to the fact of the 
'* Anūvāka being connected with Hating. And thus whenever these two 
“(the Anuvaka and the Hating) present themselves to our mind, it 
** becomes at once apparent that they bear some sort of a mutual relation- 
“ship; and it is this general relationship that becomes specified by their 
“mutual requirements. That is to say, the Hating stands in need of 
“something that would recall it to the mind of the sacrificial performer, 
“and the Anuwvaka stands in need of something that it should indicate; 
“and both of these being thus circumstanced, inasmuch as they are found 
“to be capable of supplying each other’s need, the Indicator and the 
“ Indicated become connected with each other; and this connection is 
“enjoined by the sentence laying down the performance of the Primary 
“ Action with all its details. And thus too the whole of the Anuvāka in 
* question comes to be recognized as to be employed in the Hating.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sütra (25): The rest is to be taken apart, because of the actions 
(Holding ete.) being enjoined, by means of the peculiar form 
of the Mantras, and also by the injunetion (of Eating itself). 
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The disjunction of the mantras is to be explained in the manner 
indicated in the first objection against the Pürvapaksha ; that is to say, 
on the ground of the direct significations of the mantras themselves : 
specially as the fact of the whole Anuvāka being syntactically connected 
is set aside by the * peculiar form of the mantras '—i.e. by their Indicative 
Power and Context, which distinctly point to Holding etc. 

Objection: “The fact of the whole being syntactically connected 
“ with Hating is also based upon the Indicative Power of the Mantras.” 

Reply: True; yet that Indicative Power is very much weaker, in its 
authority, on account of its being much farther removed from Direct 
Declaration. That is to say, the Indicative Power pertaining to the 
Holdína ete. directly leads to the assumption of the corroborative Vedic 
text, and thereby quickly points to the applicability of the mantra ; 
while in the other case, in the first instance, it would be necessary to 
assume the fact of the whole being syntactically connected,—then, through 
Indication, to assume the existence of the power in the whole to indicate 
the single action of Hatiny,--and then the corroborative text; and thus 
in this case the Vedic text is very much farther removed than in the 
former case. Consequently, the Hating being found to be directly 
connected with the first sentence of the Anuvaka, which happens to be 
most proximate to it, and the other sentences being found to be capable 
of applying to the other actions (Ho/ding etc.), these latter are taken 
apart from the sentence pertaining to the Hating. 

Objection: “There is not much useful purpose served by a mantra 
“ pointing to those that are alre:dy implied by something else.” 

Reply: How can such pointing out be said to be useless, when we 
find that, unless the actions are so pointed out, they cannot be performed. 
It is only such an implied action as is not pointed out, which requires no 
further effort for its performance than what is made in connection with 
the Aetion that implies it. In the case in question, however, we find 
that each of the actions of Holding etc. requires an independent effort for 
its performance ; and as such until each is recalled to the mind (at the 
time of the sacrificial performance’, it cannot be performed ; and conse- 
quently it becomes necessary for these to be recalled (and this recalling 
can be done only by means of mantras). 

Then again, we find that the injunction that we have of the Eating,— 
viz. the sentence ‘abhishutya hutva etc., etc.—is incapable of bringing 
about a due performance of its own object, unless it also lays down the 
other actions of Holding etc.; and hence it lays down these also. 

Thus then, on account of the peculiar form of the Mantras themselves, 
—and of tlie fact of the injunction of these actions just pointed out,—the 
Actions themselves are laid' down (as connected with the Mantras) ;—the 
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Proper Digestion and the mantra connected with it 

rest through a distinct Injunction (shown below) ; and ! 
the direct Injunction of such connection, being not pe i 
distinctly pointed out, —yet that does not much affec 
the Proper. Digestion, it must be taken as direoHy en 
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ADHIKARANA (10). 


[The portion of the Bhakshanuvaka, beginning with ‘ mandrabhibhutch ’ 
and ending with ‘ bhakshayami’ forms a single Hymn ]. 


Sütra (26): The portion beginning with ‘mandra’ is to be taken 
as a single mantra, because it speaks of a subsidiary detail ; 
Specially as the two sentences therein contained jointly 
express a single fact. 


[In the above Bhaskshünwvüka, we find the sentence * mandrabhibhitch 
..ebhakshaya@mi’; and in connection with this, there arises the question 
as to whether the sentence, from the beginning down to ‘trpyatu, forms 
one mantra, and that beginning with ‘vaswmat’ down to the end forms 
another, or the two together form a single mantra. | 
Om this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Inasmuch as, like Holding etc. in the previous Adhikarana, the 
" single fact of satisfaction is denoted by the sentence ending with ‘ trpyatu,' 
“this must be taken as a distinct mantra” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To this we TEM the following reply: That Action alone can form the 
object of Indication by mantras, which requires a distinct effort for its 
accomplishment, —and not those that merely follow on Dn wake of other 
actions. 

That is to say, in the case of the Holding etc. we find that unless one 
performs these other actions, he cannot accomplish the Fating; and hence 
it was ouly right for the person, as well as for the Scripture, to make a 
distinct effort (towards its performance and Indication respectively). In 
the case in question, however, we find that for the satisfaction (of Hunger) 
there is no other effort possible than what is involved in Hating ; and as 
such no useful purpose could be served by its indication (by the mantra). 
Consequently, we can explain the Imperative (in ‘trpyatu’) either as 
denoting a request, or as having the force of the Present; and thereby the 
two sentences would be connected syntactically,—indicating, jointly, the 
single act of Hating as qualified by satisfaction,——thus forming a single 
mantra. 


ADHIKARANA (11). 


[The mantras beginning with 'Indrapitasya' etc. are. applicable to all 
Eatings, with the necessary modifications. } 


[An Hypothetical Adhtkarana. | 


Sutra (27): Inasmuch as the mantra indicates the particular 
‘Eating,’ out of a number of those that are all enjoined by the 
same Injunction,—-the ‘Eating’ of the Soma other than that 
dedicated to Indra is to be done without any mantra. 


[In connection with the Jyotishtoma, there are several cups of Soma 
dedicated to a number of Deties, Indra and the rest. The remnants of 
these offerings are to be eaten, and the mantra laid down in connection 
with this eating is the Bhakshünwvüka under consideration. And there 
now arises the question as to whether the mantra is to be repeated with 
the eating of every one of the remnants, or of that alone which has been 
dedicated to Indra, and those of others are to be done without any 
mantras. | 

Inasmuch as the word ‘Indrapitasya’ (in the mantra) is co-extensive 
with the Soma (that is offered to Indra),—as there are no words in the 
mantra indicative of those not dedicated to Indra,—and lastly, as there 
ean be no modifieations in mantras connected with the Primary Actions, 
(and every one of the eatings is a distinct Primary by itself),—it would 
appear that the eating of the Soma dedicated to other Deities is to be 
done without mantras. 

As against the above, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


Sūtra (28): “The mantra will have to be applied in accordance 
with the Deity (to whom the offering has been made) ; because 
the offerings to the other Deities are shown to have their 
archetype in the offering made to Indra." 


“ In connection with the eating of the Soma dedicated to other Deities 
“than Indra, the mantra is to be repeated with the necessary modifications ; 
"because the offerings to the other Deities are mere ectypes of the 
"offering to Indra. Though all the offerings are similar actions, yet 
“inasmuch as they ave distinct actions, some would be mere offshoots of 
"the other. And here we find that the offering of the Dhruvasoma to 
“ Indra forms the archetype of the other offerings. 
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tí Question : ‘ How do you know this ?’ 

“ Answer: We know this from the fact of the mantra relating to the 
“ Holding pointing to the Soma as forming the object of offering to Indra ; 
* as there is always a restriction of the object to be accomplished by its 
"Instrument; as for instance, the Agnihotra etc. are restricted by the 
“ Ahavaniya Fire etc. Asa matter of fact, too, all the accessory details of 
“the Soma are present only where the Soma is present ; and hence it is 
“only the offerings (of Soma) to Indra that are accompanied by the acces- 
“sory details; and the other offerings, not being directly connected with 
“ those details, would take them only by transference (from the former). 
“And thus it is established that the same Mantras, with necessary 
“modifications, are applicable to the other offerings also. 

“Tt is only thus that we have the Injunction, with reference to the 
‘ previously mentioned ‘namati’ (=viparinamatr, modifies), specified to 
“the Anushtup metre (that is to say, this injunction distinctly points to 
“ the fact of the modifications of mantras being quite in keeping with the 
“ Scriptures). This injunction is in connection with the Jyotishtoma ; and 
‘it is because the various parts of the Jyotishtoma are not yet recognized 
'5 ag its offshoots that the change in the mantra has to depend upon the 
“said Injunction ; as if they were recognized as its offshoots, then the 
“changes would have been made in accordance with the general law that 
“the ectypes are to be done in the manner of the archetype; and hence 
“in that case the Injunction brought forward could not have shown what 
“ it is meant to show. 

“Objection: ‘The parts of the Jyotishtoma are its mere ectyes ; and 
“hence the mention of the change does not indicate what you mean.’ 

“ Reply: Not so; because all the offerings ending with the Agnish- 
“toma being contained in the same Injunction, even though the Parts 
“ (sansthüs) were mere ectypes, the mantra applied to these would be in 
“its unchanged form—in accordance with general law that ‘the ectype is 
“ to be done in the same way as the archetype’; and in that case there 
“should not have been any mention of ‘ Change’ (in the word ‘ namatz’), 

“ When the offering to Indra forms the archetype of the other offer- 
“ ings, the mantra does undergo changes, in connection with the Aynishtomu 
“ etc., occurring in the Third Savana ; and hence the mention of ‘Change’ 
“becomes quite compatible with this. By the word ‘namat:’ what is 
" meant is the inserting of a particular word, and not that of the word 
* * anushtup.’ 

“ Consequently certain modifications ave to be made in the mantras, 
“in accordance with the Deities, to whom the particular offerings are 
'" made." 
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ADHIKARANA (12). 


[There should be a mention of Indra in connection with the Punarabhyu- 
anita Soma. | 


Sūtra (29): In connection with the Punarabhyunnita, there 
should be a mention of all Deities, because it contains the 
remnants of both. 


While the foregoing Adhikarana still rests in the Pürvapaksha, and 
the Siddhanta is not finally stated and established, till the end of the 
Pàda, we take for granted, for the time being, the propriety of having 
modifications, and then proceed to consider under what circumstances 
the modifications, if allowable, would be possible. 

When the soma contained in certain vessels has been offered and 
poured out, even while there may be some remnants left in them, more 
soma is poured into the same vessels (for other offerings); and the soma 
thus poured in is called the ‘ Punarabhyunnita Soma.’ How this character 
belongs to that soma, and how it forms the object of the discussion rela- 
ting to modifications, is thus shown:—There are ten vessels; four of 
these belong to the Brahma, etc.,who make the middle offerings; and 
each of these four is used twice in the offerings of Vashatküra and the 
Anwvashatkàra of the Hotr priest; while the Hautraka vessels (that is 
the vessels belonging to the Ho!r) are used only once in the offering of 
the Vashatkara ;-—in all these, the Deity is Indra ; —and while these vessels 
still contain remnants of the previously offered soma, more soma is 
poured into them and offered to other Deities ;—all this is shown by the 
Directions,—in connection with the offerings to many Deities that are 
made by the Priests in connection with the Second Homa,—implied in the 
yajya mantras connected with those offerings ;—such, for instance, as 
‘maitrdvaruno mitravarunau mitram vayam havamahé, etc., etc.’ ;—and 
when, after all these offerings have been made, the vessels are brought out 
for the purpose of the post-sacrificial eating, then they are found to 
contain two remnants,—the former, the remnant of the first offering to 
Indra, and the latter, that of the offering to Mitravaruna. And then, 
when the time comes for the mention of the Deities (in course of the 
mantras to be recited in connection with the eating of these remnants) 
there arises e doubt as to whether there should be a mention of Indra, 
whose connection with the vessel as its Deity has been passed over, as also 
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of Mitravaruna,—the mantra being read as ‘ Indra-mitrüvaruna-pitasya, 
ete.” —or that the latter ones only are to be mentioned (the mantra, in this 
case, being read as ‘ Mitrāvaruna-pītasya, etc.” ). 

This question turns upon another question, as to whether the advent 
of the other Deity wholly sets aside the connection with the previous 
Deity, or not. If it does set it aside, then Mitrāvaruna, etc., alone should 
be mentioned ; while if it does not set it aside, then there should be a 
mention of Indra also. 

On this question, we begin with the statement of the Siddhānta (in 
the present sūtra 29), the sense of which is that all the Deities should be 
mentioned, because of the vessel containing the remnants of both 
(offerings), 

And on this Siddhanta, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


Sūtra (30): ‘‘Inasmuch as it has been set aside, there should 
be no mention ofthe previous Deity." 


“ Inasmuch as there are various pourings and outpourings of the 
“ soma, at the time that the latter offerings are made, and there is an advent 
“of another Deity, the previous Deity is set aside from the substance 
" (soma); and inasmuch as there was, in the original offerings, no mention 
“of the Deity removed from it, there should not be any mention of such 
' removed Deity in the subsequent offerings." 

To this Pürvapaksha, we make the following reply : _ 


Stra (31): Inasmuch as there is no actual taking up (of the 
remnant of the former offering, by the latter Deity), there 
could not be a setting aside (of the previous Deity). 


As a matter of fact, however, the deifie character of Indra is not set 
aside. Because the Deity is related to only that substance which is offered 
to it, and not to any thing else, even though it happen to be in the midst 
of the substance offered. 

That is to say, the connection of the Deity is established by means of 
scriptures alone; and at the time that the substance is held in the hand 
for being offered, it begins to belong to the Deity, only in accordance 
with the scriptural Injunction; and that with which it begins is that 
with which it ends. In the case in question, we find that the directions 
with regard to the “ Punarabhyunnita”’ distinctly show that the sub- 
stance to be offered to the other Deities is to be held in the vessels which 
contain some remnants of the soma previously offered to Indra; and the 
presence of this remnant is meant only as a characteristic of the vessels 
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(in which the subsequent offering is to be held). Thus then, inasmuch 
as, at the time of the holding of the latter offering, the remnant of the 
previous offering is not recognised as belonging to the latter Deities,—at 
the time of the actual offering also, the offering being only of that sub- 
stance which has been held (or taken up) for offering, even though the 
Remnant of the previous offering lies in close proximity to that substance ; 
yet, inasmuch as it is not included in the words conveying the offering, 
' it does not belong to the latter Deity. Nor, at the time, are there 
any other words conveying the gift of that remnant (to that Deity), for 
the simple reason that there is no Injunction to that effect. Nor, too, is 
that remnant even distantly touched by words conveying other gift 
to that Deity; because the gifts are conveyed by means of particular 
words, at the time that the various offerings are quite separate from one 
another. And, as a matter of fact, no further words are used atthe actual 
offering; for the simple reason that no such words are necessary in 
connection with the gift that has already been conveyed by means of 
words. And then again, a single substance cannot be offered more 
than once. Hence it is that there is no use of words conveying the gift, at 
the time that the actual offering is made. 

Even if the Deity (to whom the latter offering is made) were to 
actually eat out of the offerings made to it, it would pick up, just as the 
swan picks the milk from water, only that much of the soma as will have 
been poured into the vessel subsequently (and would not partake of the 
remnant of the previous offering). And when, as a matter of fact, the 
Deity is helped to the offering only in so much as it is offered to it,— 
inasmuch as it is only the soma subsequently added, and not the remnant 
mixed up with it, that is actually offered with it (it could not but take 
up that added soma only, and not the remnant). Consequently, it must 
be admitted that when the offering of the added soma is made, the 
former remnant mixed with it is simply poured along with it, and not 
offered. 

And hence, at the time of the Hating, as there will be left in the 
vessel a portion of this remnant also, whose connection with the previous 
Deity has not been set aside,—it would be absolutely necessary to make a 
mention of that previous Deity also (in the mantra that is recited). 


ADHIKARANA (18). 
[At the eating of the Patnivata, Indra, ete., should not be mentioned. | 


Sittra (32): “In the Patnivata, it would be as before." 


We proceed to consider exceptions to the general rule arrived at in the 
foregoing Adhikavana. 

As a matter of fact, we find that the remnants of the offerings to the 
pair of Deities are thrown into the Adityasthali, and from that they are 
again transfered to the Agrayanasthali ; and, subsequent to this, we have 
the declaration of the Holding of the Patnivata—in the sentence ‘ Upangu- 
patréna Pàtnivatamágrayanat grhniti.’ 

And when the eating of the remnant of this Pünivata offering comes 
to be done, there arises the question as to whether the Deities other than 
Patnivat should be mentioned in the mantra recited, or not. And on this 
we have the " 

PÜRVAPAKSHA 


that they should be mentioned—the mantra being read as Indravayu- 
patnivatpitasya, etc,’ 
SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (33): Inasmuch as the remnant is taken up (by the subse- 
quent Deity), the connection of the previous Deity should be 
set aside. 

The present case is by no means similar to that dealt with in the 
previous Adhikarana. Because, at the time of the Holding of the offering 
to Patnivat, the proximity of the other Deity is set aside; as the offering 
to Patnivat is laid down as to be conveyed together with the remnants of 
the previous offerings. 

That is to say, the conveying of the gift to Patnivat is laid down, as 
to be done when the remnants of the offerings to the pair of Deities have 
been transferred to-the Agrayana vessel. And under the circumstances, 
even if the gift were conveyed to another Deity, the implication of its 
connection with Patnivat would be unobstructed; and when Patnivat 
itself is declared as one to whom the gift is to be conveyed, its connection 
with the remnants becomes all the more potent. For instance, the soma 
that issues from the Agrayanua vessel is meant to belong to Patnivat; and as 
a matter of fact, the remnants of the other offerings are actually found to 
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issue from the Agrayana vessels; hence these remnants also are con- 
veyed as gifts to Patnivat. : 

If we had the declaration in the form ' Agrayanam patnivatam karoti, 
then, even though the Remnant would have been proximately connected 
with Patnivat, yet, inasmuch as it would not be the ‘ Agrayana,’ it would 
on the strength of the text be removed from the conveyance of the gift. 
But we find the direction in the form, ‘Ayrayanat patnivatam grhnati,’ 
—and not as ' Agrayanusya’ or * Ayrayanam.’ And in such cases—e.g. in 
the sentence ‘ vrkshat parnam patati '—we understand the parna falling to 
be, not only the leaves of the tree, but also the feathers of the birds 
inhabiting the tree; because the Tree is spoken of only as the place from 
which the parna falls (and not as that to which the parna belongs). In the 
same manner, in the case in question, all that is laid down as the ground 
for the connection of the Remnant with Patnivat is the fact of its 
issuing from the Agrayana vessel, and not that of its being the Agrayana 
itself, And from between the Sumpata and the Ayrayana, which 
occupy the same place, that which issues forth can be spoken of as 
‘Ayruyanat apétak’; and that is the sole ground for the connection with 
Patnivat. | : 

As for the fact of tne Remnant heing mixed up with offerings other 
than the Agrayana, it issues (or flows) from the Non-Agrayana also, 
this fact is of no use either in the prohibition or the injunction (of 
the Patnivata); because we have no such declaration as that ‘that which 
flows from the Nun-Agrayana is not Pātnīvata? If such were the sense 
of the scriptures, then that Ayrayana offering, which actually flows from 
the Agrayana, would be flowing from both the Agrayana and 
the Anagrryana, and would thus cease to be ‘ Patnivata.’ Consequently, 
inasmuch as there would be nothing to warrant the restriction that 
the Remnant must (in order to be connected with Patnivat) flow 
from the Agrayana only, we must admit it simply as that it should 
flow from the Agrayana. And as this would be applicable to the Sampata 
also, it becomes quite possible for the Remnant to be connected with 
the Patnivat Deity. And as until the ownership of the previous Deity 
has not been set aside, it could not belong to the previous Deity,—there 
can be no mention of the previous Deity (at the eating of the Rem- 
nant of the Pdtnivata); just as when the teacher gives the remnant of his 
food to his head-pupil, and this latter, having had his full out of it, 
gives it to the subordinate pupil, this latter eats it as the remnant of the 
food of the head-pupil, and not as that of the teacher. 

Objection : “ The Remnant in question is only a part of that which 
“ belonged to the previous Deity,—that is to say, before it was offered to 
“ Patnivat" . . ems 
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The author of the Bhāshya, thinking of making the objector 
admit his own view of the case, replies jointly: Certainly, we do not find any 
part of that which has been poured into the fire as an offering. That is to say, 
all that belongs to the previous Deity is that which was actually poured 
for it into the fire, and that which was thus offered was destroyed by 
the fire. 

The opponent, not comprehending the drift of the answer, urges— ` 
* Even in the original offering, we do not find any portion of that which has 
been poured as libation.” 

The answer to this is that, in the original offering the Deity was duly 
named at the time of the utterance of the words conveying the gift to the 
Deity. i — 

Says the opponent: “ The same was the case in the case in question 
also.” 

The Szddhanti replies: In this lies the difference from the original 
offering. That is to say, in the case of the original offering, there was no 
mention made of the Deity that had been set aside; while in the 
present case, the fact of its having been set aside is distinctly stated. 

Thus, then, it is established that Patnivat alone should be men. 
tioned — (the mantra being read as ‘ Patnivatpitasya, etc." ). 


"——— M um D Lee AEAN A 


ADHIKARANA (14). 


[At the eating of the Remnant of the Patnivata offering there should be 
no mention of T'vashtr, | 


Sūtra (84): "Tvashtr should be mentioned, because of the 
i Drinking.” 


[In connection with the Patnivata offering, we have the Mantra, 
‘Agnai patnivan, sajérdévéna Tvashtrā somam piva’; and with regard to 
this, there arises the question as to whether Tvashtr should be men- 
tioned at the eating or not. | 

On this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Inasmuch as in connection with the Patnivata offering, Tvashtr is 
“spoken of as ‘drinking the Soma’ in the company of Patnivat, he also 
* must be regarded as the Deity of that offering, as indicated by the 
* words of the Mantra.” 


SIDDHANTA. 
Sūtra (35): Such should not be the case, because of inequality. 


Tvashtr should not be mentioned ; because between Mantra and the 
Direct Injunction, there is a vast difference of authoritative strength (this is 
one ‘inequality’); and then again, there is a difference in the characters 
of Tvashty and Patnivat as nominatives to the action of Drinking; as what 
the Mantra denotes is the mere companionship (of Tvashtr) (this is another 
‘inequality °). . | 

That is to say, in the Injunction of the Pàtnivata offering—* Paini- 
vatam grhnati’—we have Patnivat alone mentioned as the Deity, and that 
too by means of a nominal affix (in the word ‘ Patnivatam’) ; and the nom- 
inal affix could not denote this, if the deific character depended upon 
something else (the association of another Deity for instance); and for 
this reason also, the Indication by the words of the Mantra (of the deific 
character of T'»ashtr) is extremely weak in its authority (as against the 
direct denotation of the Nominal Affix). Then again, as a matter of fact, 
it is not found to be impossible for the Mantra to be an auxiliary to the 
Action in question, unless the deific character of Tvashtr is admitted ; as 
the connection of the Mantra with the Action is accomplished by its deno- 
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tation of Patnivat only. Nor is the mention of T'ashtt in the Mantra 
otherwise inexplicable; as its mention could be taken to be in praise of 
Patnivat. Thus then, the meaning of the Mantra would come to be this: 
* You, and Patniván, who are associated with Tvashtr, drink the soma! ’ 

On the other hand, how could the mention of T'vashtr being the 
‘drinker of soma’ (even if the Mantra could be made to give this meaning) 
make Him the Deity of that offering ? Because the sole function of the 
Deity of a sacrifice lies in his serving as the agent with reference to whom 
the offerings are made (and not in his actually eating or drinking the 
materials offered). 'l'hedeific character of Tvashtr, however, becomes all the 
more unacceptable, when all that the Mantra speaks of is his companion- 
ship (with Patnivat) (and not even the fact of his being a ‘drinker’); and 
this too, it does only figuratively ; and it does not mean that he actually 
accompanies Patnivat in the ‘drinking’; as we often find the word ‘saha’ 
used in cases where that which is spoken of as ‘accompanying’ does not 
join in the Action; for instance, in the common saying, ‘sahaiva dagabhih 
putrath bhüram vahati gardabhi, we find that all that it means is that— 
‘even while the ass has ten offsprings, it is she that is made to carry the 
burden.’ 

Thus it must be admitted that the Mantra does not indicate the fact 
of T'ashtr being the Deity (of the Patnivata offering) ; and as such there 
should be no mention of him (at the eating of the Remnant of that 
offering). 


RON LOLOL OO OOOO LOO ONT 


ADHIKARANA (15). 


[At the eating of the Remnant of the Patnivata offering, there should be 
no mention of fhe Thirty and Three. | 


. Sūtra (36): So also the Thirty, as the Mantra serves another 
purpose. 


This Adhikarana simply deals with the applicability of the conclusion 
of the foregoing Adhikarun« to another case. 

[In connection with the same Pdtnivata, we find another Mantra: 
* Aibhih agné saratham yahyarvik nanaratham va, vibhavo  hyagvüh, 
patnivatastrimeatastrimeca dévinanushvadhamavaha müdayasva ' ; and there 
arises the question as to whether at the eating of the Remnant of the 
Pütuivata offering, there should be a mention of the ‘Thirty and three’ 
Deities spoken of in this Muntra, or not. | 

And on this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


** Inasmuch as there are several points in which the present case differs 
“from that dealt with in the foregoing Adhikarana, the conclusion thereof 
“is, for this reason, not applicable to the present case. These points of 
“ difference are the following :— 

“(1) The same mantra that indicates Agni to be the Deity, also in- 
* dieates the fact of Agni being the Distributer of the Drink to the 
“Thirty and Three gods, who are spoken of as the partakers of that 
* Drink; and hence the fact of these latter also being the principal 
“ Deities is shown by the Mantra itself, which presents Agni in quite 
“a secondary position (of that of Distributer or Attendant at meals). 

“ (2) In the case of the mantra treated of in the previous Adhikarana, 
“we found that it denoted mere companionship, and hence Tvashtr 
“not being found to be mentioned on terms of equality, was rejected 
“from the deific position. The case is reversed in tbe mantra now under 
‘ consideration ; as in this it is Agni that is spoken of as subordinate; and 
“hence the former law cannot apply to the present case. 

“ (8) All that the Injunction contained in the word with the nominal 
“affix (‘ Painivatam’) denotes is that the deific character in connection 
* with the Action in question consists in the fact of a certain Deity 
“being ‘Patnivin’ (having a wife); and this qualification is found 
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“to be as concomitant with Agni—in the mantra ‘ Agnai Patnivan’—as 
“with the thirty and three gods, who are also spoken of in the same 
* Mantra as ‘having wives’ in the sentence ‘ Patntvatastrimg¢atastrimeca 
“devin. Nor does the original Injunction (‘ Patnivatam grhniyat’) pre- 
“clude the connection of other Deities,— which preclusion would have 
“vetoed the indications by the mantra. Nor is there any infringement 
"of the Injunction involved in the acceptance of the other Deities (the 
"thirty and three) along with the one formerly enjoined. And inasmuch 
“as the connection of these other deities is cognized by altogether 
** different means (i.e. the indications of the mantra), it cannot be said to 
“have anything to do with the nominal affix (in ‘ Patnivatam’), which 
“therefore cannot be said to be dependent upon the mention of these 
“(and as such impossible). That is to say, if the nominal affix had 
“enjoined the Deity ‘ Patnivat,’ as depending upon the ‘Thirty and 
"three, then alone could it be open to the charge of standing in need 
"of am extraneous factor. And as for the mantra, there is nothing 
“ incongruous in its indicating the Deity, as depending upon the previous 
“Injunction (as such dependence is declared to be incompatible only 
“ with the nature of the Nominal Affix). Then too, inasmuch as we 
“accept both —Agni as well as the Thirty and Three gods—to be the 
“ Deities, there can be no contradiction between the original Injunction and 
“the latter mantric Indication. 

“ Question: ‘When both the Deities serve the same purpose, how 
“can they be both accepted? {as in such cases, it is necessary to take 
* the two as optional alternatives |. 

“ Answer: Both could not be taken together, if the mantra did 
“not speak of both. As a matter of fact, however, we find that, while not 
“abandoning the mention of Agni,—who has been enjoined in the 
“ previous Injunction,—as having the character of the Deity in the 
“shape of the Distributer, the mantra indicates the fact of the Thirty 
“and three gods being the Deities. 

“Thus then, both being taken together, it becomes necessary to 
“make a mention of all of them (at the eating of the Pétnivata 
* Remnant). And that this is authorized by the mantra itself, the 
“ Bhashya proceeds to show by appending an explanation of the mantra 
** as follows: 

“Tn reciting the Yà7yà the Agnidhra Priest thus respectfully prefers a 
“request to Agni, in the words—Ayahi, Come—though the ‘@’ appears 
“at the very beginning of the mantra and ‘ydhi’ after three words, yet 
“such usage is in accordance with the rule ‘ Chandast vyavahitagca '— 
* &bhih-—i.e. along with the Thirty and Three gods mentioned later on, 
* either on the same chariot, or on different chariots, as you are exception- 
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* ally rich in horses ; but having come before them, present to the Thirty 
“and Three gods and their wives the Svadha food, Soma, and satisfy 
“them fully. By this it is clearly shown that these Deities are meant 
* to be the enjoyers of the Drink." 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: There should be no 
- mention of the Thirty and Three gods at the eating of the Patnivata 
Remnant. Because in all cases the functioning of the mantra is con- 
trolled by what is directly enjoined; consequently, as in the case of 
Tvushtr, so in the present case also, the mention of the Thirty and Three 
gods (in the mantra) must be taken as contributing to the praise of 
Agni. That is to say, inasmuch as the sole business of the mantra 
lies in recalling to mind what has been previously enjoined (in the 
Injunction ‘ Patnivatam grhnati’), it could not, in any case, serve 
the purpose of indicating either the fact of Avni being the Distributor, 
or that of the Thirty and Three gods being the partakers, of the Drink,— 
both of these facts not having been previously enjoined. 

Thus then, the mantra being found to serve a distinct purpose, 
it cannot be endowed with the power of independently indicating the 
deific character of the Thirty and Three gods, thereby stepping beyond 
the original Injunction. And when even this indicative potency is not 
possible, it is all the more improbable for the mantra to have the injunc- 
tive potency. 

Nor could the mantra be taken as recalling the deific character of 
these thirty and three gods only; because these gods have been men- 
tioned simply for the purpose of indicating the greatness of Aynt, enjoined 
by the previous Injunction. And the reason why we take it this way is 
that, inasmuch as the mantra describes, as the giver, one (Ayni) whose 
lordship over the Soma is unknown, such description cannot be taken 
in its direct sense; and hence it is taken as implying the said lordship of 
Agni. EA 

That is to say, as a matter of fact, the Soma has not been offered to 
Agni at the time that the mantra is being recited; and then before he 
has himself received the Soma, if he werereally asked to give it to others, 
it would mean a pure deception. If, however, the request to * give' be con- 
strued as implying the praise of his greatness that ‘Thou art the true 
giver and the master of this Soma,' then the sentence would become quite 
intelligible; as in that case it would resemble such ordinary complimen- 
tary talk as we come across even in ordinary parlance; as for instance, 
in specially complimenting one of the persons invited, one says * when you 
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have been invited, you have become the master, and it is you who should 
invite the others. And in this case the sentence comes to serve a dis- 
tinctly useful purpose, in keeping with the previous Injunction, And 
the word ‘mfdayasva’ (satisfy them) also, not being found to be com- 
patible in its direct signification, is to be taken as implying the request 
‘come with these.’ Then also the mention of Agni as the giver could 
not serve any perceptible purpose; and as such it must be taken as in- 
dicating the fact of Agni being the actual Receiver of the offering. And 
thus, that which is clearly expressed by the nominal affix (in ‘Pdatnivatam’) 
would not have to be rejected, in view of the Mantra (as the two would 
in this case be quite compatible). 

Question: “ The injunction mentioning merely the word ‘ Patnivatam’ 
“how do you make it out to be an injunction of Agni alone as the Deity, 
“and not the Thirty and Three?" 

Answer: In the injunction in question, what is taken as the Patnivat 
(having a wife) is Agni, and not the Thirty and Three gods; because 
in the mantra ‘Agnai patnivan’ we find the epithet ‘ Patnivan’ applied 
to Agni. 

Objection: * But we find the same epithet applied to the Thirty and 
“Three gods also,—in the mantra ‘ patnivatastrimgutah, ete. ” 


- Reply: True; the epithet is applied to them ; but in spite of that, we 
take Ayni alone to be the Patnivan that is meant by the previous Injunc- 
tion. Because as a rule, when something is mentioned by means of a 
nominal affix as in (‘ Patnivatam’), there is no manifestation of the 
number of that which is denoted by the basic noun ; and inasmuch as the 
denotation of the basic noun could not be inserted in any other way, in an 
explanation of the word (‘ Patnivata’), it is spoken of in the singular 
number,—as ‘ Putnivan dévatà asya. As for ‘ Thirty’ however it is always 
in the plural number, and as such could never find a place in the explana- 
tion of the word (* Patnivatam’) ; consequently no such nominal affix (as is 
found in the Injunction) could ever appear in connection with them; and 
hence they could never be taken as the Deities connected with the Action 
laid down in that Injunction. 
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ADHIKARANA (16). 
| [At the eating, there should be no mention of the Anuvashatkara.] 


Sütra (31): The Vashatkara also, like the Agent, (should not 
be mentioned). 


[There is an Anuvashaotküra mentioned in the sentence —* Somasyagré 
vihityanuvashatkaroti, and in connection with this there arises the ques- 
tion as to whether this Amwuvashatküra should be mentioned or not, at 
the time of the Eating. | 
. On this question, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


* Inasmuch as there is no doubt as to the deific character of the 
‘‘ Anuvashatküra being expressed by the said Injunction, as well as by 
“ the words of the mantra,—there must be a mention of this." 


SIDDH ANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: Just as the Drinker 
appearing subsequently could not make a mention of the previous Drinker, 
who is not connected with the Primary Saerifice, — so, in the same manner, 
there could be no mention of the Vashatkara in question. Because this 
latter is not mentioned in the Primary Sacrifice; and even when it does 
appear, it does not appear as doing anything for jum sacrifice, Conse- 
quently there should be no mention of this. i 


ADHIKARANA (17). 


[The Remnants of offerings other than the one to Indra should be eaten 
without Mantras. | 


Sitra (38): As the Soma belongs equally to all the 
Deities, ((there can be no relationship of the Archetype 
and Ectype among the various offerings); (and as for the 
declaration of the change into the Anushtwp metre) it is a 
mere prohibition of the use of the preceding metre. 


We now proceed to offer our reply to the opponent’s arguments 
contained in Sūtra (28). 

There should not be any modifications in the mantras, in accordance 
with the Deity, the remnant of whose offering is to be eaten; the 
remnants of the offerings to other deities than Indra should be eaten 
without mantras. Because the whole action of the Jyotishtoma forms a 
single context; and as such an action could not be its own archetype 
(Prakrti) and ectype (Vikrti). | 

That is to say, if each of the several repetitions of the same action of 
offering to the various Deities (which repetitions constitute the Jyotishtoma 
sacrifice) were a distinct action by itself, then each would have been 
related as the archetypes and ectypes of one another. As a matter of fact, 
however, they are not so many distinct actions; for neither the Soma 
nor any accessory details are laid down with reference to these indivi- 
dual offerings ; as the way in which one of these takes up the Soma, etc. 
is exactly the same in which they are taken up by the rest. We shall 
explain this in detail under Sutra I1I—vi—30. Nor can the mantra 
(* Indrapitasya, etc.’) make the Soma entirely connected with Indra ; as we 
have a direct declaration ( * Soména yajéta’) to the effect that the Soma 
belongs to all the Deities. We find in the case of the declaration * Aha- 
vaniye guhoti,’ that, not appearing in the context of any particular sacri- 
fice, it points to the fact of the Ahavaniya pertaining to all Homas ; and 
hence inasmuch as there are no actions without the fire, what the sen- 
tence is taken to denote is the fact of such persons as have not lazd the 
fire not being entitled to the performance of any sacrifices. But the fact 
of the Soma belonging to all the Deities is not indicated by the mantra in 
the same manner, in the case in question; as in this case, the Mantra 
being found in the context (of the particular sacrifice Jyotishtoma), could 
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very well, by its indicative power, indicate the faet of the Soma belong- 
ing to Indra;—and that the Soma belonging to the other Deities would 
be held and measured (by handfuls) without being indicated by the 
Mantra. 

Or, it may be that there being no discrimination among the several 
Somas, all of them being held up, they would be distinguished by the 
words conveying the offerings to the several Deities. 

Or, as in the case of the Subrahmanya, the mantra could be taken 
as indicating Indra as the chief mn the rest, the sense being ‘ Indra 
and the rest.' ; 

Or, lastly, inasmuch as thie word T — is not found in the 
original Injunction of the sacrifice, the mention of that in the mantra 
wonld be otherwise useless; and hence the word ‘ Vaswmattvéna’ may be 
taken as denoting ‘ Indra as accompanied by the other Deities.’ 

Thus then, the Soma is equally connected, by Injunction, with all the 
Deities ; and thus none of the offerings could be taken as a mere ectype of 
the other. a 

It has been argued above (under Sūtra 98) that, inasmuch as we 
have an injunction as to changing the metre of the original into the 
Anushtup, the offering, in connection with which this change is laid down, 
is an ectype of the former.. But the injunction of the change could 
very well be applicable, even when the Soma is equally applicable to.all 
Deities; as in that case it could be. explained as a qualified Injunction 
of a particular metre in the place of the Jagati metre which would have 
been used, on account of the offering falling in the Third Savana. Or, it 
may be that, inasmuch as the several Samsthas of the Jyotishtoma.are mere 
ectypes, it is only natural that there should be modifications in connec- 
tion with these; but that does not serve the purpose of “showing” that 
the offerings to the other Deities are mere ectypes of the offerings to 
Indra (as held by Sutra 28). 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Bhakshamantra is to 
be employed only in connection with the eating of the Remnant of the 
offering to Indra; and like the Holding and the Measuring, the Mantra 
could not restrict the eating; and hence the a of the offerings to 
other Deities are to be eaten without Mantras. 


a ar OR FORT St 


ADHIKARANA (18), 
[The eating of the Aindragna Remnant is to be done without mantras. ] 


Sitra (39): “In the case of the Aindragna offering, the mantras 
“should be used, because of the presence in the mantra of an 
“indication of that Deity.” 


Now then, there arises the question as to whether the mantra ‘ Indra- 
pitasya, etc.’ is applicable to those cases where the Deity is Indra accom- 
panied by another Deity. And on this point we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The Mantra is quite applicable to such cases. Because the declara- 
“tion of Indra being the Deity does not depend upon the fact of the Soma 
“ being drunk by him ; and hence there can be no similarity between the 
“present cases and the case of the Quartering of the Agnéya Cake (dealt 
* with under Sutra 11—1— 27) for the simple reason of the incapability of 
* the word. 

“That is to say, in the case of the sentence ‘ Agnéyam caturdhà 
“ karoti, we find that, in the word ‘ Agnéyam,’ what is expressed as the 
“distinguishing property is the fact of the sacrificer having conveyed 
“ the gift of that particular cake to Agni; and inasmuch as this fact is men- 
“tioned by means of the nominal affix (in ‘ Agnéyam’), as pertaining 
"to Agni alone, independently of all other Deities,—it is not taken as 
“denoting the fact of its depending upon other Deities. In the case in 
“ question, on the other hand, in the word ‘ Indrapitasya, the distinguish- 
“ ing property spoken of is the fact of being the Receiver of the gift; and this 
“ property belongs partially to each of the two Deities (Indra and Agni) to 
“whom the gifts have been conveyed by words; and in so far as the action 
** (of being the Receiver of Soma) belongs to each of the two, each is spoken 
“ of as the ‘ Drinker.’ Consequently in the case of the Aindragna offering, 
‘inasmuch as both Indra and Agni would drink the Soma offered, we 
"could very well assert that half of it had been drunk by Indra, and 
“half by Agni. And as the character of ‘being drunk by Indra’ does 
“not exactly exist in the Remnant that is before us (at the time of 
“ Hating), we must take the word ‘ Indrapitasya’ (in the Mantra) as 
“applying to it, through that portion of it which has been poured in 
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“libation ; and there is no such limit to this as that it is only when so 
* much has been drunk of it that it can be called by the name. 

* Thus then, inasmuch as the distinguishing property expressed in 
“the word ‘ Indrapitasya’ is found to exist in the Aindragna offering, the 
“remnant of this latter also is to be eaten with the mantra ‘ Indrapitasya, 
id 

SIDDHANTA. 


| Stitra (40) : The Mantra should apply to that of which there is 

a single Deity (Indra); because (Aindragna is) a dis- 
SD Deity (from Indra); just as in bus case of the Quar- 
tering (of the Cake). | 


The Aindragna offering would certainly have been included in the 
word ‘ Indrapita,’ if the distinguishing feature, expressed by the word, 
had consisted in the functioning of the Deities towards actual drinking 
(ef the Soma). But, as a matter of fact, our Deities do not drink ; as all 
that they do, in the caseof an offering being made to them, is that they serve 
as the Recipients of the conveyance of the gift. And at the time that the 
gift is conveyed to a joint Deity, there cannot be a mention of any one 
of them singly; as like the nominal affix (in ‘ Aynéyam’) the compound 
also (in ‘Aindragna’) would not be possible in case the factors com- 
pounded depended upon something else. Consequently, just as in the 
case of the Quartering of the Agnéya Cake, so in the case in question also, 
inasmuch as the word ‘ Indrapitasya’ denotes the fact of Indra alone 
being the Deity, it could not apply to the offering that is made to both 
(Indra and Agni) conjointly ; and as such the Mantra in question cannot 
be applied to this latter offering. 

The point, however, wherein the present case differs from that of the 
said Quartering, and which saves it from being taken as a mere repetition 
of the same discussion,—-is as follows: In the present case what the 
Pirvapaksht holds is that the distinguishing character expressed by the 
word ‘ Indrapitasyo ' is not the Dezfic character, but the character of being 
the Drinker subsisting in the Receiver of the gift,—and that this exists in 
each of the two Deities (Indra and Agni) ; and the Siddhānti replies by 
showing that the actual character of ‘ Drinker’ being inapplicable to the 
Deities, what the word ‘ Indrapitasya ' indicates is the fact of Indra being 
the Deity. [And the two positions are very differently argued in the case 
of the said Quartering.] 

As a matter of fact, however, even if the actual character of Drinker 
had belonged to the Deities, it would not have been possible to speak of 
the Remnant as ‘drunk by Indra” Because it is not the Soma that was 
poured as offering to Indra that is spoken of by the words ‘ Indrapitasya 
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etc.; as that which was actually poured has been all drunk by Indra 
(and as such could not have remained in the vessel, to be eaten and 
addressed as ‘ Indrapitasya’),—while that which has not been poured as 
an offering could not have been drunk by Indra (and as such this too could 
not be spoken of as ‘ Indrapitasya’). 

That is to say, it is the Remnant of the Soma in the vessel that is 
spoken of as ‘ Indrapita’; but as a matter of fact, this has not been 
‘drunk by Indra,’ because the word could apply only to that which was 
actually poured as an offering (and not to that left behind in the vessel). 
Consequently, inasmuch as the word ‘ Indrapita’ denotes a property 
of that which exists in the vessel, it must be taken as denoting ‘ that 
which has been conveyed, by words, as an offering to Indra’; and this 
would simply mean that the word expresses the fact of Indra being the 
Deity as the distinguishing feature of ‘ Indrapita. Nor is it possible for 
the character of being drunk, really subsisting in the Soma poured as 
offering, to be attributed to the Remnant in the vessel ; because the word 
‘ Indrapite.’ is quite applicable to the Remnant, through its own real 
property—that of having Indra for its Deity. 

As a matter of fact, when a certain part of a substance is actually 
poured as offering, it is the whole of that substance, being given away 
(in words) to the Deity, that accomplishes the sacrifice ; and hence in the 
word ‘ Indrapita,’ the root ‘pa’ (to drink) must be taken in the sense of 
‘ sacrifice, —just as is done with the verb ‘ nirvipét’ (in the sentence 
' sauryancarun-nirvapet, which literally means deposits, but is taken in the 
sense of sacrifices), And consequently inasmuch as the word * Indrapità ' 
would denote the means of the accomplishment of the sacrifice to Indra, it 
could not express that of the sacrifice to Indra-Agni; and hence the 
mantra in question could not apply to the offering to Indra-Agni. 


Loi Li Lr T rr M E n Ade 


ADHIKARANA (19). 


[The Mantras beginning with the word 'gügatracchandasah' are appli- 
cable to-the offerings in connection with which several metres are 
used. | 


Siitra (41): ‘The metre is like the Deity.” 


The present Adhikarana deals with an exception to the conclusion 
arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana. 

(We find, in the Bhakshauwvdka, certain mantras beginning with the 
word 'gàyatracchandasah '; and there arises the question as to whether these 
mantras are applicable to that Soma-offering alone wherein the Gayatri 
is. the only metre used, or also to those in which many metres are used. | 

On this question, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA, 


“ As shown in the foregoing Adhikarana, inasmuch as the compound 
* gayatracchandasah’ would be impossible if the Gayatri metre depended 
“upon any other metre, the word ‘ gàyatrachandasah' could not apply 
“ to that offering wherein the Gayatr? metre used would depend upon other 
* metres ; and hence the mantras in question should be employed in 
“connection with that Soma-offering wherein the Gayatri is the only 
* metre used." 


SIDDHANTA. 
To the above, we make the following reply : E . 


Sittra (42): It should apply to all offerings; because there is no 
offering in which a single metre is employed. 


It is only when the distinguishing character mentioned can exist 
independently by itself, that we do not accept it as depending upon others, 
—and not when it has no independent existence. 

We have shown in connection with the Quartering also, that if 
there were, in the context, no such cake as belonged to Agni alone, then 
we could have accepted those belonging to it in conjunction with other 
Deities also (as the objects of Quartering);—so also in the foregoing 
Adhikarana, it was simply because there was an offering made to Indra 
alone, that we denied the applicability of the epithet ‘ Indrapita’ to that 
which was made to Indra conjointly with Agni. But it is a well-known 
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fact that there is no offering in which the Gayatri is the only metre used; 
as in the sacrifices mentioned in all the three Vedas, other metres are sure 
to come in. Consequently, the name ‘ gayatracchandasah’ must be taken as 
applying to those in which there are many metres used; just as the name 
* Rathantarasama’ is applied to offerings wherein there are many other 
sümas also. 

And the rule that ‘what is dependent upon something else is incap- 
able of being compounded’ does not apply to those cases in which the 
factor concerned is never without dependence upon something else. 

Thus then, it must be admitted that the mantra in question is 
applicable to those offerings, in connection with which there are many 
metres used (besides the Gayatr7). 


=... 


[The Final Siddhanta conclusion derived from the Discussions contained 
in the last nine Adhikaranas, Sütras 27-42. | 


Sitra (43); One and the same mantra belongs to (the eating 
of) all (the offerings) as held by Aitigayana; because the 
word ‘Indrapita’ indicates the savana; as otherwise, the 
‘Drinking’ (as pertaining to the Remnant) will have 
to be taken in its secondary figurative sense. 


This sūtra supplies the final reply to all that has been said in Sutras 
27-42. None of the eatings is to be done without a mantra; even in the 
eating of the remnants of those offerings that are not made to Indra, the 
mantra is to be used just as it stands, without any modifications. Because 
the word ‘ Indrapita’ meaning ‘ that savana in which the soma is drunk by 
Indra, even those offerings of soma that are not made to Indra come to be 
called ‘ Indrapita,’ as occurring in that savana. 

That is to say, the word ‘ Indrapitasya’ is to be taken, not as quali- 
fying ‘somasya’ but as qualifying the ‘ Pratahsavana’ (Morning libation), 
and as such applying to every one of the offerings connected with that 
savana. Nor is the word ‘ Pratahsavana’ coextensive with ‘Soma’; as it 
is the name of a certain part of the sacrifice (Jyotishtoma). If then, the 
word meant the ‘Soma connected with the Pratahsavana,’ then we should 
have had the word ‘ Pratahsavaniyasya’ (and not ‘ Prataksavanasya’). 
Thus then, the word ‘ Pratahsavanasya’ being taken as coextensive with 
* Indrapitasya’, the genitive in these two words is due to their differentia- 
tion from all connection with Soma; and that in ‘somasya,’ being non- 
coextensive, is based upon the non-differentiation (from the Soma). 

Thus then, on account of the indication of another word (‘ savanasya’), 


142 
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and on account of the fact of all the offerings having the 
and occurring in the same context, the Mantra should be u 
tion with every one of them. 

Question: “ How do you make out all this ? ” 

Answer: We conclude thus, for the simple reason 
the ‘Soma-remnant’ (if connected with ‘ Indrapita’) w 
taken in its secondary figurative meaning. That is to 
quantity of soma, conveyed, by means of words, as gift to | 
the direct or principal ‘ Indrapita’; and the portion of it 
vessel after the offering has been actually poured into the 
spoken of as ‘ Zudrapita' only figuratively. And certainly th 
highly objectionable. _ = = 

Consequently, inasmuch as all the soma-offerings are 
the Indrapitasavana, it is established that the eating of 
every one of them should be done with the mantra ‘Indrapi 


Thus ends the Second Pada of Apuyaya III. 


ENI NINI NININA NI NEIN ONT 


ADHYAYA III. 
PADA III. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 
[The Loudness, etc., are properties of the Veda.] 


Sutra (1): "Because of the Direct Declaration, the properties 
would pertain to the community.” 


Having dealt with the applicability of mantras based on their 
Indicative Power, we now proceed to take that based upon syntactical 
connection, | Es 

The sentences taken up for consideration are ‘ uccairrea kryaté’ (the 
Rik is recited loudly), etc., and also ‘ Tadyadi rkta ulvanamkriyaté Garha- 
patyam parétya bhih svaheti juhuyat’ (if we should make a mistake in 
the Ak he should offer a libation into the Garhapatya Fire with the 
mantra ‘ bháh svàhà '), and so forth. 

The question now is this: In the former sentence, which lays down 
the qualifications of lowdness etc. with reference to the Rk, ete., as also in 
the latter sentence which lays down the Homa into the three Fires with 
the three Vyabrtis,—should we, on the strength of the fact of its being 
directly mentioned as independent of anything else, take the word ‘Rk’ 
in the sense of Verse as explained in Satra II—i—35? or should we take 
it as denoting the whole of the Rgveda consisting of the entire set 
of mantras and Brahmanas ? 

Question: “ Why should there be any such doubt as to the significa- 
“tion of the word?” 

Answer: The reason for the doubt lies in the fact of there being a 
disagreement between the declaration in the beginning, and that in the 
end, of what forms a single sentence syntactically connected. That is 
to say, in the beginning we have the mention of the Vedas, while in the 
end we find the Rk, Sama and Yajush mentioned, Under the circumstances 
the word ‘ Védu’, found in the beginning of the sentence, may be taken as 
indirectly indicating the Rk, etc., and, on the other hand, the words * Rk ' 
ete. occurring in the end may be taken as indicating the Vedas; and thus 
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there arises a doubt as to which of these two interpretations is the more 
reasonable and correct of the two. The Doubt is open to the same 
objections, and capable of the same justifications, as those in connection 
with the sentence ‘ aktah carkaràh, etc.’ (Sūtra I—iv—29). 

Objection: “In that case the present question may be taken as having 
“been effectively dealt with by that same sūtra; and as such there is no 
“ need of its being taken up for consideration again." 

Reply: This reproach is scarcely justifiable; as what has been 

established in that sūtra is the authoritative character of the sequence of 
a sentence, in cases where the bearing of the Injunction is doubtful; 
while in the case in question, there is no doubt as to the bearing of the 
Injunction, as there is no doubt as to the Rk, Sama, etc. being denoted by the 
words occurring in the Injunction. Consequently it becomes absolutely 
necessary to definitely ascertain the correctness of one of the two alter- 
natives, by finding out which word is to be taken in its secondary figu- 
rative sense. 


On this question, then, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


‘In accordance with the arguments advanced under the Pūrvapaksha 
“of Sütra I—iv—29, it must be admitted, on the strength of the direct 
“Declaration of the object of Injunction, that the properties pertain to 
“the communities of the ‘Rk,’ etc. (i.e. to the Verse, etc., and not to the 
“ Rgveda, etc.). 

“And further, just as the Generic Substance or Action is not 
“incompatible with special forms appearing in the sequential sentences 
“—so, in the same manner, the Rk, etc. are not incompatible with the 
“Vedas. Nor are the words ‘Rk, etc. ever capable of being used with 
“ reference to the Brāhmana-portion (of the Vedas); while the word 
" * Veda’ can be used with reference to any part of the Veda (be it even a 
"single Verse); as words expressive of a collection are always found 
"to be applicable to single components of that collection ; as, for in- 
“stance, we speak of the ‘whole village having come’ (when the word 
“< village’ is used with reference to the men in the village). Thus too, 
“ people who are reading the Veda, speak of ‘reading the Veda,’ and of 
“ the * Veda remaining to be finished,’ ete. etc, only when they are study- 
"ing the £k-portion of it, and not when they are reading the Brahmana- 
“ portion, 

“Then again, there is a definite line differentiating the Rk, the 
“ Sama and the Yajush from one another; and as such their properties of 
“loudness could be duly ascertained and delegated to each of them. The 
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“ Vedas on the other hand are mixed up with one another; and as such 
“that would always be a hopeless admixture of the properties in question. 
“That is to say, there are certain Rk-verses that are found in all the 
“three Vedas; and so also are certain Yajush sentences. And hence if 
“the character of the Vedas were the sole criterion for the application 
"of the properties, then, in the case of such verses it could not be 
“ascertained whether they should be recited loudly or slowly (because 
“as occurring in the Rgveda they should be recited loudly, while 
“as occurring in the Yajurveda they should be repeated quietly); 
“or we would have to take the properties as optional alternatives, 
“ because the applicability to them of the name of one Veda would be 
“as correct and justifiable as that of the other; and there are no grounds 
"for such option. If, however, we take the words ‘Rk,’ etc. in the 
“ sentence in question as expressing the classes of Rk etc., then we 
“are saved from these anomalies; because a single collection of letters 
“ does not belong to any two classes (‘ Rk’ and ‘ Sama’ f.i.). 

“ The latter theory has the further advantage of being in keeping 
* with the indications of the fact of the sentences in question occurring 
“ in the context of the Jyctishtoma. Otherwise if the words were taken 
“as referring to the particular Vedas, then, inasmuch as the Veda treats 
“equally of all Grain-Sacrifices, Animal-Sacrifices, One-day sacrifice, etc., 
"the properties laid down in the sentence in question would pertain 
“to all these sacrifices; and would thus overstep the bounds of the 
‘“ context in which it occurs. 

“ Objection: ‘Even in accordance with your theory, inasmuch as the 
“class Kk also would be found in several contexts, the contingency you 
“ have just shown would be equally possible in your case also. If you seek 
“to restrict the injunction to the Rk in the context, on the ground of 
“there being no reason for overstepping the bounds of the Context, —then 
“the same may be said in our case also; because we could restrict the 
“ injunction to that much of the Veda as occurs in the Context.’ 

" Heply: The two cases are not equally open to the objection ; 
* because for us, inasmuch as the genus ‘ Rk’ inheres completely in each 
“collection of letters (known as such), we have it in the Context, in its 
“ complete form; for you, on the other hand, the Veda being a very large 
“collection, it cannot exist, in its complete form, in the Context. If the 
“ class ‘ k’ had pervaded, as a single whole, over the collection of all Rks, 
"then it could not exist, in its complete form, in the Context ; and in that 
“ case, it would be exactly like the Veda. For the character of ‘ Védatva’ 
‘‘inheres only in the collection of all Mantras, Brahmanas and Deductions 
* —known as the ‘Kathaka’ and the like— which treat of many sacrifices. 
“For us, on the other hand, the generic character of the Rk, or Sama 
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* or Yajush iuheres, in its complete form, in each of the endless collections 
“of such feet of verses, words and parts, as are found to form a single 
“ syntactical whole. And just as such corporate (collective) substances as 
“the Forest are related to the community of 'Vanatva, so it is this 
“ community of the collections of Rk that is spoken of as ‘ jata’ (in the 
“ sūtra). Though the Bhashya, and the commentators on it, have ex- 
“ plained the word ‘jata’ as synonymous with ‘/at/,’—yet this explanation 
“is not correct ; because there can be no ‘jāti’ (‘ genus’ or class) in the 
“Rk, etc. Because we have shown (in the T'arkapüda) that there is no 
* such class as * gogabdatva’ inhering in the word ‘go’ (which is made 
“up of the two letters g and 6); and then how could there be any such 
“classes as the ‘Rk,’ ‘Sama’ and ‘ Yajush, all of which would be as 
“impossible as the class ‘ Vakyatva’ ? 

“That is to say, we have already shown, under the Tadbhutadhikarana, 
“that we cannot, like the class ‘ Bramanatva, assume any such class as 
‘““*Vakyatva’ as inhering either in the last letter of the sentence or in 
* the whole aggregate of letters arranged in a certain order, each of which 
“is manifestable by means of distinct efforts, organs and positions of 
“ speech ; because of the fact of these letters being separated from one 
* another by the intervention of the desire to recognize the relationship 
“ of the denotations of words with parts differing from one another. And 
" in the same manner, we could not assume any such class as * Akiva, 
“< Yajushtva' or ‘Samatva,’ all of which depend Bus certain letters 
" and intonations arranged in a definite order. i 

“ For these reasons, what we must take the word ‘ jata’ to mean is the 
“ aggregate community—called ‘Rk,’ or ‘ Yajush,’ or ‘ Séma’—which 
* inheres in every one of such collections of words as form a single syn- 
“tactical whole ; and there is no class known by any of those names. Just as 
"among certain words, whose significations are based upon their etymo- 
“logical composition, we admit of a community other than the C/ass,—so 
"the community of aggregates, spoken of as ‘jāta, is something wholly 
“different from what is known as ‘ Class’ or * Jàti In ordinary parlance 
“ too, the words ‘ata’ and fati’ are taken just as we have explained ; and 

hence we must interpret the sūtra accordingly." 


SIDDHANTA. 
Sutra (2): (It pertains to the Veda) because of the fact of 
the words occurring in a context dealing mostly with the Veda. 


Question: “ What do you mean by * Prayadargana’ here? Certainly 
“it is not similar to the Prayadarcanas ’ mentioned in other places ;—that is 
“why we put you the question. The sūtra ‘ Prāyēvacanācca ’ (11—11—12) 
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** has been explained as because of the mention being in a contem where all the 
“vest are Primaries—' Prayé’ being taken as * Pradhainaprdayé ’; so also in the 
“sūtra ‘ Vigayé prayadurganat’ (II—i1—16), the word ' prüya' has been 
“ explained as ‘ sansküraprüya,! the meaning of the sūtra being—because we 
“ find it in a context where all the rest are subsidiary purificatory rites, such as 
“ the milking of the cow, etc, In the casein question, however, we cannot take 
“the sutra to bring forward the reason that the Rk, etc., ave seen where all 
“ the rest are Vedas; because there are no Vedas apart from these Rk, etc, 
"themselves; and hence the latter could not be spoken of as appearing in 
“ the midst of the former. Consequently there can be no ‘ prayadarcana ’ 
* in the case in’ question." 

Reply: What we mean is that these words—' Rk,’ etc.—are found 
in ‘Vedapraya ’-—i.e. in à Context that begins with speaking of the Veda; 
and as such are presented to the mind which is pervaded by the idea of 
the Veda. The Bhàshya quotes the sentence wherein there is a mention 
of the Veda, and in continuation of which we have the sentence under 
consideration.—‘ Prajapatirva idaméka üsib .... tasmat.... trayo déva 
ajayanta..... tébhyak trayo védà asrjyanta .... agnerrgvédo, vayorya- 
jurvédah adityat samavedah,’ 

Then, it has been argued by the Pirvapakshi that “ on account of the 
strength of the direct declaration of the object of Injunction (in the 
sentence under consideration), we should take the word ‘ Veda,’ occurring 
in the Arthavada passage (just quoted), as indicating the parts of the 
Veda, the Rk, etc." 

To this we make the following reply: The comparative authoritative 
strength or weakness as based upon the relationship of the Injunction and 
the Arthavada is wholly different from that based upon the fact of the 
cognition appearing in the beginning of a sentence or in a latter part 
of it. 

That is to say, those Arthávadas that ave found in the Veda after the 
object of the Injunction has been mentioned, may be weaker in their 
authority (than the Injunction); but those that appear before them are 
certainly stronger, because of their appearing first (mukhya, lit.). Asa 
matter of fact, in the case of every word the only reason that can make 1t 
give up its direct denotation is the incompatibility of that denotation 
(with something else expressed on a stronger authority); and this incom- 
patibility is cognized only when this something else, its counter-entity, 
has been perceived. And in the case in question we find that, at the time 
that we meet with the sentence ‘trayo védà asrjyanta, etc. we have no 
mention of the words ‘ Rk,’ etc. which you hold to be denotative of the 
community, (as these words appear after some time, lower down in the 
text); and as such there is nothing perceived at the time, with which the 
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direct denotation of the word ‘Vedah’ (in the former sentence) could be 
found to be incompatible, and the word taken as indirectly indicating the 
component Rk, etc. Thus then, while the mind is fully pervaded with 
the idea of the Veda directly denoted by the word ‘ Vedak,’ we come across, 
in a subsequent sentence, the words ‘Rk,’ etc. (in the sentence under 
consideration) ; and finding that in their direct denotations, these latter 
words are not construable with the rest of the sentence, we take them, 
on the strength of this incompatibility, in their indirect sense (i.e. as 
indicating the source of the Rk, ete., the several Vedas). And thus even 
though these words appear in the Injunction they are much weaker in 
authority than the preceding Arthavada, which is much stronger in its 
authority,—in accordance with the sutra * Mukhyam và pirvacodanàt lokavat ' 
(XII—ii—23), 

Objection: “In accordance with the Sūtra VI—v—54,—that ‘when 
* one comes before the other, the former is weaker than the latter '—it 
“must be admitted that the idea of the Veda, brought about by the 
* Arthavada (‘tebhyo veda asrjyanta, etc.) appearing in the beginning, 
* would be set aside by the idea brought about by the subsequent Injunc- 
“tion, which latter must, therefore, be accepted as the more authori- 
* tative.” E 

Reply: Not so; the comparative strength of sentences based upon 
precedence and sequence is admitted only in cases where the ideas brought 
about by the sentences are independent of one another. That is to say, 
when we find certain contradictory things spoken of, independently of one 
another, in distinct sentences, then alone do we find that, while the 
sentence occurring first appears in its full form without having to set 
aside anything else, the sentence appearing subsequently is not capable 
of having an existence without setting aside its contradictory precedent; 
and hence in such cases alone we apply the rule of the stronger authority of 
that which follows over that which goes before. In a case, however, where 
the things are spoken of as dependent upon one another, that rule is not 
applicable; because in such cases the two sentences are syntactically 
connected, on the sole ground of their mutual requirements ; and under 
the circumstances, it is that which has been already cognized by means 
of the preceding sentence, that requires what is subsequently mentioned, 
to be in keeping with itself, or to add something over and above itself ; 
consequently that which is not found to be over and above this, or to be in 
keeping with it, is not taken as syntactically connected with the previous 
sentence, for the simple reason that it is not required by it. And at the 
time that the preceding sentence expresses its meaning, the subsequent 
sentence does not exist, and as such could not set it aside ; consequently it 
is the preceding sentence that possesses stronger authority. 
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Thus then, in the case in question, inasmuch as the Injunction 
and the Arthavdda treat of the same object, at the time that the Vedas are 
described in the Arthavàáda, it is concluded that there is something to be 
laid down for these Vedas; and what is wanted to be known is the 
particular thing to be laid down for them, and that for which it should be 
laid down. Consequently from the sentence appearing subsequently we 
simgle out only that which is wanted ; and as it is only the object to be 
laid down—and not that for which it is to be laid down—that is wanted, 
we take only the loudness etc. as connected with previous sentence, and 
not the Rk, etc.; and thus, inasmuch as no significance is attached to 
these latter, they cannot be spoken of as forming part of the object of the 
Injunction, and as such they cannot set aside the Arthavada (in the 
preceding sentence). In fact it is the Veda as mentioned in the Arthavüda 
that is recognized as that with reference to which we have the subse- 
quent Injunction. And hence the words ‘Rk,’ etc. in this latter must be 
taken as indicating the Vedas ( Rgveda, etc.). 

As for the Veda, on the other hand, inasmuch as it is far more 
extensive (than the Rk, etc.), there can be no reason by which it could be 
taken as indicating its part, the Rk-Verses, etc. ; while the Rk-Verses, etc. 
being contained in the Veda, could very well be taken as indicating this 
latter (as a collection of themselves). And just as, in other cases, there is 
nothing incongruous in the Aríhavadas being taken in their indirect 
indicated sense, because of their being mere descriptive eulogies,—so, in 
the same manner, in the case in question, where the Injunction has the 
same. object that has been already mentioned in the preceding Arthavada | 
the words‘ Rk,’ etc, are merely descriptive references (to the Veda therein 
mentioned), and as such there can be nothing incongruous in these being 
taken as indirectly indicating the Vedas. 

Consequently the whole sentence under consideration should be 
construed in the following way: ‘Inasmuch as these Vedas came out 
(of Agni, etc.), they should be recited loudly, etc.’; and it is with reference 
to this well-established fact that we have the subsequent words * Rk,’ 
etc. (in the sentence ' uccaz& rca,’ etc.). Otherwise these words would be 
wholly irrelevant, because of the diversity in the objects of the Injunction 
and the Arthavida. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the properties spoken of 
pertain to the Vedas. 


Sutra (3): Because of indicative texts. 

[t is that indirect Indication which has been met with before that 
presents itself to the mind much sooner than any other. And we have 
often found the words ‘Rk,’ etc. indicating the Vedas—f.i. in the sen- 
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tence * Rgbhih pratardivi deva iyate, yajwrvedena tishthatt madhy8-hnah, 
sümavedenüstamay& mahiyate, Vedairagünyaistribhiret Suryak, —we find 
that the three last feet, all, speak of the Vedas, and hence we are led to 
take the word ‘Rk’ (in * Rgbhih') as indicating the Rgveda ; specially 
as the last feet speaks of *Vedaih' in the Plural (which could not be if 
only two Vedas, the Sama and the Yajush, were meant), which distinctly 
shows that the word ‘Rk’ indicates the whole of the Rgveda— Mantras 
as well as Bradhmanas. 

Then, it has been urged that the students of Veda use the word 
‘Veda’ for the Mantra. It is true that they use it in that way; but in 
the case of all such usages, we must take the word ‘ Veda’ as used in its 
secondary meaning. But in spite of this usage, in accordance with the 
Sütra I—iii—9, we must admit that the Indication (that of the Veda 
by the words ‘ Rk,’ etc.) is more authoritative than the other (that of the 
mantras by the word ‘ Veda’) [as the former is based upon a Vedic 
Arthavada, while the latter is based upon mere usage]. 


——M— cma 


[The fourth sūtra is taken by the Vàrtzka, after the eighth, at the end of 
the Adhikarana. | 


re 


Sutra (5): One who knows the three Vedas is spoken of as 
‘Trayividya.’ 

Even if the discussion is to be carried on, in accordance with ordinary 
usage, we have the usage of the words ‘ Kk, etc. in the sense of the 
Vedas. 

oy P» 

You know very well that the Rk, Sama and Yajush are known as 
* Trayi’; and the word ‘ Trayividya’ is capable of being explained only as 
‘Trayi Vidya asya. This word is found to be applied, in usage, to one who 
has read the three Vedas, and not to one who has only read the Rk verse, 
the Sdma-song and the Yajush; because the name is never applied to the 
Samavédis, even though, in knowing the Sàmaveda he knows the three— 
viz.: the Rk-verses, Sümas, as well as certain Yajush. Consequently, it 
follows that in the word ‘ Trayividya,’ the word ‘trayī’ is used in the 
sense of the Three Vedas; and hence it must be admitted that the words 
‘ Rk,’ ‘Sama’ and * Yajush,’ which are spoken of in lexicons as co-exten- 
sive with the word ‘tray,’ denote the Vedas themselves; and thus too 
we find that the words ‘ Rk,’ etc. are applied to the Vedas. 
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Sutra (6): Obj: “In a case where there is transference, the 
Injunction will have to be taken in its direct signification.” 


This is a reference to a previous objection (the sense whereof is this)? 
* In a case where a Rk-verse will be found in the Yajurveda, it will have to 
* be sung slowly, as occurring in the Yajurveda, according to the Siddhanta; 
"this however is not the case ; while according to us, being a Rk-verse, in 
““whichsoever Veda it might appear, it will be quite reasonably sung 
"]oudly; in keeping with the direct signification of the Injunction.” 


Stitra (T): Reply: No; because the qualification belongs to the 
whole. 


The mere fact of being found in the text of a Veda does not make a 
seutence liable to be called by the name of that Veda. The fact is that 
that which is enjoined by one Veda, is always done in accordance with 
that Veda; consequently a mantru would be called by the name of that 
Veda in which it may be enjoined. If it should be found to have been 
enjoined in both Vedas (the Yajush and the Rk), then, inasmuch as the law 
laid down in the Sūtra III—i11—10 would not apply to the case, we could 
not but take the two (qualifications of loudness and slowness) as optional 
alternatives for that Mantra. 


Stra (8): Because of being connected (syntactically) with 
‘Veda,’ the indication (by the words ‘ Rk,’ etc. of the Reveda, 
etc.) could be set aside by the context. 


[That is to say, Syntactical Connection being more authoritative than 
Context, there would be nothiny objectionable in the indications of the 
Context being rejected in favour of Syntactical Connection. | 

Some people read ‘ badhéta’ instead of ‘ badhyeta.' 


Sutra (4); Because of the injunction of qualification, it could 
have no connection with the substance. 


If the injuuctions were taken as laying down the qualifications of the 
Ri:-verse, etc, then, inasmuch as the sentence ‘Ricyadhyadham Sama 
güyatz" points to the fact of the Sama never being separate from the Rk, 
the qualification of the former would be included in that of the latter ; 
and as such the further injunction ‘ Uccaih Sama’ would be wholly redun- 
dant. Because it is not possible for one to sing the Süma based upon a 
Rk in any other way, while he is reciting the Rk itself loudly. 

If however we take the qualifications as laid down for the Vedas, both 
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injunctions become quite justified, inasmuch as what is « 
Sümaveda is wholly different from that which is enjoined by 

Objection; “The injunction uccath samna would 
case of such Samas as are not based on a Rk,—such, foi 
“ Sama of the Prajdpatihrdaya.” 

Reply: Not so; because that Sama does not form an 
Jyotishtoma ; and the Injunctions of ‘loudness,’ appeari 
of the Jyotishtoma, could pertain to those Samas of the Hy 
' that sacrifice; and as a matter of fact we find that in t 
Sama is sung which is not based upon a Rk. . 

And further, there being very few Samas not based on 
explanation removes the taint of redundancy (in the Inj 
Samna’) to an extremely small extent, 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the qualifi 
to the Vedas, 


- 
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ADHIKARANA (2), 
[In the Adhana the singing is to be done slowly. ] 


Stra (9): When the Primary and the Accessory belong to two 
different Vedas, the Vedic characteristic of the Accesssory is 
determined by the Primary; as the Accessory is subservient to 
the purposes of the Primary. 


We now proceed to consider a case where the Primary laid down in 
one Veda (the Adhāna in the Yajurveda, f.i.) has an accessory laid down in 
another Veda (f. i. the singing of the Sàmas, Vàravantiya, etc. laid down 
in the Sümaveda). In such cases the question arises as to whether the 
Accessory (singing) is to be done in a way in keeping with the Veda in 
which its Primary happens to be laid down (f. 1. quietly, on account of the 
Adhana being laid down in the Yajurveda), or it is to be done in a way in 
keeping with the Veda in which it is itself laid down (f.i. loudly, on 
account of the Sáma-singing being laid down in the Sdmavéda). 

On this question, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“ Inasmuch as the qualifications based upon names pertain to each 
“unit, the way in which a certain thing is to be done is that in keeping 
“with the character of the Veda in which it. happens to be mentioned." 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply: In a case where there 
is one qualification pertaining to the Accessory by itself, and another 
pertaining to it, through the Primary,—the former qualification is always 
to be taken as set aside by the latter. 

That is to say, the two qualifications being wholly incompatible with 
each other, and hence it being necessary to set aside one of them, it is 
always that pertaining to the Accessory by itself that is to be set aside ; 
as it is only thus that the Primary would be performed as it should be, 
without its being deprived of its own accompaniments ; aud certainly the 
proper fulfilment of the Primary is a business of the Accessory also; 
as this latter also operates solely for the sake of the former.  Conse- 
quently, if, in consideration of its own qualification, it were to deprive the 
Primary of its natural accompaniment, then there would be a disruption 
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of that action (the Primary) for the sake of which it was meant to operate. 
Though in such a case the proper fulfilment of the Primary with all its 
accompaniments would mean the deprival of the Accessory of its own 
natural accompaniment,—yet, as the fact of the Accessory being equipped 
with all its accompaniments is not so very necessary (as that of the 
Primary), there would be nothing incongruous in the said deprival. 

Consequently, inasmuch as the Adhana belongs to the Yajurvéda, 
the Sámas that are accessory to it should be sung quietly. 

Objection: “ As a matter of fact, we recognize the rule to be 
“that only that much of the Adhāna is to be done quietly, which 
“is enjoined in the Yajurveda; and as such the quietness could not 
“ pertain to the singing of the Süma. Itis only the Primary action 
“(the Adhana) itself and its other Accessories that belong to the 
* Yajurveda; and hence it is these alone that should be done quietly.” 

Reply: Itis not so; because it is distinctly shown in Satra XI— 
ii—7 that the Accessories are enjoined as along with the Primary, because 
of the injunction; and also in Sūtra XI-—1—16 that on account of the 
whole Injunction (of the Primary with its Accessories) forming a single 
declaration etc. (all the accessories are to be performed in accordance 
with the Primary). Consequently when we find certain Accessories 
mentioned in the comprehensive Injunction of the performance of the 
Primary with all its accessories,—even if these Accessories be found to 
have their origin elsewhere (in another Veda f.i.),—their Injunction will 
have to be taken as belonging to that Veda wherein we have the Primary. 
Consequently the Adhdna together with all its accessories belonging to 
the Yajurveda, every one of them should be done quietly. 

Objection: ‘ In that case, the quietness would belong to the accesso- 
“ ries, on the simple ground of their belonging to the Yajurveda; and 
“as such it would not be a fit basis for the present Adhikarana, in : 
* which you seek to establish the fact of the qualification of the Accessory 
“ being rejected in favour of that of the Primary, with.which latter 
* the former is incompatible (while as you have just explained, the 
* Accessory in question would have the same qualification as the Primary, 
“and as such there would be no incompatibility between the two). And 
* further the Quietness of the Sama, as pertaining to it as an Accessory, is 
* equal to its Loudness ; and the Quietness inhering in the Accessory (singing) 
“cannot be spoken of as belonging to the Primary (Adhüna); and 
“hence the rejection of the Quietness (inhering in the Accessory) would 
* mean a rejection of the qualification of the Primary; and such a rejection 
“ would not deprive the performance of the Primary of its natural Quietness. 
“ If, however, in some way or other, the qualification of the Accessory 
* be spoken of as the ‘Qualification of the Primary,' then, in that case, 
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“ Loudness also (which is a qualification of the Sama that is an accessory 
“of the Adhana) could be spoken of as such a qualification (of the 
* Primary Adhüna); and thus both the Loudness and Quietness (of the 
* accessory Sama) would be equally authoritative." 

Reply: It is in view of the fact of the Samas having their originative 
Injunction in the Sámaveda that those appearing in connection with the 
Yajurvedic action of Adhana are spoken of as ‘ belonging to a different 
Veda’; and it is only in consequence of the Primary (Adhàna) being laid 
down as connected with all its Accessories, that we come to conclude 
that the Sama-singing—one of these Accessories—is to be done quietly. 
That is to say, if the Sa@mas in question had their origin in the 
Yajurvéda, then alone could the Quietness have belonged to it as its 
natural qualification ; as it is, however, they have their origin in the 
Sümavéda ; and as such it is Loudness that belongs to them by their nature ; 
and itis only by reason of their being connected (in the present iustance) 
with a Primary (belonging to the Yajurvéda) that they come to be sung 
quietly; and as such this quietness could very well be spoken of as the 
* Qualifieation of the Primary.' 

Objection: ‘Inasmuch as the Injunction of the Adhànà is that it 
“should be done, along with all its Accessories, by the Yajurveda, the 
“ Quietness comes to be recoguized as belonging to it with all its accessories ; 
“and as such the Quietness comes to be quite natural to the Accessory 
* Sama.” 

Reply: Not so; because the very fact of the Adhüna being mentioned 
as laid down with all its Accessories, shows that the Accessory is not the 
principal factor. Because it is only when the Primary has certain Acces- , 
somes subservient to it that it is spoken of as ‘ sa@nga.’ Consequently it is 
the Primary ( Adhàna) alone that directly pertains to the Yajurveda ; and 
as such Quietness belongs naturally to that alone ; and it is as belonging 
to this Primary that it is spoken of as extending to the Accessories ; and 
these latter are not enjoined as themselves connected with Quietness. 

Thus then, (if the Sama-singing in connection with the Adhana were 
not done quietly), it would be the Qualification of the Primary, as pertain- 
iny to the Accessory, that would be rejected ; because the Primary throws 
its Qualification into the Accessories ; and hence in whichsoever accessory 
that Qualification would be rejected, that would mean a deficiency in the 


' Primary itself. 


As for Loudness, it is not recognized as a qualification of the Primary 
(Adhàna); because the Qualification of the Accessories are never trans- 
ferred to the Primary. 

Objection: “ We find that the natural qualification of the Accessory 
« Same | Loudness) belongs to it directly, while that of the Primary (i.e. 
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“ Quietness) could belong to that Accessory, only indirectly, through the 
* Primary; aud thus the comparative authoritativeness of the two would 
“ be quite contrary to what you hold it to be (i.e. the former would be more 
“ authoritative than the latter). 

Reply: True; the natural qualification of the Accessory pertaining 
to it directly, is very much more quickly perceived as belonging to it; but 
still, the Qualification of the Primary, being found to belong to it, subse- 
quently, after the comprehension (of the comprehensive Direction of the 
‘performance of the Primary with its Accessories), sets aside the former 
qualification, in accordance with the law laid down under Sutra Vl—v 
—354. 

Objection: “This law would lead to the application of Quietness to 
“ those Stotras and Castras (Hymns of the Sdmaveda) also, which are 
“ non- Yajurvedic accessories to the Jyotishtoma." 

Reply: True; it does become applicable to these also. But in regard 
to all these, different accents are used, in consequence of distinct directions 
to that effect. Thatis to say, in connection with the Larcapürnamüsa, there 
are Accessories enjoined in two Vedas ; and it would appear as if various 
Vedic accents were to be employed in connection with these ; but in accord- 
ance with the law laid down in the sūtra under discussion, they would all 
become amenable to the single tone of Quietness which belongs to the 
Yajurvedic Primary (the Dargapürnamüsa) But then finally, we come 
across certain Vedic Directions laying down definite Tones for them,—f.i. 
the directions.—' The part of the sacrifice down to the Ajyabhàga- 
offering. is to be done in quiet tones, the rest in medium tones, and that 
beginning with the Anuyāja with the highest (loudest) tones. Similarly 
there are certain Vikri sacrifices, modifications of the Dargapürnamüsa 
offerings,—such as the Ishti, the Pagubandha, etc.,—which would appear 
to be subject to the three tones just mentioned in connection with their 
Original (the Dargapürnamüso); but, on account of the fact of their 
being directly enjoined as subsidiary to a sacrifice belonging to a par- 
ticular Veda (the Yajurveda), they come to be taken as done with the 
tone peculiar to this Veda (i.e. quietly) ; but then, it is found that, in 
accordance with the Sūtra III—vii—51, the comprehensive Injunction of 
the performance (of the Primary with all its subsidiaries) (on which 
Injunction rest the subsidiaries in question) is much weaker in its autho- 
rity, on account of its being dependent upon a direct Injunction; and 
hence it is finally concluded that the tones to be employed are all the 
three as laid down in the above-quoted Direction. Exactly in the same 
manner, in the case of the Dikshantyü, etc., subsidiaries of the Jyot’shtoma, 
they would, at first sight, appear to be amenable to the three tones laid 
down in connection with their original (the Jyotishtoma) ; but this amena- 
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bility is set aside by the fact of their injunctions being contained in a 
particular Veda (which fact would justify the use of a single tone); 
but it is again brought forward by the distinct Injunction (that ‘the 
ectypes are to be performed in the same way as their archetypes’); 
bnt then it is found that the Jyotishtoma belongs to the Yajurveda, and 
that it does not take up the apparently useful qualifications of any Original 
(for the simple reason that it is not the ectype of any other sacrifice); 
and hence in accordance with the sūtra under discussion, the subsidiaries 
in question would come to be taken as amenable to the Quiet tone of the 
Jyotishtoma ; but the application of the present sūtra to this case is set 
aside by the distinct Injunction that ‘one should recite the Dikshaniya in 
whatever tones he may desire, which distinctly lays down all the three 
tones— High, Medium and Low—for the Dikshaniyà together with all its 
subsidiary Hymns, etc. In the same manner, inasmuch as the Jyotish- 
toma is found to be amenable to the three tones—the Low, the Medi- 
um and the High —laid down in connection with each of its dis- 
tinctly mentioned three Savanas, all its subsidiaries also come, through 
the Primary, to be connected with the same three tones. And then, 
we meet with another Vedic direction to the effect that ‘all that 
precedes the Acnishomiya offering should be done quietly’; and this 
points out the Dikshaniya, etc. with all their accessories, as to be done 
quietly (because it precedes the Agnishomiya offering) ; but then we have 
certain other particular tones specified as belonging only to the Dikshaniya, 
ete.; and these belong to themselves, and not to their Accessories ; because 
these tones are laid down with reference to the Dikshaniya, etc. alone 
by themselves, in the following Direction: ‘The Dikshanm?yà should 
be sung as loudly as one may wish, the Prayaniya is to be done in a low 
tone, the Atithya in still lower tones, and very quietly in the Upasat.’ 
But inasmuch as the last, Quietness, is found to have been already laid 
down in the previous extensive Injunction, its mention in this Direction 
must be taken as a mere passing reference, by way of eulogizing the 
tones laid down in connection with the Dzkshaniyà, etc. Inthe Agnishomiya 
offering, however, there is a return of the tones of its original sacrifice, 
laid down, in connection with the division of that original (Jyotishtoma), 
into the three Suvanas,—in the sentence ‘in low tones, to the end of the 
Ajyabhaga, etc.’ Or we could divide the performance with all accessories 
into three parts, just like those of the Savana, and then employ the three 
tones—the Low, the Medium and the High—in accordance with that 
division. 

The same case holds respecting the tones to be employed in connec- 
tion with the Anubandhya, the Avabhrtha, and the Udayaniya. 

The Savaniya, etc. performed at the time of the extracting of the 
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Soma-juice would also appear to be amenable to the same three tones a 
those just mentioned; but on account of their being included within the 
Pratahsavana, etc. the tones of those are regulated in accordance with 
particular Savana in which they occur. 

Objection: ‘Inasmuch as the words of the Savana are expressive 
“of the parts of the Soma sacrifice, they could not have the tones of the 
* Savana,—just as the subsidiaries of the Dikshaniyà do not have the tones 
. “of the Dikshaniya.” 

Reply: Not so; because the Locative ending in ‘ Savané’ distinctly 
shows that the tones belong to all the mantras that are used at the time of 
the Savana; and hence even though the words be expressive of the parts 
of the Soma sacrifice, yet they would be amenable to the tones of the 
Savana. For if we had the genitive ending with ‘ Savana,’ then the 
Injunction of the tones—low, etc.—would apply to those mantrus alone that 
are accessories to the Savana; as it is, however, we have the Locative ; and 
hence whichsoever mantra happens to be employed in the Savana, it 
becomes connected with the three tones—the Low, etc. 

Some people make the following declaration: “If all that the 
* Locative means is that the Savanas are the container of the mautras, 
* then these latter do not become amenable to the tones—low, etc.; because 
“mantras are never spoken of as the contained; and the tones would 
“ come to apply only to the Savaniya, ete., which are spoken of as distinctly 
“ contained in the Savana; while as for such auxiliaries of the Savana as 
“the Stotra, the Castra, the Anuvakya, etc.—the tones, low, etc.—-could 
“not belong to them, on account of the absence of the genitive ending 
“ (with * Savana’).” 

To the above we offer the following reply: The above objection is 
scarcely tenable ; because even without the genitive ending, we can have 
the sense of the genitive conveyed by the fact of the Savana being the 
container, For instance, the bird is held to exist in the tree, just as well 
as the flower exists in it ; and hence the character of the contained in both 
(though we speak of 'vrkshe pushpam, yet it can also mean * Vrzkshasya 
pushpam) (and hence the Mantras, the Stotra, etc. would be as well con- 
tained in the Savana as the Savaniya). 

Or, we may take the whole of the Stotra etc. as accessory to the 
Suty@ (extracting of the Soma juice); and in that case, the Savanas 
would contain them just as well as they do the other accessories. Conse- 
quently, though the Stotra, etc., from the very beginning, had appeared 
to be amenable to the tones of various Vedas, yet all that is set aside 
by the Quietness, that is pointed out as belonging to them, by the 
fact of their being subsidiary to a Primary (that belongs to the Yajurveda). 
And it is for this reason that we recite the Stotra etc. in connection 
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with the juice-extracting, in the low, or the medium, or the high tone, 
in accordance with the Savana 1n which tliey happen to oceur ; as such is 
the distinct Injunction on the point. 

What has been explained just now applies to all the ectypes of the 
Jyctishtoma. 

Question: “ Where then would there be room for the use of the 
“ accentuations peculiar to the several Vedas ? " 


Answer: In accordance with the Sūtra III—v11—51, in a case where 
in connection with a Vikrti sacrifice, which is connected with accessories 
having the accentuation of the original sacrifice, there happens to be laid 
down an altogether new accessory belonging to another Veda (this 
aecessory would have the tone peculiar to this other Veda, and thus this 
Vikrtt sacrifice would have the tones of the two Vedas, that to which 
the original belongs, and that connected with which the new Accessory is 
laid down) : 


Objection: “ Even in such a case, in accordance with the sūtra under 
“ discussion, the subsequently-enjoined Accessory would have the same 
* tone as its Primary, the Vikrt? sacrifice in question. 


* Question: ‘Then, in that case, we could have the tone of two 
“ Vedas in a case, where, the Vikrti belonging to a Veda ‘other than to 
* which its Original belongs, and the remaining accessories of that Vikrtc 
“ having the tone of the original, another new accessory happens to be 
* enjoined in the same Veda as the Vzkrt:. 

* But that too could not be; as in this case also the tone is got at 
“ through the Primary itself. 

“ Question: ‘In that case, that Primary sacrifice itself would have 
“ the tones of the two Vedas.’ 

“ Not so; because that too has the same tone as its Original. 

** *'Then a case,—where the new Accessory does not come in through 
“the Primary,— would be one of the presence of the tone of two Vedas.’ 

“That would not be possible; because there also we have the same 
“ qualification that belongs to the Primary. 

“Then again, when the sacrifices have been divided into three parts 
“(the three Savanas), and the Tone remains the qualification of these 
* parts of the sacrifices, even though something new in the Accessory 
" might come in, it would fall into one of these parts ; and hence it could 
“not but be equipped with the properties of the Original sacrifice ; 
“specially as the case would not be similar to the Yupavatastaranavarhi. 
" And for this reason also, there can not be any case where we have the 
^ tones of many Vedas. 

“And further, the mention (of * Loudness,’ etc.) in the context (of 
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* the Jyotishtoma) would be wholly useless (as there would be no case 
* where all the three tones could be employed )."' 

To the above, we make the following reply : 

It would not be useless; as the injunction * what is done through the 
Yajush is to be done quietly’ would apply to all the Darvihomas (as 
these employ only Yajush mantras). Then as for the Rgveda and the 
Samavedu, the injunction of Loudness with regard to these would have 
its use in connection with accessories other than the necessary ones 
(that is with those that are laid down with a view to a particular 
desirable result, and that which is laid down as to be performed only 
when certain specified conditions present themselves). The injunctions, 
such as ‘The morning savana is to be done in low tones,’ are neces- 
sary ones; and as such they belong only to the necessary accessories, 
not being connected with the kamya (that which is done with a view 
to a certain desirable result) and the Nadmittika (the conditional, to 
be performed only when certain conditions present themselves) accessories. 
Consequently any accessories of the latter two kinds, that are enjoined by 
the Rgveda or the ‘Samaveda, are to be done loudly ;—as for instance, 
* Bhinnamabhimricedyatrité, cidabhierishah, etc., etc. In the same way 
we could cite instances of the Yajuwrvedic Quietness of tone ; so also, those 
accessories (of the Jyotóshtoma) that appear after the Sutyd, not being 
taken up by the Savanas (and hence not being connected with Savana 
tones), come to have the same tone as that belonging to the Veda in 
which each of them occurs; and heuce it becomes established tliat the 
Sàma-singinvz of the Avabhrtha also is to be done loudly. Otherwise they 
would be performed just as one might wish. In the Sāmas about the 
Dikshaniya, however, we will have the Quiet tone (of the Yajurveda) ; 
because of the specific direction that ‘all that precedes the Agnishoma is 
to be done quietly ; while again for the Pravarjya Sümas, we would have 
Loudness, according to the Direction * Uccath pravarjyéna.’ 

As for the Samas connected with the Adhàna, however, we would have 
them done quietly, because of their being laid down by Injunctions in 
connection with a Primary sacrifice belonging to the Yajurveda; for the 
sentences ‘ya évam vidvün Vamadevyam  gügyati, etc. belong to the 
Yajurveda. Consequently, the case of the Samas should not have been 
cited as an example of the sūtra ; because in this case, as just shown, the 
Sama is sung quietly, not because of the incompatiblity between the quali- 
fication of the Primary and the Accessory as mentioned in the sūtra, 
but on account of their injunctions being contained in the Yajurveda. 

. To this argument, some people reply as follows: “It is the. 
|." Sümaveda that brings forth the forms of the Sámas ; but it does not speak 
“of them by way of laying down their applications or uses (which is done 
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“by the Yajurveda; and hence they are amenable to the peculiarities of 
** both the Vedas)." 

But this reasoning is scarcely correct ; for in that case the discussion 
would have turned upon a consideratión of the comparative strength 
and weakness of Originative and Applicatory Injunctions, —and not of the 
contradiction between the properties of the Primary and the Accessory (as 
is done in the sūtra); aud in that case, the Siddhànta conclusion would 
have been in the form that ‘inasmuch as the performance is dependent 
upon the Applicatory Injunctions, greater authoritativeness should be 
attached to this latter (and the Sdmas would be sung quietly in the Jyotish- 
foma for this reason, and not for the reason of the Süma being an Acces- 
Sory and hence not taking its own character of Loudness which is contra- 
dietory to the character of the Primary Jyotishtoma, as declared in the 
sūtra). 

In view of this, there is yet another explanation offered by some 
people; it is this: “In certain texts of the Sümaveda itself, there are 
“applicatory Injunctions of the Sāmas (that are laid down in the 
" Yajurveda also). (And thus there would be a contradiction between 
“these two Injunctions, on which the sūtra is based )." 

But (if there were such an applicatory Injunction of the Sama 
in tbe Sámaveda itself), the mere repetition of the same Injunction in the 
Yajurveda would have very little use. If the two Injunctions were 
treated in the same manner as the several Injunctions (of the same thing) 
met with in various texts of the same Veda,—then, in that case, the 
Pürvapaksha would have been in the form that, ‘the two tones of Loudness 
and Quietness should be treated as optional alternatives " (as such is the 
eonclusion in the case of two injunctions being found in two different 
texts,— Vide II—iv—8—32). And this too, only if such an Injunction 
alleged to exist in the Samaveda were actually quoted from it. If, 
, however, no such actual Injunction be forthcoming, the explanation 
offered could not be admissible. 


ADHIKARANA (B). 


For these reasons, then, we must take the words ‘guna’ (Acces- 
sory) and ‘mukhya’ (Primary) in the sutra to have been used in the 
sense of the Originative and the Applicatory Injunctions respectively. 
And accordingly we should expound the Adhikarana in the following 
manner : 

Question to be dealt with: In a case where a thing, having its origin 
in one Veda, has its application or use laid down in another Veda, should 
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that thing be equipped with the properties peculiar to the former Veda, 
or with those of the latter ? 

Parvapaksha: “Inasmuch as the origination of a thing always 
* precedes its application, the properties employed should be those of the 
“ Veda in which it has its origin.” 

Siddhanta: The properties should be those of that Veda which lays 
down its application—(1) because the origination of a thing is only for 
the sake of the uses to which it may be applied; (2) because it is only 
when the thing in question—the Süma-singing—is applied to use that it 
stands in need of some tone to be applied to it ; and hence the tones enjoined 
(in the Injunction ‘ Uccaih rca, etc.’) are those that are perceived at the 
time of usage, and not at the time of the origination; as there is no 
injunction of its being brought into action at that time. 


ADHIKARANA (0). 


Or, we could take the word * vyatikrama ’ in the sūtra, not as signify- 
ing either Rejection or Contradiction, but as denoting non-concomitance,—i.e. 
existence in different places. Thus then, we would have the Adhikarana 
as follows :— 


Question: In a case where the Origination and the Application of a 
certain thing are non-concomitant,—i.e, the origination is in one Veda 
and the application in another,—with the properties of which Veda should 
the Sama be equipped ? 

Pürvapaksha: ‘It must be equipped with the properties of the 
“ Originative Veda, or with those of one or the other, optionally.” 


Siddhanta: It should be equipped with those of the Applicatory 
Veda; as application is the more important factor. 


ADHIKARANA (D). 


We might have the Adhikarana as follows :— 
Question: In a case where the Primury is in one Veda, and the 


Accessory in another, after the name of which Veda should the Accessory be 
called ? 


The Siddhanta conclusion would be that it should be called after 
the Veda in which the Primary happens to be mentioned. 
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In this case (D) however, it would be necessary to reject the conclu- 
sion arrived at in the Sūtra III —vii—51, and to accept the performer to be 
the same, in the Original sacrifice, as in its modifications,—the one that is 
mentioned in connection with the Primary. If then, on the strength of 
the Injunction, that Performer should be accepted who is mentioned in the 
same Veda with tlie Accessory,—then the tone to be employed would also 
he the same that belongs to the Accessory ; and it would not be proper to 
employ the tone of the Primary. 

For this reason, it is best to take the Adhikarana as based upon the 
consideration of the comparative authoritativeness of the Originative and 
the Applicatory Injunctions. As it is only thus that the citing of the 
example of AdAüma appears justifiable. Specially as if the Adhikarana be 
explained as pertaining to the incompatibility of the Primary and the 
Secondary, or to the contradiction between the Primary and the Subsi- 
diary,—then, it would be necessary to explain how this would not be a 
mere repetition of what is said under Sitra XII—1ii-—25. 


ADHIKARANA (3). 


(The Jyotishtoma belongs to the Yajurvéda ]. 


$ 

Sūtra (10): The Action mentioned in two Vedas is to be: 
as belonging to that in which most of its constituent details 
are found. d 


We now proceed to consider the question after which Veda a certain 
Primary action is to be called, when it is found to be mentioned in more 
than one Veda. (As for instance, we find the Jyotishtoma mentioned in 
the Yajurvedu as well as in the Sámaveda, and the question is whether 
we should call it a * Yajurvedic’ or a * Samavedic’ sacrifice). 

The Siddhānta conclusion is that it is to be called after that Veda in 
which we find it laid down originatively, and not as a mere subsidiary. i 

The Pūrvapaksha is put forth in the following manner: “.« 
“in the various texts of the same Veda, so in different Vedas also, 
“have the action laid down orzginatively ; and hence the matter oi 
“ property attaching to it would be a matter of mere option ; or it may be 
“that, inasmuch as both Vedas would be found to lay down the form as 
“well as the accessories of the action, sometimes one, and sometimes the 
* other Veda might be taken as originative of it." 


-— SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply :— 

There can be no option in the matter of different Vedas, as there is in 
the case of different texts of the same Veda ; consequently one Veda must 
be taken as enjoining the sacrifice, and the other as mentioning it sit 
for the purpose of laying down certain accessories for it. 

Then there arises the question—‘‘In the case of the Jyotishtoma for 
instance, which of the two Vedas (Sama or Yarn is to be accepted as- 
enjoining it?” I 

The reply to this is that that Veda which appears to mention 
greatest number of the accessory details, making up the procedure of t 
sacrifice, should, for that very reason, be accepted as enjoining the pe 
ance of that sacrifice. For instance, in the case of the Jyotishtoma, it 
in the Yajwrveda that the largest number of details of procedure—in i 
Shape of the Dikshaniya, etc.—are found mentioned. Consequently d 
is in the Yajurveda that that sacrifice has its origin ; and hence it is spoken 
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JYOTISHTOMA BELONGS TO YAJURVEDA. 1153 


of as 'Yujurvedena kriyate, which means that being pointed out by that 
Veda, it is created by it; or that being performed in accordance with that, 
it is spoken of as ‘being done by it.’ 


But this explanation of the word ‘bhiyastva’ (in the sutra) is not 
quite correct, Because when a certain thing has been recognized, from its 
nature, to be indicative of something else, a little or more of it does not 
make any difference in its cognition. For instance, when smoke is recog- 
nized to be indicative of the Fire, whether it be much or little, it must 
indicate the fire. In the same manner, in the case iu question, it is the 
presence of the details of procedure that has been recognized as indicative 
of the Origin of the injunction of the sacrifice; and even in a case where 
very little of these details is mentioned, even this little would be inexplic- 
able unless it indicated the performability of the sacrifice; and hence 
even this little of it would certainly indicate its performability (and as 
such the presence of its originative Injunction). ‘Then again, in the case 
in question, it is not the largeness of subsidiaries that is meant to be the 
details of procedure; but what people call the subsidiary, that itself is 
what is meant by the Details of Procedure. Then it might be held that 
“where we find only a little of the details of procedure mentioned, we 
must take it as laid down with reference to the Primary sacrifice enjoined 
in another Veda." But the same may be said of a case where a large 
number of these details are mentioned (i.e. these may be taken as laid 
down with reference to the sacrifice enjoined in another Veda). 

The following argument might here be brought forward: “That 
“ which is only a little can be more easily taken as pertaining to some- 
“thing enjoined in another Veda, than a large number of it could ever 
“be.” 

But it is not so; because even in the case of a large number of 
details, it is possible for the large number of sentences to be taken as 
pertaining to some Injunction in another Veda. 

Consequently we must expound the Siddhanta as follows: In the case 
of the Jyotishtoma, we find the form of the sacrifice consisting of the Sub- 
stance, the Deity and the Action; and it is in the Yajurveda that all these 
three are laid down; while what the other Veda (the Samaveda) does is 
to merely mention the Action by name with a view to laying down cer- 
tiin Hymns, etc. in connection with it; and hence inasmuch as this latter 
stands in need of the mention of the Substance and the Deity, it cannot 
be taken as independently by itself, laying down the Action in question. 
This we have explained under the Cakhanutarüdhikarana (TI—iv—8 et 
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seq.). And even though the complete form of the Sacrif 
Yajurveda, yet it is quite possible to establish the 
sacrifice to the Hymns, etc. mentioned in the other 

these latter serve only transcendental (imperceptible) 
taken as connected with the sacrifice, on the strength of 
down in connection with them. 


which is mentioned in two Vedas, should have its na 
the mention of a larger number—i.e. the whole—of its 
which may be capable of supplying all its require 
speaks of only ‘‘two Vedas,” because the Rk and the $ 
the same character of Loudness, and as there is no « 
quent upon this, a mention of these would be useless. 
difference that is possible is as between the Yajurveda an 
and the Yajurveda and the Rgveda.) 


ADHIKARANA (4). 
[The Context is a means of pointing out the application of Mantras. ] 


Sutra (11): That which is disconnected (by Direct Declara- 
tion, Indicative Power or Syntactical Connection) 
is connected by means of the Context; because it stands in 
need of the details of procedure. 


We have explained above, with examples, the application (of mantras) 
by means of Direct Declaration, Indicative Power and Syntactical Con- 
nection,—dealing with such principal cases as are amenable to them, 
individually or collectively. But out of these three, no mention has been 
made in the Sütras of Syntactical Connection, because it is almost included 
in Direct Declaration—in the shape of the expression of the application by 
means of a Direct Injunction,—and also in Indicative Power,—which 
consists in the power of the mantra-words themselves to indicate its uses ; 
specially as in the case of sentence (or Syntactical Connection) there is no 
single word that is used, and it is absolutely necessary to have the proxim- 
ity of another word. Or, it may be that, Syntactical Connection is not 
included in the former two, but that it has been spoken of (as the means 
of the application of mantras) in the Sutra III —i11—2, which from begin- 
ning to end has been shown as pointing to the fact of that Connection 
being a property of the Veda. 

As an example of application by Syntactical Connection, the Bhāshya 
has cited the sentence ‘arunayd, etc.’; but in this case it could be very well 
said that, as in the case of ‘ Aindryd, etc. so here also, the application is 
directly declared by the Instrumental ending (in *arunayaá'). If the idea 
in the mind of the author of the Bhashya be that though the Instrumen- 
tal ending points out its relationship with Action in general, yet it is the 
Syntactical Connection that points out the particular relationship,—then, 
the same may be said of the sentence ‘ Aindryà, etc,’ (which too would be- 
come an example of application through Syntactical Connection); because 
in the case of this latter sentence also, the word ‘ Aindrya@’ only requires 
something that is to be addressed, aud the word ‘ gárhapatyam stands in 
need of only the means or Instrument; and hence the particular relation- 
ship (between the two particulars) is brought about by Syntactical Con- 
nection alone. And hence in both these cases, the Syntactical Connection 
may be shown to be included in Direct Declaration; consequently both 
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the sentences must be taken as instances of both (Direct Declaration and 
Syntactical Connection). 

As now the consideration of the comparative authoritativeness (of 
Direct Declaration, etc.) is drawing near (to be done in Sütra 14), the 
sūtra proceeds to point out the forms of the three other means of pointing 
out the application,—as also the way in which they are capable of point- 
ing this out. 

But on this point, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


—which proceeds to show that “by means of Context, there can be no 
“cognition of the application of Accessories, or that there can be a doubt- 
“ful cognition, or that the cognition would be a mistaken one: Because 
“so long as there does not appear some other means of such cognition, 
' there is no cognition at all; or even, if there be such other means, if it 
* be, somehow or other, not pointed out, the cognition would be a doubt- 
“ful one; or inasmuch as there is no other operation of words, except the 
“ hearing of the letters, the following of the expressive potency of those 
“ letters, and the proximity of other capable words required for the com- 
“ prehension,—the Context, Order of sequence or Name cannot be the 
“correct means of obtaining any idea of the application of accessories.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply: So long as the continuity 
of the details of procedure relating to the Primary Action has not been 
broken, whatever action, without any particular result, happens to be 
mentioned in the text, is taken to be an accessory of that Primary,—and 
this only by means of the Context (Prakarana). 

For instance, the Injunction * Dargapürnamüsübhyüm svargakamo 
yajeta ' having given the idea that ‘one should obtain Heaven by means 
of the Darga-Pirnamasa sacrifices,’ there arises a question as to ‘how’ this 
is to be done; and while this ‘how’ is being expounded in the Veda, we 
find mentioned certain Actions (the Prayajas) apparently useless (having 
no use stated iu the context), in such sentences as ‘ Samidho yajati, 
‘ Taniinapatam yajati, etc., etc. Now then, we are led to believe that some 
help must arrive for the Darga or Pürnamüása (in the shape of certain 
details of its procedure), and also that these latter Prayajas must have 
some end or purpose to serve. And then, we find that for the Darga- 
Purnamasa, there is no aid, —mentioned either in the same word, in the 
same sentence, in the same context or in any other context,—which we 
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could perceive by any of the five means of cognition (Sense-perception and 
the rest), or by any words cognizable by these means of cognition. Simi- 
larly too with the Praydjas (we do not perceive their end or purpose). 
And yet it is necessary that both of these must exist (as otherwise the 
Darea-Pirnamasa could not be performed, and the mention of the Praya- 
jas in the Veda would be wholly useless). Aud we could conclude that 
these do not exist at all, only if we failed to obtain them by all the 
resources at our command. As a matter of fact, however, we have, at our 
command, a means, in the shape of Context, of obtaining an idea of those 
much-needed factors. Nor is extreme proximity the only ground of 
relationship between two things; and as a matter of fact, the Vedic 
potency continues to move on to the more remote factor, when it does not 
find a fit object among the more proximate ones. And in the case in 
question, it is this fact that will be the ground for admitting the mutual 
help (accorded between the Darca-Pürnamasa and the Prayajas). ‘The 
fact that, on not obtaining a fit object among those in close proximity, a 
remote one is admitted, is established by the mutual requirements (of the 
Primary Sacrifice and the Prayàjas),—the infallible conclusion being 
that the aid that the Darga-Pirnamasa stand in need of is supplied by the 
Prayàjas, and the use or purpose to be served, which the Praydjas are in 
want of, lies in the help that they accord to the Darga-Pirnamasa. And 
as a matter of fact, neither of these has got anything more proximate to 
itself, supplying the said needs. Though we could assume this help to be 
accorded by some other Action,—yet, inasmuch as this other Action will 
have had its relationships all supplied through other Primary sacrifices, 
it would not stand in need of being connected with the Darga-Pirnamasa. 
For the same reason, the Prayàjas cannot be taken as leading to Heaven 
(the common result assumed in connection with the Vigvajit, etc.). Nor 
again could they be taken as bringing about, independently by themselves, 
the Result that is declared as following from the Darça-Pūrnamāsa ; 
because this one-sided supplying of requirement (by the Darga-Pürna- 
masa to the Prayajus) could be admitted, only if there were no relation- 
ship between them based upon mutual requirement; and not while such 
a relationship is possible. Consequently, it must be admitted that these 
two supply each other's needs, just in the same way as the person whose 
cart-horse has died is helped by one whose cart has been burnt, and 
vice versa. 

Question: “What special purpose is served by the mention, in the 
sutra, of * asamyüktam' ?" 

Answer: The purpose served by it is the preclusion of the application 
of the Context to cases that are connected by Direct Declaration, In- 
dicative Power and Syntactical Connection, —such, f.i., as the Injunction of 
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the Pratipat, with duality and plurality, and the w 
their auxiliaries. 
Or ‘asamyuktam’ may be taken as ‘ that which is : 
something contrary to the Context. —Those that are 
non-contradictories,— such, f.i., as in the case of the 
prokshati, * Varhirdévasadanandá mi, *Arunayà krinati 
ted with the V rihi, Varh? and Kraya -—— in | 
is every admissibility of the agency of the Context’; 
by the very capability of things, it has not been mer 


ADHIKARANA (5). 
[The Order of sequence points out the application. | 


Sūtra (12); The Order of sequence also (serves to point out 
the application of mtiossiutiL on the ground of the 
sameness of position. 


The Pürvapaksha, with regard to this sūtra and the nevrt--dealing 
with the agency of Order of sequence and Name—is much in the same 
strain as that with regard to that of Context, in the foregoing sūtra. 


SIDDHANTA. 

The Order of sequence, consisting of the commonality of position, is 
of two kinds, as based upon the text and upon actual performance ; and it 
is a means of pointing out the application of Accessories. 

Even when the two are not performed at the same place, if it be found 
that the mantra appears in the same place in the mantra-section of the 
Veda, as the Injunction of the Primary sacrifice does in the Brahmana- 
Section,—then, when we proceed to seek for the relatives of both, the one 
brings the other to the mind, by reason of their sameness of position,--in 
accordance with the Law of Sequence. That is to say, when we proceed 
to look for the mantra to be employed in connection with the Primary, that 
is the first to be enjoined (in the Brahmana-section),. we begin from the 
very beginning of the Mantra section; and as soon as the first mantra 
comes to our mind, if we do not find any reasons for passing it over, we 
accept that as the Mantra sought after. In the same manner, when we 
proceed to look for an Action, to which the mantra occurring in the 
beginning of the Mantra-section would be an auxiliary, we begin from the 
very first Action enjoined in the Brahmana-section; and not finding any 
reasons for passing over that Action, we accept that as the one in connec- 
tion with which the Mantra should be employed. And in the same 
manner, the second would be connected with the second, and so forth. 

In the ease of such mantras as the Agnéyanumantrana, their applica- 
tion is found to be pointed out by the indications of such words as ‘ Agnéya ’ 
and the like. Consequently, the Bhashya has cited, in the present connec- 
tion, the mantra ‘ Dabdhirnamasit, etc., whose connection is not pointed 
out by the indicative power of its words and which is found mentioned 
in tlie same order of sequence as the Upümguyàja. 
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Objection: “The mantra cited is found to be pointed out by Context, 
* as pertaining to all the actions (therein mentioned) ; and as the context 
«ig more authoritative than the Order of Sequence, the mantra must be 
“ taken as to be employed in other actions also." 

To this, some people make the following reply: By connecting the 
mantra with the Upimguyaja, we follow both (the Context as well aa the 
Order of Sequence) ; and that is why we take it in that way. 

But against this explanation it might be urged that it is not proper 
to follow the Order, when we find it contradictory to the Context: 
because when the Auxiliary belongs to all the actions (as is shown 
by the Context), it has got to be repeated with every Primary action, 
which would not be the case if it were taken with only one action (the 
Upāmçuyāja, as shown by the Order); and hence the following of the 
Order would mean a rejection of the Context, which cannot be allowed. 

Consequently, to the above objection, we offer the following reply: 
The other primary Actions, the Agnéya and the rest, are taken up by 
other mantras that are connected with them by Indicative Power, as well 
as by Context and Order; and as such they do not stand in need of the 
mantra in question. Nor could this mantra be taken as an optional 
alternative, because its indication with reference to the other sacrifices is 
not at all distinct. i X 

It might be urged that—‘“ inasmuch as the mantras serve only imper- 
ceptible results, they could all be used in conuection with a single Action." 
But that could not be; because by pointing out to the Primary sacrifice of 
the Context, they serve a visible purpose. And even if they served only 
imperceptible purposes, inasmuch as they are independent of one another, 
they can never be employed conjointly, so long as there is any other way 
of utilizing them; and only in such a contingency could the mantra in 
question be employed in connection with the Agnéya etc., which having 
their needs supplied by other mantras, have once rejected it. But inasmuch 
as there is a way of utilizing the mantra—viz.: in connection with the 
Upameuyaja—(it cannot be connected with the other sacrifices). 

And further, the mantras, whose indicative power is unknown, cannot 
have their application pointed out by Context; and in the case of the 
mantra in question we find that the word ‘asi’ has its indicative power 
taken up in its closest vicinity. That is to say, the indicativeness of the 
mantra is not very distinct; and as such the Context could not point out 
its application ; while for us, inasmuch as the word ‘ asi’ (pertains to the 
second person ‘ Thou’) it points to something near and before it, and 
none other ; and we find that it is the Upameuyaja that is near and before 
the Mantra ; and hence the indicative potency of the Mantra is recognized 
through the Order of Sequence, as pertaining to the Upamçuyāja ; and it 
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is only right that this Indicative Power should set aside what is pointed 
out by the Context. 

The Order of sequence, as pertaining to the Kamayajyakanda, has been 
explained. And as for the Order of sequence relating to the position of 
performance, that will be explained in connection with the Adhikarana 
dealing with the fact of the qualifications of the Animal pertaining to the 
Agnishomiya (animal dedicated to Agni-Soma). 
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ADHIKARANA (6). 
[The Nume points out the Application of Mantras. ] 


Sutra (13: The Name also does so; because it is for that 
purpose. 


The Name, that is applied to Actions in its literal sense, is a sure 
pointer of their relationship ; and that relationship is shown to be one that 
the Auxiliary bears to the Primary. 

As the names ‘ Adhvaryava’ and the like are used in the Veda alone, 
we do not show here the objections that were brought forward, on a 
previous occasion, in regard to the names occurring in ordinary parlance. 

As a matter of fact we find that the Adhvaryu (Priest) stands in 
need of a function for himself—something to be done by him ; and if no 
particular function present itself, then he would take up anything. Simi- 
larly the action, called * Adhvaryava,’ stands in need of an auxiliary in 
the shape of a Person that might perform it. And at the very outset, 
the idea afforded by the two words (‘ Adhvaryava’ and ‘ Adhvaryu’) is that 
the action that is done by the Adhvaryu is called * Adhvaryava, and that 
he who is the performer of the Adhvaryava action is one who is called 
‘Adhvaryu’; the signification of the basic noun ‘ Adhvaryw’ (in the 
word ‘ Adhvaryava’) indicating that of the derivative (* Adhvaryava ’), 
or vice versa. Though the derivative is a distinct word,—and hence the 
two words (* Adhvaryu ’ and ‘ Adhvaryava’) are independent of each other, 
and have independent eternal relation with their respective significations, 
—yet inasmuch as it is only the eternal functioning of a word that 
depends upon an eternal relationship, we have given the above explana- 
tion with regard to all such names as are applied to things in their literal 
sense ; and we have already shown before (under the Avéshtyadhikarana) 
that the functioning of the word ‘ Rajya’ has had no beginning in time. 
As for the causal relationship between the word and its meaning, there 
is nothing incongruous in it, even if they be eternal, 

Some people assert as follows: ‘Before the application is pointed 
“out by the Name, there is no connection between the Adhvaryava and the 
“ Adhvaryn; the mere name cannot bring about the cognition of its literal 
“application. If the connection were established before the functioning of 
“the Name, then the Name would not be the means of pointing out the 
"necessary application. Consequently, we must take the pointing out 
"of the application of the Adhvaryava as based upon the two words 
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“ (* Adhvaryu’ and ‘ Adhvaryava’) ; they are similar in form, though they 
“are taken in the ordinary conventional signification (and not literally), 
“ and are independent of each other." 

But this is scarcely correct. Because the words that have no literal 
signifieation have not the capacity to point to one another in matters 
relating to the qualifications, even though they may be similar in form ; 
for instance, the qualifications of the Rathantara-sima do not belong to the 
Kanvavrathantara-sama—as will be shown later on; it is all the more so 
in the ease in question, where the relationship meant is one of the Action 
(Adhvaryava) and its Performer (Adhvaryu); as otherwise the citing of 
such instances as ‘ pavaka’ etc. would be wholly irrelevant (if no im- 
portance were attached to the name applying in its literal sense), Conse- 
quently, we must admit the word under consideration to be taken as apply- 
ing literally. 

It has been argued above that prior to the performance, there is no 
ground (for admitting the word in its literal signification). Though it is 
true that there is no such perceptible ground, yet, it could be inferred from 
the Name itself. In matters relating to the Veda, the relationship of the 
Action and its Performer is established from time immemorial; and it is 
while this relationship is existent that the Name is applied. We, however, 
not comprehending that relationship by any other means, come to compre- 
hend it only by means of the Name ; and from this we are led to believe 
that the Name precedes the relationship. In reality however it is the 
Relationship that precedes it; and though not comprehended, it is that 
Relationship which leads, by its mere existence, to the application of 
the Name. If this Name had a beginning, then it would be necessary for 
the Performer to have a prior knowledge of its relationship ; and inasmuch 
as this is not possible, we might be liable to reproach on that account. As 
a matter of fact, however, we admit the relationship to be eternal; and as 
such there certainly exists some sort of a relationship with the eternally 
functioning Name; and this having been duly established, it would be on 
the ground of the apparent inconsistency of this relationship, that we 
would subsequently come to accept the relationship of the Auxiliary and 
the Primary. 

Hence it must be admitted that the application is pointed out by a 
Name applied literally. 


ADHIKARANA (7). 


[Among Direct Declaration and the rest, that which precedes is more 
authoritative than that which follows, | 


Sūtra (14: When there is a coalition of Direct Declaration, 
Indicative Power, Syntactical Connection, Context, Position, 
and Name, that which follows is always weaker than the one 
preceding it; because it is more remote from the purpose in 
view. 


We now proceed to consider the comparative strength and weakness 
of the six agencies of Direct Assertion and the rest, in the matter of the 
employment of Mantras, ete. And as no comparison could be made when 
each of them treated of different subjects, we take them up as referring to 
one and the same subject; and that is why the sūtru speaks of their 
‘samavaya, ‘coalition, by which is meant the fact of their bearing upon 
a single subject. 

As against the wording of tbe sūtra, some people make the follow- 
ing declaration: “The sūtra should have laid down ‘conflict’ as a 
* condition; because in the case of the sentence ‘ arwnaya krinàti' we 
“have found that though both Direct Assertion and the rest point to the 
“same object, yet, inasmuch as they are not found to be conflicting 
*each other, we do not stop to consider which of them has the stronger 
* authority. That is to say, we find that in any case, the Redness alone is 
“ the accessory concerned ; and by Direct Assertion, this Redness is pointed 
“out as connected with Action in general; by Syntactical Connection it is 
“ pointed out as connected with the particular action of * purchase ' ; aud 
* by the Context it is shown to be connected with that Purchase which 
“ pertains to the Jyotishtoma sacrifice; and though thus we find all these 
“three bearing upon the same object of Redness, yet, inasmuch as each of 
“them is found to assist, and not contradict, the other, we do not stop to 
“ consider which of them is possessed of the greater authoritative strength. 
‘“ Specially as no good would come out of the reference being made 
“indefinitely to Action in general, and as it would be absolutely useless to 
"refer the Redness to the mere form of the Purchase,—we find that the 
“ Direct Assertion and the Syntactical Connection stand in need of the 
“assistance of the Syntactical Connection and the Context respectively. 
“ For these reasons, it is necessary that the sūtra should have spoken of 
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**eonfliet' (and not mere ‘coalition’) among Direct Assertion and the 
“ rest,” 

Reply: It would not be right to make any mention of ‘ Conflict.’ 
Because it is the fact of bearing upon one and the same object that 
is spoken of as ‘Samavaya’; and when the means of cognition (Direct 
Assertion ete.) are found to bear upon the same object, then alone is 
such Samaviya cognized as belonging to the Accessories concerned. That 
is to say, in the case of such accessories as the said Redness etc., we do 
not find a coalition (Sumavaya) of the means of cognition; as ‘ Sama- 
vaya’ does not consist in the possibility of the application of all of them 
to a single subject, but in the fact of all them actually bearing upon one 
aud the same subject. In the case of Redness, we find that its connection 
with Action is pointed out by Direct Assertion ; then when this relation- 
ship of the Action and its Agent, pointed out by Direct Assertion, comes 
to be in need of the specialization of the Action, we have the action of 
Purchase (pointed out by Syntactical Connection) ; but all requirements 
not being fulfilled by this, there arises a need of further specification ; 
and this is supplied by the pointing out (by the Context) of that Purchase 
which is connected with the Jyotishtoma, and as such is related to an Apirva. 
Thus we find that each of the three means of cognition has a distinct 
object of its own; and as such there is nothing incompatible in the 
acceptance of all of them as laying down the employment of accessories. 
Then again, in the case of Redness, we find that the acceptance of the 
remote factor does not involve the rejection of the proximate one; 
because by accepting ‘ Purchase’ we do not reject the relationship of 
‘Redness’ with ‘Action’; nor by performing the ‘ Purchase’ in connec- 
tion with the Jyotishtoma, do we set aside its connection with ‘ Purchase.’ 
As a matter of fact, we have a Samavàya (‘coalition’) of two means 
of cognition, only in a case where the Accessory in question is one only ; 
—and this is pointed out to be subservient to a Primary other than that 
shown by the other Means; the former Means being contiary to its 
relationship with this latter Primary; while the latter means, not finding 
it compatible not to reject the relationship pointed out by the other Means, 
points out the accessory as subservient to a distinct Primary ;—and where 
the Accessory, having its requirements fulfilled by being connected with 
one Primary, does not stand in need of being employed again. And it is 
in such cases alone that the * Sumavdya’ of the Means is such as consists 
in the fact of both of them bearing upon the same object, and being 
mutually contradictory. Then again, we have a Sumuva@yu in the shape of 
having to take up the same object exclusively, in a case where, though 
there are different Accessories, yet the Primary is one only, which is 
equally assisted by all the accessories; and it is found that one Means of 
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knowledge points out one Accessory as the active auxiliary, while the 
other points to another; and as a matter of fact, the Primary is so con- 
stituted that, having received assistance from one source, it does not stand in 
need of any other assistance. Such a Samavaya involves a contradiction ; 
(and hence it was not necessary to mention the word ‘conflict’ over 
again). 

On the other hand, (l) in a case where there are distinct acces- 
sories concerned— as in the case of the sentence ‘samidho yajati, etc.’ ; 
(2) where additional qualifications of the same Accessory are spoken of, as 
in the case of the ‘ Redness’ spoken of above; (3) where different Pri- 
maries are concerned,—as in the case of the Agnéya Ashtakapala, etc.; (4) 
where additional qualifications of the same Primary are mentioned,— 
as in the case of different aids imparted by the accessories of the Durca- 
Pürnamüsa ;-—in all these cases, the subject-matter of the various means of 
cognition being distinct, we have no ‘ Samavaya’ of these, Whether an 
accessory has its use laid down by Direct Assertion, or implied by its Name, 
it is all the same ; and in a case where all the Accessories combine to render 
a single assistance to the Primary,—these accessories are not laid down 
separately ; and the means pointing them out, as well as the Accessory 
character concerned, is one only; and as such there being only distinct 
functionings of the same means, there can be no ‘ Samavaya.’ Similarly, 
in a case where the same Accessory is laid down in connection with the 
same Primary, by the Proximate as well as the Remote Means,—there too 
it is only one of these latter that is accepted as the operative means, the 
other being taken as serving some other purpose; and in this case too, 
there is no ‘ Samavaya,’ For these reasons, it must be admitted that the 
mention of ‘ Samavaya’ implies the element of Conflict also. 


==0 


Though it was necessary to have shown the comparative strength of 
all the six in reference to a single instance, yet, inasmuch as declarations 
are made in a certain order of sequence, and it is impossible for them to 
nppear all simultaneously, we proceed to take them up one by one; and 
we take up the other means, only because unless there is something else 
against which the comparison is made, there can be no mention of the 
comparative strength of that one which has been taken up for considera- 
tion, Itis for this reason that the Bhashya speaks of * Dvayor dvayoh.’ 

The sentence in the Bhashya—‘ ékarthavartitvadvacah '—is capable 
of another explanation: The present enquiry into the comparative 
strength of Direct Assertion etc. appertains to each of these singly, and 
not to all of them collectively ; as it is these, and not the comparative 
strength, that have their purpose served by the employment of the 
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Accessory in question. Consequently, inasmuch as the declaration of com- 
parative strength will have to be repeated with each Primary, it becomes 
. necessary to take them up one by one; and as such the mention of the 
second is made simply because unless something else is shown to set off 
the strength or weakness of the other, we cannot form auy idea of such 
strength or weakness ; and it is for this reason that the Bhashya speaks of 
‘ dvayordvayohsumpradharanam.’ 

Then again, though as in due form it should have been necessary to 
compare one out of these six with the other five, yet we compare each of 
them with one only out of the rest, because that which is suppressed by 
oue thing is naturally taken as suppressed by that which suppresses 
this latter thing, its suppressor. For instance, those—Context, etc.— 
that are suppressed by Indicative Power, are certainly suppressed by 
Direct Assertion, which suppresses the said Indicative Power; and as 
such those former are not brought into direct comparison with Direct 
Assertion. 

Thus then, as Direct Assertion and Indicative Power are the first two 
among the six, we proceed to take up these two for comparison. 

Question: “ What particular example have you got for this purpose ? 
* The sense of the question is that iuasmuch as it is impossible for mere 
“words to be used by themselves, in all cases these must occur ina 
“certain sentence; and as such we can have no instance where there 
* would be an exclusive functioning of Direct Assertion and Indicative 
“ Power only (apart from Syntactical Connection)." 

With a view to the differentiation of Divect Assertion etc., from 
Syntactical Connection, to be explained later on, the Bhashya puts forward 
the question to be dealt with in the following form: * In the case of the 
sentence Aindrya garhapatyamupatishthaté, should the upasthana (greet- 
ing) be of Indra alone, or of Indra or Géarhapatya optionally, or of 
Garhapatya and Indra conjointly, or of Gàrhapatya alone?’ Thatis tosay, 
(1) if Indicative Power has an authority superior to Direct Assertion, 
then the Greeting should be done to Indra alone; (2) if both are equally 
strong, and mutually contradictory, then it should be done to Indra or to 
Garhapatya optionally ; (3) if they be equally strong, and not contradic- 
tory to one another, then it should be done to both conjointly; and lastly, 
(4) if Direct Assertion have the superior authority, then, it should be 
done to Garhapatya alone. 

Though on a previous occasion, in the Sūtra III—ii—3, it has been 
declared as a well-established fact that the Aindri verse in meant to be 
addressed to Garhapatya,—yet this was done in view of the superior ` 
strength of Direct Assertion, which is to be established in the present 
Adhikarana, 
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In view of the fact of all the six—Direct Assertion etc,—appearing 
in the form of a sentence, the opponent takes all of them to be identical 
with Syntactical Connection, and then puts the question: “In this case 
what is the Direct Assertion, and what the Indicative Power?” l 

The reply is—The Direct Assertion consists in the distinct mention 
of the Garhapatya, and the Indicative Power in the indications of the 
Mantra. 

Says the opponent : “ If such collections of words were to be called 
* * Direct Assertion’ and ‘Indicative Power,’—well, then, there is nothing 
“that can be called a ‘Sentence’; so will you please explain what a 
‘sentence’ is P" 

Still with a view to the capability of all the rest being duly differentia- 
ted from ‘ Sentence,’ the Bhashya replies: A ‘ Sentence’ consists of a number 
of words which collectively express a certain idea. Though there is no such 
single object denotable by all the words collectively, yet what is meant is 
that which is implied or indicated by them. Or, it may mean that a 
number of words go to form a ‘sentence,’ when they denote their objects, 
after having been thrown together, to form a corporate whole, by means of 
the one single idea that is sought to be indicated by such a whole. 

Objection: “In that case, inasmuch as both the mantra and the 
* Brahmana-passage that have been quoted in the present connection 
“ (‘kāda ca nastarirasi etc.” and ‘Aindrya garhyapatyam etc.) would 
** fulfil the conditions necessary for the ‘sentence,’ the present discussion 
* would be one about the comparative strength of two Sentences (and not 
“of a Direct Assertion and an Indicative Power). If then, it be abso- 
*]utely necessary to establish the fact of the sentences in question 
‘involving a conflict of Direct Assertion and Indicative Power, then 
“it becomes necessary to define and point out the differences among 
“ Direct Assertion, Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection.” 

Reply: The expressive potency of a word is what is called ‘ Indica- 
tive Power’ (‘ Linga’); and ‘ Direct Assertion’ is of three kinds: (1) The 
Injunctive, (2) the Declaratory, and (3) the Applicative; and the 
‘sentence’ we have already defined before. - | 

Objection: “Inasmuch as Declaration, Injunction and Application 
“are all necessarily preceded by a certain Potency, in the case of the 
“ sentence ‘ Aindrya garhapatyam etc,’ also we have an instance of Indica- 
“tive Power (and not of Direct Assertion exclusively); and similarly 
“ too, in the case of the Mantra ‘kadā ca etc. we have the Declaration of 
“ Indra; and as such in this case there can be no differentiation between 
" Direct Assertion and Indicative Power. Because neither an Injunction, 
“nor a Declaration, nor an Application, is possible, without certain potencies 
“attaching to the words; nor, on the other hand, is it possible for the. 
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* word ‘Indra’ to have an Indicative potency, apani from a Direct Asser- 
“ tion in the form of Declaration.” 

Reply: True; in the sentences in question we have a mixture of both 
(Direct Assertion and Indicative Power). But, (1) the fact of the 
Garhapatya belonging to the Azndri is not cognizable by means of Indi- 
eative Power; (2) nor is the idea of Indra being the accessory deity 
obtainable by means of the Direct Denotation of words. 

That is to say, (1) all that the potencies of the words * Aindryà garha- 
patyam’ imply is that each of these words is used in ordinary parlance in 
its various meanings, and not that the Aindrī mantra is au accessory of 
the Garhapatya ; because the poteucy that has gone away in one quarter, 
cannot serve any purpose in another quarter ; when, however, the words of 
the Brahmana passage (‘ Aindry@ etc.) function by means of their own 
denotativeness, independently of all Indicative potency or otherwise, then 
they distinctly point to the Mantra as pertainiug to the Garhapatya. And 
in this case, we do not, in the first instance, have recourse to the assump- 
tion of the Denotative potency; as this potency is implied by the 
apparent inconsistency of the Deuotation or expression which is an 
established fact; and it is only after this latter has pointed out the 
use, that we assume the necessary potency; and the potency is not the 
cause of the use. Though in reality it exists beforehand, yet it is only 
latterly that it comes to be cognized, on other grounds (of apparent in- 
consistency); and hence even thóugh it is fully endowed with the capa- 
bility of the agent, yet, not being indicative, it is spoken of as having no 
causal efficiency: If the sentence in question had emanated from a 
human agent, then, in that case, the Denotative Potency of the speaker 
would have preceded the declaration of the use. As a matter of fact, 
however, the assertion in question is not human ; inasmuch as the Veda is 
independent of all human agency. Consequently all men being mere 
listners, it is only subsequently that the cognition of potency appears; 
and hence it must be admitted that the idea of the mantra being accessory 
to the Garhaputya is obtained directly from the hearing of the words 
(‘ Aindryā etc.’). 

(2) In the mantra ‘kadā ca etc.’ though Indra is denoted by the word 
‘Indra,’ yet, inasmuch as no use is expressed by the word, we find no operation 
of Direct Assertion (in the pointing out of the use); because there is no 
word in the mantra, on hearing which the listner obtains any idea either 
of Indra being the Primary or of the Muntra being the Accessory ;—as 
we have in the case of the sentence ‘ Azndry@ etc. where the accusative 
ending (in ‘garhapatyam’) distinctly points to the fact of Garhapatya 
being the Primary factor, and the Aindri being the Instrumental accessory. 

_Though the muntra (* kadā ca etc,’) by its own expressive power is capable 
147 
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of pointing out its own use, yet its use cannot be taken as declared or laid 
down by that alone; nor by that alone is the use enjoined ; because the 
Mantra has no injunctive potency; in the Brāhmana-passage, on the 
other hand, we can have both the Declaration and the Injunction (of 
use). 

Objection: “ For the Mantra also, the Indicative Power is assumed on 
“the ground of the direct denotation of its words.” 

Reply: True; it is so; but there is no mention or declaration of 
the use to which the mantra is to be put; as all that the words denote is 
the mere form of the objects denoted by them. The denotative potency 
of a word, which precedes all other potencies, is something wholly differ- 
ent from the potency of laying down applications or uses,—this latter 
being based upon the former potency. Because that which is cognized 
as capable of denoting something, is also recognized as capable of being 
applied; as the incapable could never be applied. Consequently the 
application of the Mantra would be based upon this second potency, and 
not upon the first (denotative potency) ; as what the word ‘Indra’ does, 
by its pristine denotative potency, is merely to denote the deity ‘ Indra.’ 

For these reasons the discrimination among the six (Direct Assertion 
and the rest) should be made in the following manner :— 

(1) In the case of one (i.e. in ‘ Aindryà etc.’ ), it is in the absence of 
any Indicative Power that the Mantra is directly declared to be an acces- 
sory (to Gürhapatya) ; (2) while in the other (in * kadā ca etc), what is 
cognized is the Indicative Power, without any direct declaration of the 


accessory character. That isto say, in the former case, from the direct 
declaration of the use to which the Aindrī verse is to be put, we infer 
the existence of a potency in the verse itself of. indicating the Gürha- 
patya; and its application has been already determined (by the Direct 
Declaration contained in the sentence ‘ Aindryā etc.’). In the ease of the 
mantra ‘kadā ca etc.,’ however, we actually perceive a potency of indicat- 
ing Indra; and from that we have to proceed to assume that the appli- 
cation of the Mantra is declared or enjoined (by the word). (3) Then 
again, in the case of syntactical Connection, we find that it neither has 
the indicative potency, nor does it directly declare the accessory charac- 
ter; what is found in it is only a conglomeration of a number of words 
bearing some sort of a relation to one another. As for (4) Context (5) 
Order, and (6) Name,—which respectively take the fo i 
Commonality of Place, and Literal signification, respectively, —the differ 
ence among these is easily perceptible; and hence the Oppottent has uet 
put any question with regard to these, nor has the Bhàshya thought it fit 
to supply the answer. 


We find all these sia present either collectively or singly, 


rms of Procedure, 


in all sen- 
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tences. That is to say, there is no sentence which is wholly devoid, either 
of indicative potency, or of direct declaration or of the proximity of other 
words. A differentiation among these we have already explained; and 
from among these it is sometimes the one, and sometimes the other, that 
is the first to be cognized. This we now proceed to show: In the case in 
question, we find that the sentence 'kadà ca etc.’ does not declare the 
application (of the Mantra); nor is the application implied by the 
proximity of any other words; what we find is that the verse contains 
the word ‘ Indra’ capable of denoting the deity Indra; and the rest of 
the words in the Mantra being syntactically connected with that word, 
it follows that the whole Mantra is capable of denoting Indra; and then 
this Indra too forming an integral part of the action (sacrifice), is quite a 
fit object for being denoted ; and as such we are led to admit the fact of 
its being denoted (by the Mantra). As regards the Güvhapatya, we find 
that, without any indicative power of the Mantra (with reference to 
the garhapatya) the application of the Mantra to that is distinctly | 
declared by the Brühmana-passage (‘ Aindrya etc.’). And thus it is 
only natural that we should proceed to consider which of these two has 
the stronger authority, 

Some people make the following observations: “ Under the circum- 
“ stances, the passage of the Bhashya that we have been considering should 
“ have been taken before the sentence ‘ Lingavakyé etc.,’ or as preceding 
“the sentence ‘ndtraikavakyatvat etc.’ (Bhüshya, p. 286, line 18). Be- 
“cause if we once admit of the indicative power (of the mantra) towards 
“connecting it with the greeting of Indra,—then how can we, again, 
“admit both to have the character of the sentence? Consequently the 
“ sentence under consideration should have been placed in a place where 
"jt has been asserted that there are two sentences. Or again, it might be 
"taken along with the sentence—'through Syntactical Connection, the 
“ greeting cannot be said to be subservient either to Indra or to Garhapatya ' ; 
“ because in both cases we assume the existence of the operation of 
“ rejecting the Syntactical Connection. Otherwise as the fact of the 
“ Mantra being applied in accordance with the Indicative Power is 
“admitted by the Pürvapakshi, the raising of the question that ‘the mantra 
* is applied to the greeting of Indra on the basis of Syntactical Connec- 
"tion, and its subsequent refutation, would be wholly irrelevant. For 
“ these reasons, we must take the passage of the Bhashya as misplaced by 
* mistake, and shonld explain it by removing it to its proper place." 

We need not attach much importance to the above observations; 
because it is a common thing to find that when there are many objections 
to be dealt with, the objection that has gone before is refuted at the time 
of the refutation of that which comes after it. Then again, even after the 
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declaration ‘ natraikavakyutvat etc.’ has been made, the mention of ‘ Syntac- 
tical Connection? in the sentence ‘ Lingavakyé etc. would be wholly 
irrelevant. 

Consequently we must take the Bhashya just as it stands,—explaining 
in the following manner: It is only by way of admitting for the sake of 
argument, that the Purvapakshi has spoken of “ Indicative Power ” in one 
place; and hence it is with a view to remove even the slightest remnant 
of a longing that he may have for bringing in syntactical connection, 
that the Bhāshya has declared—‘ natraikavakyatvat etc, Or it may be 
that with a view to declare the ineffectiveness of the Syutactical Connec- 
tion in the Brahmana-passage, the Bhashya has, by way of illustration, 
spoken of the same with regard to the mantra also. " 
| Objection: *** Aóndryà etc.’ is a sentence. That is to say, the Instru- 
" mental ending in ‘aindry@’ only denotes the fact of the Aindri verse 
'* being an accessory, without indicating the particular Primary to which 
“it is an accessory,—and similarly, the Accusative in ‘ garhapatyam ' only 
“denotes the fact of the Gürhapatya being a Primary factor; and 
“certainly none of these is incompatible with the Indicative Power (of 
“the mantra * kadā ca etc.) ; as so long as there is no relationship with 
“another word, the instrumentality of the Aindri would be quite real; 
“and the Gürhapatya also could be the Primary for some one of the 
“ Agnéyi verses. But it is the proximity of the two words (‘ aindryà ' and 
“*garhapatyam’) that precludes the application of the Mantra to the 
“ greeting of Indra; and this proximity constitutes what is known as 
* * Syntactical Connection’ (consequently the case under consideration 
“would be one of the rejection of Indicative Power by Syntactical 
“Connection, and not by Direct Assertion)." 

Reply: It is not so; in the reply the Bhashya brings forward the 
Direct Assertion of the Garhapatya. Mutual proximity also could not be 
taken, without contradiction, unless it opposed the said Direct Assertion. 
If the word ‘gdrhapatya’ were construed as ‘Grhapatérayam,’ thereby 
denoting Indra,—or if it were to indicate Indra as an accessory of the 
sacrifice,—or, if it were to denote proaimity to the sacrificial fire,—then, the 
said proximity (of the words ‘aindrya@’ and ‘ garhapatyam’) could be expli- 
cable, compatibly with the Indicative Power. Inasmuch as, however, as a 
matter of fact, the word ‘ gárhapatyam distinctly sticks to the denotation 
(of fire) belonging to it as a whole (and not taken etymologically ),— 
there is a distinct contradiction of the Indication by the Direct Assertion 
(in the shape of the Direct Denotation of the word ‘ gürhapatyam ’) (and 
not by Syntactical Connection, with which it has been shown to be com- 
patible). 

Says the Bhüshya: Atha va natratkavakyatvat etc. This brings 
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forward the contradiction of the Direct Denotation of the (accusative) 
ending. That is to say, if the Accusative ending (in ‘g@rhapatyam’) had 
the sense of the Locative or of the Instrumental, then there might not be 
a contradiction. As a matter of fact, however, it signifies the objective; 
and this is certainly contradicted. The contradiction of Indicative Power 
has been already pointed out above; and it has been brought up again 
simply with a view to reject the possibility of the operation of Syntactical 
Connection affecting the case in question. 

Question: “Inasmuch as, as shown above, contradiction is possible 
“in both ways, how is it that the Bhashya takes up the contradiction of 
" Direct Assertion by Indicative Power, and not that of the Indicative 
* Power by Syntactical Connection ?” | 

Reply: Just as by reason of its quicker operativeness, Direct Asser- 
tion sets aside Indicative Power and the rest; so in the pointing out of 
the application of the mantra also, it is the first to become operative. 
That is to say, it is the one that is quickest in pointing out the application, 
that is cognized as contradicted by its counter-agent. 

Objection: “ It has been declared above that Direct Assertion is not 
* the only one that is contradicted.” 

Reply: Why cannot it be contradicted,— when the limits of the 
relationship of Direct Assertion with Syntactical Connection have been 
strictly defined,—one being in the form of the Primary and the 
Accessory, and another in that of the Qualification and the Qualified ? 
What Direct Assertion distinctly avers is that to the relationship of the 
Qualification and the Qualified, which is expressed by Syntactical Connec- 
tion, belongs such and such a relationship of the Primary and the Acces- 
sory (and there is no contradiction involved in this), The Indicative 
Power, on the other hand, contradicts the very relationship of the 
Primary and the Accessory (expressed by Direct Assertion), and not that 
of the Qualification and the Qualified, which is expressed by Syntactical 
Connection. Consequently when the relationship of the Qualification 
and the Qualified has been established by Syntactical Connection un- 
opposed, then what remains to be considered is the contradiction by 
Indicative Power of the Direct Assertion. 

Or, it may be that as soon as the word ‘ Aindrya’ has been 
pronounced, it becomes evident, from the law laid down under Sūtra 
I—ii—31, that he that is to be greeted by the mantra is someone other 
than Indra,—and certainly this is contradictory to the Indicative Power 
which points to Indra as one to be greeted by it. 

Thus then, it is clear that the texts under consideration involve a 
conflict between Direct Assertion and Indicative Power; and as such 
thereis nothing wrong in the discussion propounded by the Bhashya. 
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On the above question, then, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“Tt must be admitted that all means of right knowledge are equally 
“ authoritative. 

(A) “ Because, as a matter of fact, when one of these has, on its own 
* strength, once been accepted as authoritative, that strength does not 
“ disappear, when it is compared with another means. 

* In the case of all means of right knowledge, Sense-perception and 
“the rest, there are only two possible contingencies :—they are either 
* true or false; there is no intermediate course: and that which is once a 
“ true means of knowledge can never be false; and conversely that which 
“is false can never be true; and in all cases it is only the false means of 
“ knowledge that is rejected, and never the true one; nor is the false one 
“ ever recognized as a true means of knowledge; for the simple reason that 
“ the very character of the true means of knowledge consists in non-rejecti- 
“ bility. Now then, with regard to the six means of knowledge, Direct 
'* Assertion and the rest, it has been shown (in the preceding Adhikaranas) 
* that each of them is a true means within its own limits; and none 
“of them ever steps beyond those limits, where it could be suspected 
“of weakness. And when an idea has once been brought about by one of 
“ these, it is not possible for it to be made non-existent. And inasmuch 
‘Cas every one of these ideas is only self-destructible, it could not be set 
“ aside by any other idea. Nor is it possible for the sanskara (impression) 
* of that idea to be removed,—as there can be no destruction of the 
“ sanskāra that is the source of memory. Nor, lastly, is it possible to 
“ separate it from its legitimate effect in the shape of due action; as the 
“idea of action is strongly-rooted. Consequently, all the six being 
“equally strong in authority, whenever they are found to contradict 
"one another, they must be treated as pointing to optional alterna- 
“ tives. 

“ (B) If it be absolutely necessary to admit the rejection of one by 
“the other, then the rejection will take a course quite contrary to that 
“ held by the Siddhantz, as it is a matter of common experience that that 
“ which follows can never come about unless it has rejected that which 
" has gone before it. That is to say, among Direct Assertion etc. it is 
‘found that that which precedes is quicker in its operation than that which 
“ follows; and as such the latter could have an existence only after it 
“had set aside the former; consequently the rejection of these by one 
“ another would be in a way quite different from that held by you. 

“ And further, even Direct Assertion could never lay down the 
“ application of that which would not have the power (necessary for that 
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“ application); and there could be no such power, unless there were a 
* Syntactical Connection (among the factors concerned). 

“That is to say, (1) that which, at the time of its appearance, has 
“had its capabilities ascertained as being suited for one thing, could 
' never, at the time of its actual application, be turned away from that 
“thing; and it is only right to hold that the use to which a thing is put 
“depends upon its capabilities (and thus Indicative Power is stronger 
* than Direct Assertion). 

* (2) Similarly that which is not found to be related, by Syntactical 
“Connection, with another thing, could never be believed to have any 
“ capabilities with regard to that thing. And when there is such a 
‘relationship ; then the apparent inconsistency of this very relationship 
“ establishes the said capability ; and thus Syntactical Connection would 
“appear to be by far the stronger in authority (than Indicative Power, 
'* and hence than Direct Assertion). 

** (8) So also, in all cases Syntactical Connection is dependent upon 
“mutual requirement (Context); hence it is that it is only when such 
"a mutual requirement is perceptible that we recognize the presence of 
* Syntaetical Connection; and never otherwise; and thus being the 
“necessary precursor of that Connection, Mutual Requirement, in the 
“form of Context, cannot but be admitted to be the superior. Specially 
* ag all notions of Syntactical Connection, that go against mutual require- 
* ment, are found to be totally mistaken. 

“ (4) In the same manner, all Requirements are based upon those 
* that proximate to one another; because factors that are remote from 
* one another cannot be required by, or related to, one another; conse- 
* quently all that has gone before is possible only when there is Proxi- 
* mity, which, therefore, in the form of Order, must be regarded as 
“ superior to all the four that have gone before. 

* (5) As for Name, it denotes the relationship directly (and as such 
‘is the strongest of all). 

“ Thus we find that the order of superiority is wholly reversed. 

“ (C) Or again, all this discussion could have been relevant only if 
“ there were a contradiction among the six means of knowledge. As a 
' matter of fact, however, there is no such Contradiction; as it is quite 
* compatible for the Mantra (or any other accessory in question) to be used 
“in ways denoted by both (means of knowledge). Consequently, even when 
* the various means of knowledge coalesce or conflict, due authority must 
" belong to every one of them." 

SIDDHANTA. 

To the above we make the following reply: Among these six, that 

which follows is rejected by that which precedes it, as they are more and 
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more remote from the sense of Direct Assertion. Because in the case of 
all of these it is universally considered necessary to admit of the corrobo- 
ration of a Direct Assertion laying down the necessary application ; and 
the cognition brought about by this corroborative Direct Assertion varies 
in its proximity to each of the six means of cognition in question. 

If, like Direct Assertion, the authority of Indicative Power and the 
rest also were self-sufficient and independent, then, in that case, what you 
say would have been quite true. As it is, however, the authority of these, 
like that of the Smr?tzs, depends upon their capability of pointing to a 
corroborative Direct Assertion ;—which latter alone is the sole authority 
(in matters relating to Dharma). And this Direct Assertion is held to. 
be of six kinds, in accordance with the six means of its being cognized 
(viz.: Sense-perception, Inference, ete., eto.). 

Objection: ** How is it that Indicative Power and the rest have no 
“ independent authority of their own?” 

Reply: We have proved above that Dharma is that which has Vedic 
Injunction for its sole authority (1—1— 2), and then again that that which 
is not supported by direct verbal testimony is of no use in matters relating to 
Dharma (I—i1i—1). And when the words that are directly heard are found 
to lay down the application, we call that a case of Cruté, Direct Assertion, 
because it inheres directly in the Hur (@rotra). In a case however 
where the words are not found to directly lay down the application, 
after we have cognized the words by direct Sense-perception, the agency 
pointing out the application is inferred by apparent Inconsistency ; and it 
is in such cases, that we have Indicative Power and the other five; and 
certainly in such cases there is a certain remoteness between the meaus of 
knowledge and the final object of cognition (Application), 

For instance, in the matter of the use to which the Azndri verse is to 
be put, when both Direct Assertion and Indicative Power proceed to 
point it out, at the time that we come across the words of the former 
directly laying down the use, we find those of the Indicative Power to be 
capable of only reminding us of those words; and consequently while we 
are yet taking steps to infer the existence of such words from the appareut 
inconsistency of the appearance of the verse iu the Context, —the necessary 
use is long before laid down by means of the direct words of Direct Asser- 
tion; and this use having been duly cognized, the subject-matter of the 
Context—i.e. the sacrifice—has its requirements fulfilled in connection 
with the Mantra, and the Mantra also has its own needs in connection 
with the sacrifice duly supplied. And thus the appearance of the mantra 
in the particular context having been otherwise explained, there is no 
longer any Apparent Inconsistency capable of leading us to the inference 
of a Direct Assertion of Indra (as the person to be greeted with the 
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Mantra); and in the absence of such a Direct Assertion, there can be no 
such application for the Mantra. 

In fact we have explained it more than once that only that much is to 
be regarded as Vedic which has to be assumed in fulfilment of certain needs 
of the Veda. 

For these reasons it must be admitted that Direct Assertion is 
superior in authority (to Indicative Power, which is one step further 
removed from its objective). Because Direct Assertion does not need the 
help of anything else, in the way that it is itself needed by Indicative 
Power. 

To this effect we have the following declaration: ‘ That which does 
not stand in need of something else is the stronger of the two; while 
that which has its functioning dependent upon something else —how could 
that ever set aside this latter?’ 

Thus then, among Direct Assertion and the rest, we find that that 
which precedes operates independently of that which follows, and is, 
therefore, stronger than that; while that which follows, having its autho- 
rity dependent upon that which precedes it, can never set aside this latter. 
We have already shown that we cannot admit of the authority of Indi- 
cative Power and the rest unless they are capable of leading to the 
inference of a corroborative Direct Assertion. 

Objection: *It has also been declared that that which is itself 
“devoid of Power can never be applied to any use (even by a hundred 
* Direct Assertions).” 

Reply: True; this has been declared ; but it was a most improper 
declaration; because, as a matter of fact, the capability of Direct Assertion 
to lay down the use of an accessory does depend upon Indicative Power ; 
it is after the use has been cognized (by means of Direct Assertion), that, 
upon the strength of that cognition, we come to infer its capability of being 
used in that way. That is to say, after Direct Assertion has pointed out 
the use to which the accessory is to be put, there arises the question as to 
the manner in which it would serve that purpose; and the conclusion 
arrived at is that it would serve it in the way in which it would be capable 
of doing so; and though there may be nothing in the accessory itself that 
points to its capability for such use (as f.i. there is nothing in the Aindri 
mantra itself that points to its being used in the greeting of Gàrhapatya), 
yet such capability is inferred from the Direct declaration of the use (as 
in the Injunction ‘ Aindryà gürhapatyam upatishthaté’). It is on this 
account that we have the declaration contained in the Sara III—11—3. 

Objection: * There can be no use to which an accessory is put, until 
“it already possesses the requisite capability; and consequently the 
“existence of such capability must be presumed before everything else ; 
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“and thus Direct Assertion would certainly become weaker than the 
“ directly perceptible Indicative Power." 

Reply: True; such would be the natural conclusion if the inference 
of the capability preceded the operation of Direct Assertion. As a matter 
of fact, however, it is not so; because until the Aindrī verse has been 
declared to be used in a certain way, there is no reason for seeking for 
any capability, in it, of denoting the Garhapatya; in fact, when the use 
has been laid down, and is found to be otherwise inexplicable, the said 
capability, even though existing from before, comes to be inferred only 
subsequently. | 

Objection: “ Even then the remoteness from the final objective is 
“exactly the same in both cases. For instance, the remoteness from the 
* pointing out of the use, in the case of the Indicative Power, that leads 
“to the inference of a Direct Assertion, is exactly the same that there is 
* in the case of Direct Assertion, which leads to the inference of the 
“necessary Power. In any case the remoteness is due to the necessity 
* of the inference of something not visible; and this is exactly the same 
* in the case of both." | | k 
_ Reply: True; so far it is the same in both cases; but this is of no use 
in the matter of the strength or weakness of the two. Because it is only 
when the idea of the use is remote that there is a notion of weakness; 
and this would apply only to a case where the non-existent factor has got 
to be assumed, or inferred, before there 1s an idea of the «se. 

That is to say, in the case of Indicative Power, there is no pointing 
out of the use, until there is a prior inference of the Direct Assertion 
(laying down that use) ; and hence in this case there is a certain degree. 
of remoteness, which is not present in the case of Direct Assertion, 
wherein the declaration of the use having been duly cognized, it is the 
presence of this use that leads to the inference of the necessary capability ; 
and this inference, appearing subsequently, does not remove, to any remote 
point, the previously-obtained idea of the use. In all cases where the two 
means of knowledge proceed towards a common objective, that which is. 
found to take more time in reaching it is taken as remote from it, and as 
weaker in its authority than the other; and when the use has been once 
duly cognized, even if there were a thousand inferences to appear, they 
would in no way remove the means of knowledge away from its objective. 


What has been said above holds good respecting all the remaining 
pairs—such as Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection, Syntactical 
Connection and Context, Context and Order, and Order and Name. As in 
the case of all these, there can be no idea of the use obtained from anyone 
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until it has led to the inference of the preceding ones ; whereas when the 
use has been pointed out by the preceding one, the existence of the follow- 
ing one is merely accepted as an invariable concomitant. 

Objection: “ Inasmuch as Direct Assertion is directly perceptible 
“ (which none of the other is), it is right that it should be stronger than 
* Tndieative Power; but in the case of the others, inasmuch as all of them 
* equally stand in need of the inference of corroborative Direct Assertion, 
“on what ground could we admit any one of them to be stronger or 
* weaker than the other ? " 

Heply: Indicative Power and the rest are removed from the final 
objective of Direct Assertion, by one, two, three, four and five steps 
respectively ; and this makes a great difference in their respective 
strength and weakness, That is to say, the operation of Indicative Power 
is removed by the single step of the inference of a corroborative Direct 
Assertion, while that of Syntactical Connection is removed by two steps, 
in the shape of the inference of Indicative Power and Direct Assertion, 
and so on. For instance (in the case of the sentence ‘ Kadà ca nastariras: 
etc.’) all the other words, that are not denotative of Indra, being 
found to be syntactieally connected with the word denotative of that 
- Deity,—we come to assume the existence in those words of the power of 
denoting that deity ; and this power leads us on to the Direct Assertion 
(which points out the use to which the mantra is to be put). 

Asa matter of fact, in all Mantras it is only a certain word that 
denotes something directly connected with the action to be performed; 
e.g. in the sentence ‘ Agnayé jushtam mirvapümi, the words 'nirvapümz' 
and ‘Agni’; the other words, denoting things not directly connected 
with the action, appear to be incapable of being of any use in its perform- 
ance; and yet the apparent inconsistency of these being syntactically 
connected leads to the inference of the existence in them of the capability 
of denoting things connected with the action; and consequently they 
suppress their own original denotations, and then coming to indicate 
things connected with the action, become capable of being utilized in its 
performance; and then it is that having led to the inference of a Corrobo- 
rative Direct Assertion, they come to be actually utilized in connection 
with that action, All this is quite admissible in a case where there is no 
incompatibility (between Syntactical Connection, Indicative Power and 
Direct Assertion). 

When however we find two mantras so constituted that though 
yntactically connected, each of them indicates a distinct object con- 
nected with actions—[e.g. in the sentence ‘syonanté sadanam krnomi 
m tasmin sida,’ we find that the former part is employed in the spread 
ing of the grass, while the latter in the laying down upon it of the 
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Cake]—, in such a case, the two stand in need of two distinct Indicative 
Powers,—and these Powers also standing in need of two distinct objects 
to be indicated, when the Syntactical Connection proceeds to point out the 
application of the sentence in question, as soon as it is found that the 
indicative power of a certain portion of it points to a certain use for it, it 
comes to be quickly taken up by that use, and Syntactical Connection is 
utterly incapable of employing it to any other purpose; nor does it allow 
any others to serve that purpose. And the sole reason for this is that, 
while Syntactical Connection is still on its way to the inference of In- 
dicative Power, the already existing Indicative Power hastens to bring 
about the inference of the corroborative Direct Assertion, and thereby 
restrict the use to which the sentence is to be put. 

That is to say, when the whole is applied to a certain use, it can be so 
applied without taking along with it all its parts ; and in the sentence in 
question we find that all that is directly perceptible is the fact of the two 
parts of the sentence (* syonam etc,’ and ‘tasmin etc.’) being syntactically 
connected,—and not the fact of their indicating the same thing; on the 
other hand, the fact of their indicating two different things is proved by 
the cognition of their meanings. Thus then, in the matter of the appli- 
cation of the whole sentence and its parts, when Syntactical Connection . 
and Indicative Power proceed to point out their uses,—inasmuch as that 
which is devoid of power cannot be applied to any use, while Syntactical 
Connection is still on the way to the inference of the fact of the latter 
portion of the sentence being subservient to the purpose of the former, or 
vice versa, the Indicative Powers belonging to each of these two portions 
themselves distinctly brings about the inference of a Direct Assertion 
pointing out the fact of each of the two portions being applied to a 
distinct purpose of its own. Consequently, while Syntactical Connection 
is still exerting itself towards the inference of the necessary Direct Asser- 
tion, Indicative Power has fully established the uses to which the two parts 
are to be applied; and thereby the mention of the mantra on the Context 
having all its requirements fulfilled, there remains no cause for the 
inference of any further Direct Assertion; and thus, the use, which an 
inferred Direct Assertion might have pointed out, falls to the ground, 
having no basis to go upon. As for the Mantra also, that which is the first 
to appear is more quickly applied to the use that is the first to present 
itself, to which the former Mantra could be applied only very slowly. 
Similarly that which appears latterly becomes more quickly applied to the 
use, which is the last to appear. And the Mantra that is quick to be applied 
does not pay any regard to the slow use to which it might be put. In the 
same manner, the meaning also, being taken up by the Mantra cognized 
first, does not take up any other; and so long as it is possible for it to be 
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taken in its primary sense, it cannot be relegated to a secondary posi- 
tion. 

Thus then, Indicative Power being stronger than Syntactical Connec- 
tion, the Mantras are to be applied by breaking up the sentence into two 
distinct parts. 

Objection: “Such being the case (in the sentence ‘ Dévasya tvà 
“ savituk......mirvapami’) the word 'mirvapümi' having its indicative 
“power duly ascertained, and appearing much more quickly, takes up 
“the purpose in question; and precludes the application of the remote 
“ words ‘ dévasya tvà etc., which, for this reason, can not be applied to 
“ the same use. Then inasmuch as these words have distinct purposes to 
“serve, they cannot be taken collectively. Consequently, there being no 
“ Syntactical Connection, it becomes necessary for these words (‘dévasya 
“ ete.’) to indicate, in some way or other, the nirvāpa itself,—and nothing 
* else, as this something else could not belong to the action to be per- 
* formed. For these reasons, all the words coming to have the same 
“ objective, there comes about coalescence (of Indicative Power and 
‘« Syntactical Connection), and there must be a rejection of the application 
“of those words that are pointed out by Syntactical Connection alone." 

Reply: In a case where other words denote things connected with the 
Action, there alone can we have distinct uses for them; while for those 
words that do not denote any such thing, their use must unavoidably 
be accepted as indicated by Syntactical Connection. That is to say, 
those words that do not denote things connected with actions,—if these 
be taken independently by themselves, they become wholly useless. 
Consequently, even though the object (nirvüpa) has had all its require- 
ments fulfilled by previously ascertained relationships, yet it becomes 
denotable by the other words, in case tliese latter are found to be in need 
of some such object. Just as even though ihe details of an action are all 
fully supplied, yet in consequence of the order of sequence, the same 
details are again brought in; and again, just as though certain accessory 
details may have their requirements fulfilled in connection with the 
Primary sacrifice, yet they are employed again in connection with the 
subsequent modifications of those sacrifices; as we have explained in 
connection with the Kirptis. Consequently even such words as are not 
denotative of things connected with the action come to be so connected 
and used (in accordance with Syntactical Connection). 

Those words, on the other hand, that are found to denote things 
connected with actions, have their use, even if they do not happen to be 
connected with things not denoted by them; and they do not obtain a 
place on the mere ground of their uselessness. As all the six, Direct 
Assertion and the rest,—if they happen to be tainted by uselessness,—are 
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held to be capable of being set aside even by those that are weaker 
than themselves. For instance, though Direct Assertion (in the sentence 
‘Vrihin prokshati ") points to the fact of the Prokshana being an accessory 
attendant upon the form of the corn, yet we lose no time in rejecting 
this and taking it to be attendant upon the capability of the corn to bring 
about certain transcendental results,—as shown by the Context. 

Thus then it becomes fully established that Indicative Power is 
superior in authority to Syntactical Connection; as has been shown 
above in connection with Bhakshanuvaka (III—ii—24 et seq.). 


Between Syntactical Connection and Context it is the latter that is 
the weaker, because of its being further remote from its object. 

We find that the connection or relationship (between the Accessory 
and its Primary) is distinctly perceptible in a case of Syntactical 
Connection; while in that of Context it is not so perceptible, but has got 
to be inferred from mutual requirement; and this constitutes a remote- 
ness, 

That is to say, in the case of Context all that we perceive is the mere 
mutual requirement of the helper and the helped, subsisting between the 
Primary and the Accessory sentences, both of which are fully equipped 
with their complements; whereas in the case of Syntactical Connection, 
it is the direct connection between the Primary and the Accessory that is 
perceptible; consequently, when these two start upon their way to 
connect the Accessory in question with a particular Primary, while 
Context is still on the way to the assumption of a Syntactical Connection 
(between the two), Syntactical Connection will have succeeded in assum- 
ing a Power in the words of the sentence (to indicate the required 
relationship); and while, in the former case, the assumed Syntactical 
Connection would assume the necessary Indicative Power, the assumed 
Power, in the latter case, will assume the corroborative Direct Declara- 
tion; and lastly, while in the former case, the assumed Power would bring 
about the assumption of the corroborative Declaration, the assumed 
Declaration, in the latter case, would have fully established the necessary 
application of the accessory; and thus the Requirement (upon which 
Context is based) having been set aside, there would remain no basis for 
its assumption of the necessary Corroborative Declaration ; and hence the 
Indicative Power, even though assumed, would disappear before it reaches 
the stage at which it could definitely point out the necessary application. 
It is for this reason that we =  Byntaotical Connection to be the 
stronger of the two. : = 
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In the same manner, between Context and Order (or Position), it is 
the latter that is the further remote from its objective. 

Because while one (i.e. the Context), on its way to the assumption of 
the corroborative Direct Declaration, begins with Mutual Requirement 
(upon which the Context is directly based), the other (i.e. Order) has got 
to obtain this (Requirement) also from another source, and then, through 
that, reach the corroborative Declaration. 

That is to say, Order or Position consists merely in the fact of the 
two (the Accessory and the Primary) being mentioned or performed in 
the same place; and in a case where the two things thus occurring in the 
same place, happen to be in mutual need, we have an instance of Context. 
As instances in point. we have those modificatory sacrifices that happen tobe 
mentioned in an extensive Context. From among these, that which has not 
been originally laid down as falling in the midst of the accessories of the 
Original sacrifice, is found to be mentioned either before or after this 
latter; and thereby becomes subject to the operations of Order. In the 
ease of Context, on the other hand, all requirements having been fully 
fulfilled by the accessories mentioned along with the Original sacrifice 
which have had their uses distinctly defined,—if there is an acces- 
sory which happens to be mentioned near something that has all its 
needs supplied, as also near another thing that stands in some need, and 
thereby comes to be simultaneously taken up by both of these,—then, 
while it would be still giving rise to the necessary assumption of a require- 
ment of that which is in proximity to it and hence connectible to it by 
Order, it would become syntactically connected with that which already 
has such a requirement, and as such, is connectible with it by Context. 
And while in the former case, we reach the assumption of Syntactical 
Connection, there already appears, in the latter case, the assumption of 
the Power, in the Accessory, to help that with which it is related by 
Context. And while, in the former case, there is an assumption of the 
said Power, we have, in the latter, the assumption of the corroborative 
Direct Declaration. And lastly, while, in the former case, we shall be 
assuming the Corroborative Declaration, the already assumed Declaration, 
in the latter case, would have distinctly established the application of the 
accessory in question; and all the rest would thereby become wholly 
inoperative. 


Similarly too, between Order and Name, we find that in the case of 
the former, the mutual relationship of the Primary and the Accessory, 
assumed on the ground of their occurring in the same place, is still based 
upon the Veda itself; and in all cases the relationship of two things is 
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always based upon some sort of an identity; whereas in the case of 
Name, there is no such identity of place pointed out by the Veda as 
would establish the possibility of a direct relationship. 

Objection: “The Name directly denotes relationship itself; and 
* operating thereby, it would come to be equal to Direct Assertion, in 
* authority." 

Reply: It is not so; because the relationship that is established by 
the Name is something wholly different from that of the Primary and 
Accessory, pointed out by Direct Assertion. That is to say, the Name 
operates towards the establishing of a relationship among certain things 
that have not, in any way, been recognized as being related; and it does 
not establish the relationship of the Primary and the Accessory ; speci- 
ally because this latter is capable of being based upon any sort of a 
relationship. In reality the Name is incapable of denoting any relation- 
ship ; as we have shown (under the Arunüdhzkarana) that Names apply- 
ing literally do not denote any relationship. And every relationship is in 
the form that the two objects (related) have something in common 
between themselves. 

Thus then, it becomes established that Name is inferior to Order. 
Because in the case of the latter, the common element has not got to be 
inferred, as the fact of their place being common is distinctly perceptible ; 
while in the case of the former, there being no word expressive of any 
common element directly perceptible, it has got to be inferred; and this 
constitutes a remoteness from the real objective. 

For instance, while Name is still assuming the existence of the said 
common element between the two factors, Order has ascertained the fact 
of the two being in need of each other, because of their occurring in the 
same place, and thereby has established the Context; while the former 
common element is assuming the presence of a mutual requirement, the 
latter Context has established a Syntactical Connection ; while the former 
case assumes a Syntactical Connection, the latter has established the 
Power of helping; while the former is assuming the Power of helping, 
the latter has established the Corroborative Direct Assertion; and lastly, 
while the former is assuming the Corroborative Direct Assertion, the latter 
has established the use to which the accessory is to be put. And thereby 
the mention in the Context having had all its requirements fulfilled, all that 
follows it, even though pointed out by the right means of knowledge, be- 
comes like the unripe seed plucked from the tree, and as such incapable 
of bringing forth any proper fruit, | 

Thus then, it is fully established that on the ; ai of remoteness 
from the chief objective, each one of the six—Direct Assertion and the 
rest—is inferior to, and is set aside by, that which precedes it. 
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In support of this we have the following declaration :— 

When there is a single fruit that is reached by a flight of stairs, and 
which is acquired by mere approach, and for reaching it two men contend- 
ing for its possession start up, both equally fast and free from obstacles, — 
but one of them starts from the ground, while the other starts from one 
step of the stairs already gained,— then, there is no doubt that the latter one 
will reach the fruit first; and the fruit having been takeu away by that 
man, the other would get down without having obtained anything. Aud 
in this case we find that though each of the men had power enough for 
obtaining the fruit at another time, yet when put together, the younger 
man—the one that is a step behind —is always vanquished. 

And as a matter of fact, we find tliat it is in one way that operations 
are carried on even by weak agencies, when there is no force to contend 
with; while the character of the operation becomes wholly different when 
there is an inroad of more powerful agencies, wlich destroys all the 
strength of the weaker ones. For these reasons, it is by no means reason- 
able to hold that simply because the latter means of knowledge (Indica- 
tive Power and the rest) are held to be authoritative in one place, they 
must be so also when they are opposed by stronger and more authorita- 
tive means of knowledge (Direct Assertion f.i.). 

It has been argued above that—''it is only a false semblance of 
“ authoritative means of knowledge that can be set aside, and not what is 
“areal means of knowledge." 

And in reply to this we say that in the cases under consideration what 
are set aside are really mere semblances of authoritative means. Because 
in these cases (i.e. where there is a more authoritative means to the con- 
trary), those that are set aside have never had any authority. There was 
only a semblance of authority assumed from the fact of their having been 
perceived to have an authority in other cases. 

That is to say, no authority attaches to these other means of know- 
ledge, in a case where they are set aside; the fact is that having, in 
another place, been found to have proper authority, wherein they appear 
by themselves,—they are inferred, from that, to have an authority, even 
in the cases under consideration. But inasmuch as they are ejected 
by other superior means of knowledge, they fail in their purpose, and are 
therefore concluded to be wrong and mistaken. 

Though it begins its operations with the same functions that belonged 
to it previously, yet, inasmuch as its objective has been wrested by another 
means very much quicker in its operations, and thereby, having its very 
root cut off from under itself, it does not reach its end; consequently, 
what else could we do, but set aside its authority, rejecting it as a 
mirage ? 
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In all such cases, the idea of accessory character is rejected, before 
it has come into existence, as there has been no Direct Assertion yet 
assumed pointing to such character,—such rejection being done by the 
assumption of the falsity of all intervening cognitions (brought about by 
the former) ; and thus there can be no similarity in strength between the 
two, on the ground of the similarity of their appearance. For this reason, 
the rejection in question should not be mistaken for one in the form of the 
setting aside of a mixture of the two cognitions, The rejection of that 
which has come into existence, is in the form of the setting aside of its 
consequences, and will be treated of later on (in Adhyàya X). 


Thus then we have explained what happens in the case of conflict 
between any two of the six means of knowledge. Inasmuch as the case 
of the conflict of one by two or more, is similar to what has been ex- 
plained, the Bhashya has not treated of it separately. But it is neces- 
sary for the Commentators to explain those cases also in detail; and this 
is to be done in the following manner: 

(1) When there is a conflict between Direct Assertion and Syntacti- 
cal Connection,—e.g. in the case of the sentence *arunayü pingakshya, 
etc.’ the Redness, etc. are shown, by the indicative power of Syntac- 
tical Connection and by co-extensiveness, to belong to the one-year-old cow ; 
while the Instrumental ending directly declares it to belong to the 
Purchase,—we find that while Syntactical Connection is still on the 
ground, Direct Assertion is already two steps nearer the goal; and hence 
while the former is still on its way to the assumption of Indicative Power, 
the Direct Assertion will have established the use to which the accessory 
is to be put; and this constitutes a great difference between the opera- 
tions of the two. 

(2) When there is conflict between Direct Assertion and Context, 
—-as when the ‘twenty-one recitations’ are shown by the Context to 
belong to the Darga-Pirnamasa, while the Direct Assertion (contained 
in ‘Pratishthakamasyackavimigatiranubruyat ') makes them accessory to a 
certain end desired by the Agent,—it is the Context that is always set 
aside. The ‘recitations’ too having the nature of actions, and thus 
forming part of the ‘ Procedure,’ are subject to the specific authority of 
the Context; and as such they have been cited here as examples. 

Some people put forward the following as an example of the con- 
flict between Direct Assertion and Order or Position: * We have the 
declaration that ‘ there are three upasads for the Sa@hna, while there are 
twelve for the Ahina'; and herein inasmuch as the number ‘twelve’ has 
not the character of an Action, and as such does not form part of the 
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‘Procedure, it cannot be subject to the authority of Context, which is 
based upon the Procedure; and it is only by means of Proximity that it 
comes to be accepted, through the assumed agency of the Context; conse- 
quently, this must be regarded as an instance of conflict of Direct Asser- 
tion and Position or Order.” 

But this is scarcely admissible ; because if the number (Twelve) in 
question had belonged to the substance (used at the sacrifice), or had been 
an independent factor by itself, then alone it could not be taken as part 
of the Procedure, being entirely devoid of the form of an action. Asa 
matter of fact, inasmuch as we have the injunction of ‘twelve’ with 
distinct reference to the action of upasad, which latter distinctly forms 
part of the Procedure,—the said number cannot but be contained in the 
Procedure. And in this case while the wpasad contained in the Procedure 
would be assuming the Syntactical Connection and Indicative Power of 
the number, the Direct Declaration by the genitive ending (in ‘ahinasya’) 
will have established the fact of its belonging to the Ahina; and this 
Ahina is nothing other than the Ahargana. (Consequently this would be 
a case of the setting aside of the Context by Direct Assertion.) 

(3) Question: ‘‘What, then, is the example of conflict between 
Direct Assertion and Order ? " 

Answer: The qualifications of the Rope (used for tying round the 
sacrificial Post)— e.g. the being made of grass and the like— would be shown 
by Order to belong to the Agnishomzya animal; while by Direct Assertion 
they are shown to belong to the Post. As it is clearly perceptible, by 
Direct Assertion, that the Rope is accessory to the Tying of the Post; and 
hence together with its qualifications, it cannot belong to the Animal. 
Because while the Order or Position would be assuniing the corroborative 
Context and the rest,—thus separated from its objective by four inter- 
vening steps,—it will have been defeated by the said Direct Assertion. 
And while the Order would be engaged in assuming the existence of 
mutual Requirement alone (which would be the basis of the Context), its 
objeetive, the Rope, before it was reached by the said Order, would be 
taken up by Direct Assertion. 

(4) As an instance of the conflict between Direct Assertion and Name, 
we have the following: We find the mantra ‘ikhé tvā etc.’ mentioned in the 
chapter on Darga-Pürnamüsa called by the mame of ‘ Pauraddgiku ’ 
chapter (chapter devoted to the ‘ Purodaca-offerings), and occurring 
in & Context common to all the other sacrificial materials (the 
Sünnayya etc.), not having its application pointed out by any clear 
Indicative Power; and at first sight, the name of the chapter would 
show it to belong to the Purodaga only; while the Direct Assertion 
contained in the Brahmana-sentence ‘ zkh& tvéti cakhün chinatti’ distinctly 
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points it out as pertaining’ to the cutting of the twig required for the 
making of the Sannayya. And while the Name would be still engaged in 
assuming a common element, the Direct Assertion will have estab- 
lished the use to which the Mantra is to be put, long before the former has 
had time to assume the intermediate corroborations of the Context, Syntac- 
tical Connection, Indicative Power and Direct Assertion; and as such it is 
set aside by the aforesaid Direct Assertion. 

In the same manner are to be explained the conflicts between Indica- 
tive Power and Context and the rest. 

(1) As an instance of the conflict between Indicative Power and 
Context, we have the mantras to be addressed to Püshan (called the 
* Pushanumantrana mantras’); with regard to these, while the Context in 
which they occur (viz. that of the Darga-Pirnamdsa) is still on its way 
to the assumption of Syntactical Connection, their Indicative Power will 
have established, through the assumption of the corroborative Direct 
Assertion, their applicability to the addressing of Püshan; and so also 
while the former will assume the Power of indicating the Agni etc. men- 
tioned in the Context, the latter will have established their use as lying 
in the addressing of Püshan. 

(2) The conflict between Indicative Power and Order has been shown 
in the Stutagastradhikarana, under Sutra II—i—14. The example that is 
given in the Bhàshya also is the case of the Abhyanujnüpana and the 
Abhyanujnà along which are mentioned, in the same order in which the two 
are mentioned, the two mantras ‘ upahita, etc.’ and *upahvayasva, etc; and 
from their Position or Order, it would seem that the mantra ‘ upahüta, ete.’ 
applies to the Abhyanujnüpana and ‘ Upahvayasva, etc.’ to the Abhyanwna. 
But the Indicative Power of the words of the Mantras themselves point to 
the contrary procedure. Consequently, while the said Position or Order 
would assume the Context and the necessary Syntactical Connection, the 
Indicative Power would have assumed its corroborative Direct Assertion 
and definitely established the applicability of the mantras; and thus we 
have the rejection of Order long before it has had time to assume the 
Corroborative Indicative Power and Direct Assertion. 

We have another instance (of conflict between Indicative Power and 
Order) in regard to the mantras Parivirast, etc.’ and ‘ yuvà suvüsa, ete.’ 
which are respectively descriptive of the karana and the kriyamüna of the 
Parivyàna (winding), The Position or Order of these mantras would 
show that they belong to the Parivyána of the Agnishomiya, while their 
Indieative Power shows that they pertain to the second Parivyana of the 
Savaniya, 

Question: “In that case, why is it that the Manotàü is not taken as 
“belonging to the sacrifice of the Savaniya animal,—as shown by the 
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“ Indicative Power, which would be capable of rejecting the Order that 
“connects it with that of the Agnishomiya ? " 

Answer: It is not so, for the simple reason that, like the case shown 
under the Sutra III—ii—3, the mantra is applied to the Aynishomiya by 
reason of the implication (of Agni by the word ‘ manota’) based upon the 
applicability pointed out by Direct Assertion, which is more authoritative 
than the Indicative Power (connecting it with the Savaniya). It is witha 
view to this that we have the Direct declaration—‘ even if the animal be 
dedicated to another Deity, the Manotà should be the one dedicated to 
Agni. And this Direct Assertion stands in the way of any Indicative 
Power applying the Manotà to any other animal ;—the sense of the 
Assertion being that ‘even when the animal is dedicated to two deities, 
the Manotà to be employed should be that pertaining to the single Deity 
of Agni, and it should not, on the mere ground of its pertaining to that 
single Deity, be disjoined from the animal (Agnishomiya) dedicated to 
the two deities (of Agni and Soma).’ Or again, we can take the word 
'éva' differently, and explain the Assertion to mean that the Manota 
should be applied in the same order in which it occurs. 

(3) As an example of conflict between Indicative Power and Name, 
we have the Bhakshanuvaka, which contains sentences expressive of holding, 
etc.; these sentences begin to be used as auxiliaries to the eating, 
on account of the Name (‘ Bhakshanuvaka’) pointing to the fact of their 
bearing a common relationship (to the whole amuvàka); but before they 
come to be thus used, the words of the mantra indicate the applicability 
of its various parts to the actions of holding, looking and proper digesting, 
to which use, therefore, they come to be put. In the same manner, the 
Manu-verses, as well as the Prthupàjavati verses, come, by their Indicative 
Power, to be applied as Samidhénis, rejecting, thereby, the indications of 
the name ‘ yajyà.' 

(4) As an instance of conflict between Syntactical Connection and 
Order, we have the case of the words other than ‘ Parivita’ and ‘ Pari- 
virast’ which are descriptive of the winding—viz. the words ywuvà suvàsa 
agat sa u ¢réyan, etc. —, which, being syntactically connected with the words 
* Parivirasi' and * Purivita’ that are used in accordance with their Indica- 
tive Power, come to be used in the winding of the Savaniya. 

Of conflict between Syntactical Connection and Name, we have an 
example in the aforesaid Bhakshinuvaka ; f.i., the words ‘ Saghyàsam, ete.’ 
having been used in connection with Eating, etc. it becomes necessary to 
repeat, with each action, those other words of the mantra that are 
syntactically connected with the aforesaid words, (And this on account 
of the indications of the name ‘ Bhakshanuvüka' being superseded by those 
of Syntactical Connection) ; similarly, the Name ‘ Adhvaryava’ indicates 
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the fact of all the primary sacrifices of the Jyotishtoma, etc. belonging to 
the Adhvaryu alone; these sacrifices being syntactically connected with 
the ‘Desire for Heaven,’ they come to belong to all persons desiring any 
result, 

Objection : “ This that you have explained would be an instance of 
*the superiority of Direct Assertion (and not of km Connec- 
“ tion).” 

Reply: The indication in questions: is not due to any parein word 
(of the mantra), as the Injunctive affix does not denote the agent; it is got 
at by means of a co-ordination based upon the indications due to the 
proximity of two words (which constitutes Syntactical Connection); and 
hence it is a case of the supersession of Name by i ii Connec- 
tion.. . | 

As an instance of Conflict between Context and Name, we have 
the case of the Prayajas, that are mentioned in the Bràhmana named the 
* Paurodaicika,’ which (though, by the name, belonging to the Purodaga- 
sacrifice) are applied to the Sünnàyyà Upamgu-sacrifice, as shown by the 
Context. 


We -have explained the examples of conflict involved in the 
application of a single Accessory to several Primaries. And it now 
becomes necessary to explain the instances of those involved in the 
application of several Accessories to a single Primary. 

(1) As an instance of conflict between Direct Assertion and 
Indicative Power, we have the case of the Aindri Verse: the sentence 
‘aindrya garhapatyamupatishthate ’ being found (by reason of the Atmané- 
pada-ending in ‘ Upatishthaté’) to be injunctive of a certain action the 
instrumentality whereof belongs to a mantra (vide Panim—Siira 
I—iii—25),—and the Indicative Power (of the word ‘ garhapatyam ’) 
pointing to the applicability of any mantra pertaining to Agni, the Direct 
Declaration (by the Instrumental in ‘ aindrya@’) lays down the application 

of the Aindrī Verse; and when the place has been once filled by that verse, 
— there is no room for any other verse. 

(2) As an instance of conflict between Direct Assertion and 
Syntactical Connection, we have the case of the Yàjnàyajniya Pragatha, 
in which Syntactical Connection points to the use of the word ‘ 927,’ while 
what is actually used is the word ‘ira,’ as shown by the Direct Assertion 
(*airankrivà udgayét’). In the same manner, for the Vigvé-Dévas, the 
substance mentioned by Direct Assertion is the Amiksha, while Syntac- 
tical Connection shows it to be the Vdajina; and this latter, being 
possessed of an authority inferior to that of Direct Assertion, being 
rejected, the V àjina is not admitted as a substance for the Vigvé-dévas. 
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(3) As an example of conflict between Direct Assertion and 
Context, we have the case of the Darca-Pirnamasa performed with a 
desire to obtain fane,—in regard to which the Context pointing to the 
use of fifteen Sàmidheni-recitations, the Direct Assertion (contained in 
the sentence ‘ Pratishthükümasyaikavimgatiranubrüuyat") shows the num- 
ber of the recitations to be twenty-one; and hence there is a rejection 
of the number ‘ fifteen ' which pertains to that performance of the Darga- 
Pürnamasa, which is done without desire for any particular result. 

(4) Of the contradiction of Direct Assertion and Order, we have the 
case of the sacrifice performed with the desire for cattle, for which, Order 
points to the Camasa as the Vessel (for the fetching of water); while 
Direct Assertion (in the sentence 'godohéna pagukümasya ') declares that 
vessel to be the milking vessel ; and here the indications of the former are 
set aside. e 

(5) Similarly as an example of the contradiction of Direct Assertion 
and Name, we have the case of the Vājapēya, which, from its Name, 
appears as to be performed by the Adhvaryu, while the Direct Assertion 
(* Vajapeyéna svarajyakamah, etc.’) points to it as to be performed by one 
who desires the ‘Kingdom of Heaven’; and hence there is a rejection of 
the Adhvaryu as the performer of that sacrifice. Another example of the 
same we have in *yajamünasya yàjyà.' In connection with the Pitryajas, 
the name ' Hautra ' points to the fact of the yajya belonging to the Hoty 
priest; while the fact of its being performed by the Yajamana is shown 
by the Direct Declaration of the genitive (in ‘ yajamüànasya'), which 
denotes the relationship of the agent. 

Às an example of conflict between Indicative Power and Syntactical 
Connection, we have the mantra ‘ Syonanté etc.,’ wherein by Syntactical 
Connection the whole mantra—from the very beginning-—is shown to 
pertain to the action of seating or depositing (the Purodāça); while 
Indicative Power points only to the part ‘tasmin sida’ as the mantra 
pertaining to that action. In the same manner, Syntactical Connec- 
tion connects the portion ‘tasmin sida’ with the action of Abhighdrana 
(Pouring of ghee over the grass-bedding), while Indicative Power points 
to ‘Syonanté...... kalpayami’ only as belonging to that action; and the 
former is accordingly set aside. These mantras have been cited, on a 
previous occasion, as affording an instance of a single accessory belonging 
to several Primaries, while on the present occasion they are cited as one 
of several Accessories belonging to a single Primary. That is to say, on 
the previous occasion we had Syntactical Connection pointing to the fact of 
the mantra ‘ synonanté etc,’ belonging to the Depositing together with the 
AbhighGraga, while Indicative Power connected it with the Depositing 
alone; and while the former indicated the mantra ‘tasmin sida’ as 
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belonging to the Abhigharana, Indicative Power showed it to belong 
to the Depositing, in connection with which it is actually used ;—on the 
present occasion, on the other hand, we have Syntactical Connection 
indicating the fact of the two mantras pertaining to each of the two 
actions (Depositing and Abhighürana), while Indicative Power connects 
only one mantra with each action. 

The Bhàshya has spoken of four examples mixed up in a single expla- 
nation ; and it is necessary to differentiate these. 

As an instance of conflict between Indicative Power and (1) 
Context, (2) Order and (3) Name, we have, (1) the case of the Nirvapa, 
etc., for which the mantra ‘ Dévasya tvà, etc.’ is pointed out by Indicative 
Power, which sets aside the applicability of any other mantra indicated by 
the Context; (2) the Aindrügna is performed with a view to a certain 
desirable result, wherein the couple of Yajyyanuvakyds proceeding from the 
Samidheni, indicated by the Order, is set aside by Indicative Power; and 
(3) in the Somdraudriya, wherein the application of the Manu-Verses 
pointed out by Name as the Yajyanuvakyas is set aside by those Yajyanu- 
vakyas that contain words indicative of Suma and Rudra. 

As an example of conflict between Syntactical Connection and 
Context, we have the sentence ‘ Pürvedyuramüvüsyayam védinkaroty.’ The 
Context shows that we should have recourse to that process of making the 
Vedi (altar) which is laid down as following after the adhivasana of 
the sacrificial material; while the Syntactical Connection with ‘amava- 
sya’ shows that it should be done on the ‘previous day.’ This is not a 
case of Direct Assertion; as the Locative Ending (in ‘am@vasyayam’) does 
not denote the relationship of the Primary and the Accessory; though it 
denotes location, yet the character of location could not possibly belong to 
the action ; consequently the connection shown must be admitted to have 
been pointed out by the proximity of the words to one another (which 
constitutes Syntactical Connection), and which operates more quickly than 
the Context. 

Of conflict between Syntactical Connection and Order we have 
an example in those Pratipatkalpas of the Jyotishtoma that are performed 
with a view to certain results, or on account of a certain occasion having 
presented itself; we have the Direct Assertion specifying only one 
foot of each Mantra, as the one to be employed ; and then the second and 
subsequent feet that are to be used are shown, by Order or Position, 
to be those of the verses appearing in the same order in connection with 
those Kalpas whose performance is absolutely binding ; for instance, in 
connection with the Declaration ‘Vrkha pavasva dhárayeté rajanyaya 
pratipadan kuryāt, the second and third feet to be employed are shown, 
by Order, to be *pavamünüyéndave abhidévam iyakshate’; but we have 
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Syntactical Connection indicating,—‘ maruttvaté camatsarah vigvà dadhüna 
ojasü'—as the feet to be added (and it is this latter that is accepted as 
the correct form). 

Objection: “The example cited would be a case of conflict of 
Indicative Power, because of the difference in the case-endings.” 

Reply: That does not affect the situation; because all the mantras in 
question are indicative of Soma; and what the difference in the case- 
endings is incompatible with is the Syntactical Connection (and hence it 
is a case of the contradiction of Syntactical Connection, and not of Indica- 
tive Power, as all are equally indicative of the Soma). Consequently 
while the Order in question would be engaged in assuming a mutual 
requirement and the consequent Syntactical Connection, the Syntactical 
Connection will have established the application, by means of a prior 
assumption of Power, etc. based upon of immediate Proximity and the 
sameness of case-endings. Consequently this latter is possessed of the 
greater authority. 

Of conflict between Syntactical Connection and Name we have 
the following example: In the chapter called ‘Hautra’ we have a 
mention of the addressing of the Directions, in the sentence—‘ Tasman 
mattravarunah preshyat? canucaha’; and when we look out for the person 
who is to do this Addressing, the aforesaid Name points to the Hotr 
priest as the person; while the Syntactical Connection of the sentence 
quoted points to Maztravaruna. Then as a matter of fact when the 
required agent has been pointed out by some one means, there is no need 
of the mention of any other; consequently Maztrdvaruna having been 
pointed out by the more-quickly-operating Syntactical Connection, 
the indication of the Name is set aside, long before it has had time to 
reach the assumption of a corroborative Context. 

Nor can this be said to be a case of conflict of Direct Assertion ; 
because the Verb does not denote the Nominative Agent; specially as 
there is no operative (k@raka) ending with the word “ Maitravarunah " 
(the Nominative not being a kdruka ending). 

As an example of conflict between Context and Order, we have the 
use of the word ‘ gir@’ and ‘ira’ in regard to the Hymn. In the Agnish- 
toma Sama, the word to be used is indicated by Order to be ‘ gira’; while 
Context points it out to be ‘ira’; and certainly this latter is stronger 
in its authority. On the former occasion we had cited the case of the 
words with regard to the Sama (while the present is with reference to the 
Stotra), consequently the two cannot be said to be mixed up. 

As an example of conflict between Context and Name, we have the 
case of the sentence ‘ tasmün muitravarunah préshyuti cánucühéti? as with 
reference to the Jyotishtoma. The addressing spoken of in this devolves 
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upon the Hofr priest, as indicated by the Name (‘ Hautra,’ of the section in 
which the sentence occurs); while the Context distinctly points to 
Maitravaruna as one who does it. This same example had been cited above; 
but that was with reference to the form of the Addressing of the Directions 
itself. | K 
Lastly, as an example of conflict between Order and Name, we 
have the case of the couple of Aindrāgna mantras occurring in the 
chapter of Kamyayajyas; the Name of these mantras points to the fact of 
their being used as alternatives in both the offerings (to Indra and Agni); 
while the stronger authority of Order indicates the use of the first couple 
with the first, and of the second with the second. As for the Indicative 
Power of the Mantras themselves, it lends its support to both alternatives ; 
consequently, the case is one of conflict between Name and Order. 


We have considered the cases of the collision or conflict of Direct 
Assertion and the rest, when the Accessory, as also the Primary, is 
one only. And we have now to show that just as these six differ in 
authority from each other, so does each of them from another of its own 
kind,—the ground of difference being the same as that in the former case. 

(1) On the point of the application of an accessory, we have the 
conflict of two Direct Declarations —one of them being more specific in 
its bearing than the other; e.g. we have the general statement—‘ Puroda- 
cancaturdha karoti'—according to which the Quartering comes to apply to 
the Agnishomiya, etc., also; but when we meet with the specific Declara- 
tion ‘Agnéyancaturdha karoti? we come to the conclusion that the 
Quartering applies to only that Purodaga which is dedicated to Agni. 
Similarly with the conflict of two Declarations in regard to two 
Primaries, we have the Declaration ‘yadahavaniyé juhott,’ wherein the 
Locative ending in ' Ahavaniyé’ shows that the Avabhrtha offerings also 
are to be poured into the Ahavaniya fire; but this is set aside by 
the specification contained in the Declaration ‘apsvavabhrthena’ (the 
Avabhriha offering is to be made in water). ‘The comparative strength or 
weakness in these cases is based upon the doubtful character or otherwise 
of the declarations made. 

Similarly we can cite instances of conflicts between two Direct 
Assertions, in regard to precederce, to subsidiaries and accessories, eto., 
etc. For instance, the word  pagunü' (in ‘paguna yajeta’) directly 
asserts the fact of the Singularity being an Accessory of the animal; 
while the stronger agency of the common case-ending declares it to 
belong to the Action. The word having declared the objective of the 
Bhavana to be the denotation of the Verbal Root, the stronger agency of 
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the Injunctive affix makes out the end desired by man to be the required 
objective. 

(2) As an instance of conflict between two Indicative Powers, 
we have the case of the mantra ‘syonanté sadanam krnom.’ In this 
we have two Indicative Powers—one in the shape of the capability of 
the two portions of the mantra to be syntactically connected with each 
other, and another in the shape of expressing its meaning. Of these two, 
it is this latter that is more approximate than the former, to its corrobora- 
tive Direct Declaration; specially as the former is much weaker even 
than Syntactical Connection, as has been explained in the Bhashya. 

(3) As an example of conflict between two Syntactical Connec- 
tions, we have the sentence * Pancadaga Sámidheniranubrüyàt, ‘ saptadaca 
Vaicyasya’; in both of these the Syntactical Connection having been 
established through co-ordination, when we come to consider the actual 
application of the Samidhénis, it is the number seventeen that comes to 
be accepted as the more authoritative of the two, being more definitely 
specified of the two (in the case of the sacrificer being a Vaigya). 

Of conflict between two Contexts, we have an example in *abhikrüman 
juhoti'; the one vast Context shows this abhikrümana to belong to the 
Darga-Pürnamüsa; while the sub-context connects it with the Prayājas ; 
and this latter is the more authoritative of the two, because of its being 
more nearly related to the subject in question; specially as long before 
the subject is affected by the vast Context, the sub-context establishes 
the necessary relationship in the shape of Syntactical Connection. 

As an example of conflict between two Orders or Positions, we 
have the case of the two couples of mantras, the Aindra and the Agnéya, 
which are found in the section on the Kàmya-yàjyàs ; the order of prece- 
dence of Proximity points to the fact of both of these couples being used, 
without restrictions, with any of the two sacrifices; but the Order of 
mention, consisting of proximity in the shape of the commonality of the 
place, restricts their application to definite sacrifices. 

A conflict between two Names, we find in cases where one of them is 
more generic in its indications than the other; and the rejection of the one 
by the other we shall treat of under the Sūtra III— vii—41. 

The examples of the conflict of these in the matter of Accessories and 
Primaries should be carefully distinguished and explained. 

We have explained the above conflicts in cases where we had 
the Direct Assertion directly perceptible. The same would be the case 
when those conflicting with others of the same or of different kinds, would 
be such as are cognized by means of Inference, etc. The comparative 
strength of these, when the perceptible is pitted against the inferred, and 
when the inferred is pitted against the inferred, —whether they belong to 
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the same or different kinds,— would be found out in the same manner as 
has been shown above. As for instance, the Direct Assertion pertaining 
to the modifieatory sacrifices, through Implication, are rejected by those 
applying to them, perceptibly or directly. 

In these cases however, the order of strength is sometimes the other 
way,—f.i. the inferred Direct Assertion is set aside by the directly percep- 
tible Indicative Power; as in the case of the krshnala (rice made of gold) 
the threshing (pointed out by the Direct Assertion * Vrihinavahanti, which 
has a real existence, but is applied to the krshnala only by implication) 
is set aside by the Capability of the golden Rice (of not being threshed). 
By ‘ Linga’ or Power, in this connection, is meant the Power pertaining to 
all things, and not only that which belongs to the Mantras; as we shall 
find the declaration in the Bhashya further on that—‘ ka punarasya lingasya 
praptiranyathasambhavak '—which means that the character of Dinga 
belongs even to such agencies as the fact of being found to serve the purposes 
of something else, and also that of having no other way of being utilized, and 
so forth. 

In a case where the Direct Assertion is purely an inferential one 
(and has no real existence), while the contrary Indicative Power is 
directly perceptible,—as in the case of the Smrti in contradistinetion to 
the Vedic Indicative Power,—inasmuch as it is quite possible for the Smrti 
to be based upon something (f.i. misconceptions, etc.) other than Direct 
Vedic Assertion, while Vedic Indicative Power can have no other basis 
than such a corroborative Vedic Declaration, it is the latter that should 
be accepted as the more authoritative of the two. 

In all cases however, if the rejection of even the less authoritative 
makes some assertion or other (in the Veda) meaningless, then the 
rejection is to be accepted the other way; as has been declared, contrary 
to what is pointed out by Direct Assertion, that in the case of the sentence 
‘Vrhin prokshati, the Prokshana is meant to be the means of bringing 
about a transcendental result (.Apürva). 

Similarly too, when the weaker means of knowledge has a very 
strong support, then too the effect of rejection is reversed, as has been 
explained under the Sutras I—11—5 et seq. That is to say, of all means 
of knowledge, the contradiction lies in their objects, and not in their forms. 
Consequently, in a case where the means of knowledge is contrary to the 
object as it really exists, and its properties,—even though the compara- 
tive strength of the Means be the other way, yet in consideration of the 
nature of the object of knowledge, even that means, which, by itself, is 
weaker in its authority, would set aside the naturally stronger one; as 
has been declared on a former occasion—' àcamanüdayah padarthah, padar- 
thandnca gunah kramak.’ To the same effect we have the following say- 
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ing: ‘Even though the people of the town are very strong in their 
combination, yet they are successfully repressed by a handful of men, 
who have the support of the king’s authority.’ 

Thus far we have explained the sūtra, as also the Bhashya, up to the 
place where it establishes the existence of the conflicts under considera- 
tion. 


We now proceed with the explanation of the remaining portion of the 
Bhashya. 

PURVAPAKSHA (B). 

“ Tulyabalé été kàrane, idamapi küranam idamapi, erutirapi lingamapi, 
** ete. 

“ This assertion of the equality of strength is based upon the convic- 
"(tion that every portion of the Veda is equally self-sufficient in its 
“ authority; specially as both (Direct Assertion and Indicative Power) 
“are found to have equal authority in cases where each appears by itself. 
“ That is to say, whenever we come across a mantra, we at once obtain an 
“idea, even without assumption of any Direct Assertion, of the use to 
“ which it should be put; and hence the Indicative Power of the mantra 
“ should be regarded to be as authoritative as any Direct Assertion. 

“ Says the Bhashya—Na hi vijnünasya vijnànasya vigésha upalabhyaté. 
“ That is to say, at the time that the mantra (‘kadā ca, efc.’) is mentioned 
“in the Veda, it is at once recognized as pertaining to Indra; while, on 
“the utterance of the Direct Assertion (‘ Aindrya gürhapatyam upatish- 
‘‘ fhat& ") it is cognized as pertaining to the Gürhapatya; and we do not 
“ perceive any difference in the authoritative character of these two, when 
“they have once been accomplished. As a matter of fact, even Direct 
“ Assertion cannot point out the use to which a mantra is to be put, until 
“the form of the mantra has been fully recognized; consequently it is 
“ always necessary to ascertain, beforehand, the form of the mantra; and 
“at the time that the mantra in question is ascertained, there at once arises 
“ the idea that it is to be employed in the hymning of Indra; and this 
‘idea can never be set aside. 

“ Objection: ‘nanu lingasya bhangurasyaiva rüpam savicikitsah. That 
“is to say, while we perceive the Direct Assertion (aindrya@, etc.) there is no 
“ possibility of the inference of another (in corroboration of Indicative 
“ Power), and this is what constitutes the transient character of Indica- 
“tive Power; and what is meant by its being savicikitsa is the fact of 
“ its being delayed in its operations. For these two reasons (of transience 
“and delay in operations), no self-sufficient authority can belong to Indica- 
“ tive Power.’ 

“The reply to this objection is based upon the fact of the bringing 


1198 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH, III—PADA IIL—ADHI. (7). 


“about of conviction being equally present (in the case of Indicative 
* Power), as also upon the notion that by ' savicikitsa' the objector means 
“ the presence of Doubt, mistake or uncertainty. The reply is—It is not 
“as you say; as a matter of fact, we do not compare Direct Assertion with 
* that Indicative Power which is doubtful in its effects. That is to say, if it 
* is doubtful whether the mantra in question is Aindvi or not, the Power 
* indicating this fact is no authority, even without the contradiction of a 
“ Direct Declaration; and hence our enquiry of comparative strength and 
“ weakness does not concern such doubtful Indicative Powers. That Indi- 
* cative Power, however, which brings about a certain conviction, that the 
“ mantra belongs to such and such a Deity, is equal to Direct Declaration 
“in its authority,—and as such must be taken as laying down an optional 
“ alternative. 

“ Objection: *nanu naiva kadücit, etc.’ Thatis to say, as shown before, 
“the Indicative Power is never without delay in its operations. 

“ The reply, based upon the idea that the objector has admitted the 
“ fact of Indicative Power being savicikitsa (taking this in the sense of 
* doubtful), is that in that case (if it were never free from doubt) there 
“could be no such authoritative means of knowledge as Indicative Power. 

“The Séddhànt? retorts: ‘If the mere fact of being delayed in tts 
“ operations were to so much disturb the nature of Indicative Power as to 
" make it relinquish all authority, then, let it be devoid of all authority, 
“as there certainly is a doubt im connection with objects pointed out by 
“ Indicative Power.’ 

^ Now, how is it that you have given up the declaring of Indicative 
“ Power being delayed in its operations, and yet come to speak of it as 
“ doubtful? How, too, is it that at the same time, you speak of the object 
“ being cognized by Indicative Power, as an established fact? 

“<This does not affect our position,’ says the Siddhanti; as the 
“declaration of the fact of the object being cognized by Indicative Power is 
“ with reference to the case wherein there is no contradiction (of the 
“ more authoritative means of knowledge) ; whereas the declaration of its 
“ doubtful character refers to that case wherein there is such a contradic- 
“tion. That is to say, the Power of indicating the use of a mantra that is 
“ perceived in a case of non-contradiction, does not remain intact in all 
“cases; and in many cases, it remains doubtful. In one place, the use thus 
‘pointed out is accepted, in the absence of contradiction; and the ques- 
‘tion is whether it continues the same, in a case of contradiction, or it is 
"set aside by some cause? Or is it that Indicative Power is wholly 
“ devoid of all authority? The doubt remains only so long as we do not 
" come across a Direct Declaration; as soon as we have got one, there 
“remains no cause for the assumption of any other Direct Declaration 
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“ (in corroboration of the Indicative Power), and so the Indicative Power 
“ (to the contrary) loses all its significance. In Indicative Power, all that 
“ is perceptible is mere capability; but this is not enough to point out 
“the use of the mantra; and that which is not clearly expressed can have 
“ no authority in the matter of Actions,—e.g. even though they have the 
* power, yet the Brahmana and the Kshattriya do not perform. the Vaicya- 
“stoma sacrifice. For these reasons, you must admit that Indicative 
* Power is not a means of pointing out the use of mantras.’ 

“ The reply given to the above is in neglect of the fact of the declara- 
“tion of the Siddhānti with regard to the non-authoritative character of 
* Indicative Power being in reference to the case of contradiction,— and 
* in fear of the declaration being one of its universal absolute non-authori- 
“tative character; and hence it is shown in what way the authoritative 
* character of Indicative Power can be established ; when a certain fact is 
“ mentioned in promimety to a certain thing in the context, the former is 
believed to be instrumental in the accomplishment of the latter ; and then 
“there arises the question as to how it helps in its fulfilment; and the 
“ answer to this question is settled by the capability of that thing. This is 
* what has been explained under the Sutras II—i—31 and I—ii—40. 

* Or, the sense of the aforesaid declaration of the Siddhantz may be 
“this: ‘In the case of contradiction, the non-authoritativeness of Indica- 
“tive Power would be easily established ;—consequently at the outset we 
"have shown the non-authoritative character of Indicative Power, in- 
“ dependently by itself. This being done, we shall make our opponent 
“ himself establish the fact of its authoritative character being based 
* upon the inference of a mpdid Direct Assertion. And this done, 
“ he would be easily vanquished by us.’ 

* And in reply to this it has been declared that there is distro 
“authoritativeness, and hence the two are equal in authority ;—and no 
‘attention has been paid to the declaration of the condition of the 
“ presence of contradiction. 

* Even granting, for the sake of argument, that there is difference in 
* the authoritativeness of Indicative Power and Direct Assertion, there 
“ ean be no setting aside of the one by the other, simply because there is no 
* contradiction between the two. For instance, the help accorded by the 
* Prayajas being, both by Direct Declaration and Indirect Implication, 
* pointed out as helping both the Primary sacrifice and its modifications, 
* —there is no coutradiction—specially as it is only desirable that, even 
‘‘ when that which is mentioned once is performed over and over again, 
“ there should be a repetition of the subsidiaries, in accordance with the 
“ Primary. 

“ Objection: ‘Inasmuch as the word Indra can apply to the 
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* Qürhapatya only indirectly, and the literal signification of the word 
* Indra applies directly to Indra, there is a contradiction of the signi- 
* fication of the word as a whole (if the word Indra is taken as signifying 
“the Garhapatya fire). 

“ Reply: Not so; because the seeming contradiction can be very 
“ easily explained away, with reference to different uses (of the mantra 
“in question). It is only if the mantra were pointed out as to be used in 
“two different ways, at one and the same time,—that there would 
“have been a contradiction, because of the impossibility and possibility 
“ of usage being in that case simultaneous, When, however, the uses are 
* different, at the time that the word ‘ Indra’ would be taken as denoting 
“the Gdrhapatya fire, its denotation could be taken as based either 
“upon the property (of fire) of being an auxiliary of the sacrifice, 
“or upon the presence (in the fire) of the glory, which is denoted by the 
“ root ‘inda’ (in the word ‘ Indra’); while at the time of the same word 
“being taken as denoting the deity Indra, it would be used in its own 
“direct signification. And certainly, there can be no contradiction in- 
* volved in this. 

* For these reasons, it must be admitted that there can be no 
“ rejection (of Indicative Power by Direct Assertion),” ` 


SIDDHANTA (B). 


Direct Declaration is stronger than Indicative Power; because 
that the mantra ( A?ndri) belongs to the Garhapatya is mentioned directly 
by the word (in ‘ Acndry@ garhapatyamupatishthaté’) ; whereas the fact of 
its belonging to Indra is only inferred from the Power (of the word 
‘Indra’ in the mantra), and is not mentioned directly by any words. 

That is to say, the fact of the mantra belonging to Indra, that has 
been held to be inferred from Power or from Context, is untouched by 
any direct functioning of the word ; and as such it can have no authority 
bearing upon such cases (as the performance of sacrifices and other 
matters of a transcendental character; vide Sūtra I—1u—1). 

The opponent thinks that the Siddhanti has declared the universal or 
absolute non-authoritativeness of Indicative Power, and thence its rejection 
is due, not to contradiction, but to its inherent non-authoritativeness; and 
with this in view he argues as follows: ‘ If what you say is correct, then even 
“in a case where there is no contradictory Direct Declaration, there can be no 
“ cognition of anything obtained from Indicative Power, and hence this latter 
“ would have no authority even in such cases of non-contradiction.” 

In reply to this, the Siddhanti proceeds to establish the authoritative- 
ness of Indicative Power in the way that it has been done by the oppon- 
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ent himself, in course of the above Parvapaksha. That is to say, this much 
is clear from the Context, that the mantra should help in the sacrifice in 
the way in which it is capable of doing so; and as a matter of fact, apart 
from the denotation of its meaning, there is no other way in which it 
could be able to help; and hence the said capability comes to point to 
the use to which the mantra is to be put. 

The opponent thinks that the Szddhànt? has admitted his own stand- 
point, and as such he could not escape from its necessary consequence, in 
the shape of an admission of the Pérvapaksha view; encouraged by this 
prospect, he retorts: “ If the Capability is based upon Direct Declaration, 
* then, in that case, it could not be rejected by another Declaration, ‘That is 
“to say, it must be admitted that if what is pointed out by Indicative 
“ Power is not supported by the authority of the words (of the Veda) 
“then it can have no authority; but if it has the authority of the words, 
“then it is equal in authority to any Direct Declaration." 

Both of these contingencies are met by the Séddhantz, by the words: 
nüpi etc. That is to say, the Direct Declaration inferred by the Indica- 
tive Power can have an existence only in case the Indicative Power is not 
contradicted by Direct Declaration already in existence; and it can never 
appear when there is such a contradiction ; consequently in a case where 
the use of a mantra is not laid down by a Direct Declaration,—all that 
may be assumed or inferred for the pointing out of its use is sealed with 
the authority of the apparent Inconsistency of something mentioned in the 
Veda, and as such, is as Vedic as anything else. On the other hand, in a 
case where the use of a mantra is distinctly laid down by a Direct 
Deeclaration,— e.g. in the case in question where the Aindri mantra is 
clearly laid down as to be used in the hymning of the Garhapatya,—the 
purpose of the mention of the mantra, as well as its result in the shape of 
the help aecorded to the performance of the Action, having beeu already 
duly cognized, the Veda cannot bear the assumption of anything else-—in 
the shape of the assertion that the Mantra should be used, in the hymning 
of Indra. It is for this reason that Indicative Power is weaker than 
Direct Declaration. 

Then again, it has already been shown above that all option is 
unwarrantable; specially as the optional existence and non-existence of 
the same thing in the same place is scarcely tenable. Thus then, in the 
ease in question, the Direct Declaration independently lays down the fact 
of the mantra being employed in the hymning of the Garhapatya; while 
the Indicative Power, by itself, lays down that of its being used in the 
hymning of Indra. And the acceptance of any one of these would mean 
the neglecting of that which is laid down by the other; and in view of 
the latter Injunction this acceptance would mean the doing of something 
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not enjoined; specially as the neglect of the latter too is nowhere laid 
down; and all this would involve the rejection-of the enjoined and the 
assumption of the non-enjoined; and both of these would be equally 
undesirable. Then again, there would be the rejection of a fact that is well 
known. ‘That is to say, it is a well-known fact that that which is enjoined 
should be carried into action, and that which is not enjoined should not 
be so carried ; and the above procedure would be directly contradictory 
to both of these. For these reasons, we cannot admit of an option. 

With a view to set aside the seeming contradiction, it has been 
suggested that both should be followed conjoiutly. But in reply to this 
we declare that there actually zs a contradiction; because Direct Declara- 
tion, in the case in question, has fulfilled all the requirements of the 
Mantra and the Context; and as for the Indicative Power, its object is 
distinctly deficient in certain elements; and it is certainly contradicted 
(by the aforesaid Direct Declaration, which does not leave any — 
in the object in question). 

That is to say, in the case in question, a is a -— Mantra and a 
single Context; and that which is mentioned once can be of one form only. 
And at the time that its use is pointed out by Direct Declaration, only two 
contingencies are possible— that the mantra and the subject-matter of the 
Context should have all their needs fully supplied, or not. If then, their 
needs are not supplied, then the use pointed out remains unaccomplished ; 
because it is not proper that that which is actually brought into use 
should have any needs unsupplied. If, on the other hand, they have their 
needs supplied, then there can be no chance for the use pointed out by 
Indicative Power; and such use depends upon the presence of certain 
otherwise unfulfilled requirements. Lastly, if we were to admit both 
simultaneously, then that would involve a self-contradiction, in that there 
would be, and at the same time not be, certain requirements unfulfilled. 

If, even in the face of all this, both Means were equally authoritative, 
then, inasmuch as there would be no difference in them, it could not he 
ascertained which one of them is foremost in supplying the requirements 
in question ; and consequently these requirements being fulfilled by both 
simultaneously, the mantra would come to be taken as serving both 
purposes. As a matter of fact, however, there is a vast difference 
in the character of the two Means of knowledge in question,—in 
that Direct Declaration is very much quicker in its operation. Conse- 
quently when once the mantra has had its use pointed out by Direct 
Declaration, there is no room for the functioning of Indicative Power, 
And thus the superior ect et Direm Declaration becomes atta 
lished. . | 

Though the sūtra has pied of the * — of tee pue - 
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the Bhàshya speaks of the “ strength of the preceding,” which is implied 
in what the sūtra has said; and by this the’ Bhashy has shown that much 
significance cannot be attached to the actual words of the sZtra. 

Of the conflict between Syntactical Connection and Indicative Power 
we have yet another example in the following: In connection with the 
Jyotishtoma, we have certain ‘ Directions,’ mentioned in the Hautra section; 
and these are enjoined as belonging to (to be addressed by) the Maitra- 
varuna, by Syntactical Connection, in the sentence ‘Tasman maitra- 
varu nah préshyati cánucüheti. But among these ‘Directions’ we meet 
with one, in the form ‘ Pragastaryaja’; and the Indicative Power of this 
sentence distinctly points to the fact of Maitràvaruna being the priest to 
whom this ‘ Direction’ is addressed. Now then, if Syntactical Connection 
had the greater authority, then, in the case of the latter ‘ Direction’ also, 
Maitravaruna wonld be the priest who would address it; and as the 
addressing of a Direction to one's own self would be impossible, the ‘ sacri- 
ficing’ (spoken of in ‘ Pragástaryaja ') would have to be done by the Hotr 
priest. Whereas if Indicative Power were possessed of the superior 
authority, then, the ‘ Direction’ in question would have to be used in 
directing the Maitravaruna priest; and.as he could not be directed by 
himself, it would have to be done by another person; and this Director is 
known in the manner shown under the Sūtra ‘Tésham yato vigeshah 
syat’: By the common Name (of *Hautra') it is, in the first 
instance, indicated that the mantra in question belonged to the Hotr 
priest; but this is set aside by Syntactical Connection; and when this 
Syntaetieal Connection is, in its turn, set aside by the said Indicative 
Power, then it is the aforesaid Name itself that reverts to its work and 
points to the Hotr priest as the person who should address the Direction 
in question; and as for the Maitrüvaruna priest, he is recognized as the 
person carrying out the Direction addressed. 

Though the sentence.‘ Tusmin maitrüvarunah, etc. occurs in the 
Brahmana (and as such is capable of the authority of Direct Declaration); 
yet, inasmuch as it merely consists of a conglomeration of words, it has 
not the character of Direct Declaration; and as such, it is set aside by 
the Indicative Power, which has its corroborative Direct Declaration in 
close proximity to it. If the Maitravaruna priest were to address the 
Direction, then, in that case, the word ‘Pragastahk’ (in ‘ Pragastaryaja’) 
would be wholly meaningless with regard to the Hotr priest. 

Objection: “ In case the Maitrávaruna priest were the person direc- 
* ted, the words ‘ Hota yakshat etc.’ would become devoid of any meaning. 
“ Nor can it be held that these words would have their secondary signifi- 
‘cations. Because such could be the case with the word ‘ PracüstoA' also, 
“ Aud further, in fact, it would be far more reasonable to take this latter 
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“word in its secondary signification, on account of the fact of its being 
“ the last to come, and as such most susceptible of the effects of contradic- 
“tion, (by the word * hotr’ that has gone before it). This could not be 
“said of the word * Hotr,’ which is the first to be uttered, and as such, 
* pot susceptible to the contradiction (of the word ‘ pragastah’ which has 
* nob yet appeared on the scene). Consequently the instance that you 
* have cited is one of conflict between two Indicative Powers, and not 
“ between Syntactical Connection and Indicative Power." 

To the above we make the following reply: It is necessary to take 
one of the two words in question in its secondary signification ; because of 
the one being contradictory to the other. But the application of the word 
‘ Pragüstah' to the Hotr priest would be absolutely without foundation ; 
while that of the word ‘ Hotr' to the Maztràvaruna priest would be based 
upon the fact of this latter priest performing the duties of the Hotr 
priest; specially as all words expressive of the principal priest (the 


‘Hotr’ fi.) are often found to be applied to his subordinates (the 
Maitrüvaruna, fi); while the reverse is never found to be the case. 


Consequently on account of the words of the mantra (* Pragastaryaja’) 
having the Power of indicating the Maitrüvaruna priest, it would be 
addressed in directing him. Nor does the sentence (‘ Tasman moitrü- 
varunah, eic.) become wholly meaningless; as it would have its use in 
regard to the other * Directions’ ; and hence this sentence would certainly be 
rejected in reference to the one ‘ Direction’ in question (* Pragàstaryaja" 

Against the example ‘ Syonanté sadanam krnom?' the following objec- 
tion is urged: “ Inasmuch as the two sentences (‘syonanté...... kalpayami’ 
“and ‘tasmin sida’) have been shown, before, to be distinct, the two 
“together could not be pointed out by Syntactical Connection as to be 
“ used conjointly. That is to say, even though the two conjointly fulfil 
‘“ one condition of being syntactically connected (i,e. forming a single 
“ sentence) - namely, that when separated, each of them remains wanting 
“in an integral factor, —yet, on account of each of them serving a distinct 
“ purpose (and thus not fulfilling the first condition of Syntactical 
^ Counection—viz: arthaikatva, singleness of purpose), they are two 
“ distinct sentences, as has been shown before; consequently, there can be 
“ no question as to the two conjointly, as a whole, being used in connection 

“either with the abhigh@rana of sadana, or with the Deposit of the 
“ Cake, either singly or conjointly.” 

To the above, some people make the following reply: The disease 
is not with regard to the complete sentence as one competed whole, but 
with regard to each of its parts. ; | 

Or, it may be said in reply that two — are — ~ takin as 
forming a single sentence, only when each of them is found to be wanting 
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in some integral factor. And it has been already shown, on account of 
the well-established fact of Indicative Power being stronger (than Syntac- 
tical Connection), that the two sentences in question are wholly distinct. 

That is to say, it was the fact of the sentence ‘tasmin sida’ 
beirg wanting in an integral factor, that was made the basis of the 
declaration of the two as forming a single sentence ; and certainly this is 
the principal basis (of connecting two sentences syntactically); as on 
that ground, we can assume, whenever we like, the relationship of the 
Qualification and the Qualified; and thereby assuming the two to have a 
single purpose, they can be taken as syntactically connected. For 
instance, in the case in question, taking the former part with the latter, 
we have them conjointly denoting—‘The comfortable seat that I am 
preparing for thee by means of the flowing of butter,—on the seat pre- 
pared by this process thou shouldst sit down, —thus the two together 
having the single purpose of depositing the cake by a certain process; or 
they may mean—‘I am performing the preparation of the seat by means 
of the butter-flow, for the purpose of your sitting'—the two together, 
in this case, having the single purpose of indicating the preparing of the 
seat with a particular result; in this way, the two together could be taken 
as syntactically connected, and forming a single sentence. 

The aforesaid declaration, —that, on account of the difference in 
their purpose, they are distinct sentences,—was based upon the fact of 
the Indicative Power (of the two sentences) being more authoritative 
(than Syntactical Connection),—a fact that has been established on the 
present occasion. In case Indicative Power is the stronger of the two, we 
reject the possibility of the two forming a single sentence on the chance 
of the one qualifiying the other; and we accept each of them to be self- 
sufficient, as shown by Indicative Power; and thus giving up all idea of 
the one serving as the qualification of the other, we find that each of 
them has a distinct purpose of its own; and as such they cannot be 
taken as distinct sentences. Thus then, the present discussion refers to 
the fact of the two sentences being endowed with syntactical character, 
through their applications, and also to the strength or weakness of 
Indicative Power (as compared to Syntactical Connection). Then again, 
the sentence having attained to its position, through our cognition of it 
as such,—there follows the consideration of the presence or absence of 
cognitions to the contrary. 

On the question thus stated, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA (C). 


* Both (Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection) are equally 
“authoritative. In that case, the action would be performed in such a 
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* way that at one time the two mantras would be used separately, while 
“at times the two would be used conjointly in connection with any one 


* of the two actions, and lastly, at times, with both of them. 

* Question: * How could the sense of the scripture be so very un- 
' certain ?' 

* Answer: When such an uncertainty happens to be distinctly point- 
* ed out by a correct means of knowledge, what harm does it do us to 
* admit such an uncertainty? And there can be no doubt that the 
‘existence of such uncertainty is quite admissible in view of the equally 
* authoritative character of Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection, 

* When however, like Direct Declaration, Syntactical Connection is 
“ cognized as setting aside Indicative Power, on the ground of its being a 
“ distinct means of knowledge,—then in that case, the two sentences are 
“ always used conjointly.”’ 


SIDDHANTA (C). 


As a matter of fact, we find that the mantra beginning from ‘ syonam ' 
and ending with 'kalpayami, is, by its inherent capability, quite capable 
of being used, with all its requirements fulfilled, with reference to its own 
independent purpose; and the appearance of its being deficient in some 
points is due to the other sentence (* tasmin sida’); (and not to anything 
in the sentence itself). 

The whole mantra, from the very beginning, is on the look-out for 
some use to which it should be put. And as a matter of fact, we find that 
the mantra ending with ‘kalpayami’ does not stand in need of anything 
outside itself; consequently we conclude that that mantra ends then and 
there; and finding its purpose duly served by that, we conclude that it is 
to be used in connection with the Pouring of Butter over the bedding; and 
hence it can, in no way, be extended so far as the action of the Depositing 
of the Cake. Nor do we find any inconsistency or uselessness in the latter 
mantra (‘tasmin sida’), without the companionship of the former (mantra 
ending with ‘kalpayamz’),—to avoid which inconsistency, the two should 
have been taken together, because that mantra also has its use in 
connection with the Depositing of the Cake. Though the word ‘tat’ (in 
‘tasmin’) stands in need of a certain antecedent, yet it could be taken as 
referring to the previously-established meaning of the preceding sentence; 
and there would be no incongruity in such a distinct use of the 
pronoun ‘tat? For. instance, we have the sentence "'íapté payasé 
dadhyānayati, which ends with the laying down of the preparation of the 
substance, and then, we have the sentence ‘sā vazgvadevyümzkshü, which 
is taken distinctly by itself, as laying down, independently by itself, the 

relationship of that substance with the deity (Vigvédéva). 
Thus then, we find that the separate use of the two mantras has 
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its corroborative Direct Declaration not very far from it; and conse- 
quently there can be no overlapping of the operatious of the one by those 
of the other. 

Says the Bhashya—Thus then we find that the mantra ‘tasmin sida’ 
has no capubility of being connected with the preparing of the Bedding. 
Though this has been already said before. yet it is repeated over and 
over again, with a view to strengthen the conviction. And we can 
explain the repetition as serving the purpose of recapitulating the proper- 
ties of the sentence in question, after the imposition of other foreign 
properties has been set aside. The first time that the declaration in 
question was made was with reference to the existence and non-existence 
of authoritative means of cognition; the second time it was with refer- 
ence to its capability and incapability ; and the last time it is with reference 
to its serving and not serving visible purposes. 

For these reasons, then, it must be admitted that Indicative Power is 
more authoritative than Syntactical Connection. 


Question: “In the phrase ‘conflict between Syntactical Connection 
“and Context, what do you mean by ‘ Context’? So far you have made 
“use of the term ‘Context’ as a well-known entity; though what it 
“is has not yet been explained. Consequently it is necessary for you to 
“explain what it is; specially as it is only when its form and character 
“are known that we could learn cand it is strong or weak in its 

“authority. | 

“In reality, however, m seems to be no difference between Coutext 
“and Syntactical Connection or Order, Firstly, it is only the proximity 
«of certain words that stand in need of one another, that is called 
* * Syntactical Connection’ ; and this same proximity is found in Context 
“also. Nor is there any authorized limit to the number of words in a Syn- 
“ tactical Connection ; as all that constitutes Syntactical Connection is the 
* fact of the words, when separated from one another, being wanting in 
** certain elements, coupled with the fact of their combining towards the 
“ fulfilment of a single purpose. Consequently that which contains a few 
“words so constituted is Syntactical Connection; while that which 
“contains a large number of words thus related is Context,—all the 
“smaller sentences in the Context being pervaded over by intermediate 
* purposes, and thereby capable of forming a large combination with the 
“ chief purpose of the main Context. This is what will be spoken of later 
* on, in the Bhashya, in the sentence—‘ vakyam hi ékam Darca- Pirnamasa- 
“bhyam sahadharmanam.’ Secondly, Order is said to consist of proximity ; 
“and this proximity is a necessary factor in Context also ; consequently 
“ Context ia the same as Order." 
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The Bháshya replies to the above by showing—(1) the true form ; (IT) 
the signification of the component parts (of the word ‘ Context’); and 
(III) the synonyms (of the word). 

(I) To explain the real form of Context—Oontext is the (a) declaration 
of (b) what is to be accomplished, this latter standing in need of (c) 
the Process (of accomplishment).  (Kartavyasyetikar anyone — 
vacanam prakaranam ). h 

(b) By ‘kartavya’ (what is to be accomplished) is meant eiti the 
resultant Apūrva, or the Bhāva (or Bhavānā) which is signified by the 
affix, as having the character of that which is to be enjoined and to be 
performed. 

Objection: ** Inasmuch as the desirable results, Heaven and the like, 
“are included in the Resultant factor, it must be these results that are 
“called * Kartavya. " 

Reply: Not so; because, inasmuch as such results appear at a 
different time altogether, they do not form an integral part of the 
Performance; and hence it is the Apürva that leads to the subsequent 
accomplishment of those results, that should be regarded as the * Kartavya.’ 
Consequently the results could be accomplished only after the Apürva 
had been brought about; this fact of the Apérva being the motive of the 
action will be explained later on, under the sūtra, ‘ yajsiakarma pradhanam 
taddhi codanabhitam’ (IX—1—1) ; while the possibility of the Result and 
the Deity being the motive will be brought forward in the sūtra * Phala- 
dévatuyogca’ (IX—i—4-5), simply to be immediately refuted. 

(c) By *àkaükshà' is meant the longing or need for the means of 
help—as to how the result is to be brought about. [The word ‘ akanksha’ 
—ü + kainksh + ghar]. Or the word ‘itikartavyatakanksha’ may be 
explained as that which needs the Procedure, i.e. the Bhavana or the 
Apürva ; and the ‘vacana’ is of such a Bhavana or Apürva—the two words 
with the genitive ending being taken as co-extensive. 

(a) By ‘vacana’—Declaration—is meant the bringing about of a 
conviction by means of words. 

Thus then, the upshot of the whole definition comes to be this: Even 
though the Need may be existent, in the nature of things, yet that alone 
does not constitute the * Context"; but it is only when it is duly cognized 
that it comes to be so called ; and that too only when it is cognized as 
subservient to that which is to be accomplished, and not independently by 
itself. Therefore it is the Need, when clearly expressed, that constitutes 
‘Context’; or the Bhavana alia with the Need m" be taken as consti- 
tuting it. - 

(II) What has just been said is again reiterated = the "E 
by explaining the significations of the component parts of the word 
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(*Prakarana"). The word ‘pra’ means beginning, and ‘ karana’ means 
action; hence * Prakarana’ means Prakriya, the beginning of action. The 
Bhashya next explains the particular action the beginning of which is 
meant: Of the action of Declaration—i.e. of the action of direct denotation. 
That is to say, it is the beginning of the action of expressing the Bhavana— 
which means the beginning of the operation of the sentence laying down 
the performance of the action. The factors of the Result and the 
Instrumental are always expressed by two words; while the denotation of 
the Procedure can be done only by means of several sentences. Conse- 
quently, by looking into all things, we conclude that it is the Procedure 
that constitutes the ‘Context’—by which is meant the beginning of the 
actions of Denotation and Injunction. 

Though the word ‘karana’ is expressive of mere action, yet; when 
used in connection with a scripture, it is used to denote the action of 
denotation. 

(III) The Bhashya next speaks of the synonyms of ‘Context’: It 
18 the ‘ Beginning of the Injunction’ (‘Vidhyddih’). As both the words 
“beginning” and “end” are relative terms, the Bhashya proceeds to 
show with respect to what it is the ‘ beginning ’:—It is with reference to 
the end of the Injunction. By ‘the end of Injunction’ here is meant the 
cognition of the Procedure in the shape of the method of action. The 
Injunction, which has, in its middle, the perception of the various 
subsidiaries, their uses and results, has for its beginning the Procedure ; 
and hence the Teachers speak of it as ‘ Vidhya@di’ (Beginning of Injunc- 
tion). 

In this Context, we have recourse to connecting, over again, for the 
sake of another purpose, sentences that have had their purpose served by 
means of the words contained in them; and this is what distinguishes 
it from Syntactical Connection. As Syntactical Connection does not 
operate, for the slightest purpose, in disjoined parts, the purpose 
is served only by connecting them together in a definite relationship. 

As for the difference of Context from Order, we shall explain it 
presently. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that Context is a distinct 
means of knowledge. 

Question: “What is the example of this? Whatever example you 
“ will bring forward, I shall show it to fall under Syntactical Connection." 

The Scddhanti cites the case of the Suktavaka,—being fully conscious 
of the fact that the Brahmana and the Mantra, serving the distinct func- 
tions of enjoining and recalling (something connected with the perform- 
ance) respectively, can never be syntactically connected. 

In regard to this Suktavaka, there arises this question: The 

152 
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Indicative Power having extracted the words expressive of the Deities 
(from the sentences dealing with the Darga, and connected it with the 
Pürnamasa), should the accessories also of these be extracted along with 
them ? Or should the former words be used without these latter? 
In reply to this, the Context shows that all the accessories should be 
used in connection with both (the Darca and the Pürnamüsa). As for 
Indieative Power, that is common to both ; because the Singular and the 
Dual numbers (met with in the Siktavaka) are present in both. 

Objection: “The words expressive of the Deities (of the Parnamasa) 
* being fully taken up with their own accessories, there can be no room 
* for any other accessories." 

Reply: True; but that does not remove the contradiction between 
Syntactical Connection and Context. Firstly, because by Context it 
would seem that we could make use of the accessories even without the 
Deity ; while Syntactical Connection points to the use of only such as 
have not been deprived of the Deity; and inasmuch as the latter is 
possessed of the superior authority, it is the latter alternative that is 
accepted in actual usage. Secondly, Context shows that it should be used 
several times; while Syntactical Connection shows that it is to be used 
only once, in accordance with the word expressive of the Deity ; and this 
constitutes a contradiction (between Context and Syntactical Connection). 
Thirdly, Syntactical Connection is the stronger of the five because its 
connections are fully established. While in the case of Context we 
employ the accessory in accordance with its declaration in the scriptures, 
after we have inferred the connection between the subject-matter of the 
Context and the mention of the Procedure—in the form that * one should 
perform the sacrifice in such and such a way’; and then again, there is 
the assumption of a further relationship (of the Pürnamüsa) with such 
words expressive of the Deities as have not their accessories fully defined. 
This constitutes a remoteness, in the case of Context, from the real 
objective in view ; and hence the Context is set aside by the aforesaid 
Syntactical Connection. 

Thus then it must be admitted either that the extraction of the 
accessories of words expressive of Deities is always necessary, and not 
optional, or that they should not be used at all. 


Question: “ What is the example of conflict between Order and Con- 
“text? The sense of the question is that, there being no possibility 
"of an example of the conflict of that Order which consists of the 
“ respective relationship between two sets of things,— while that, which 
“is mentioned either before or after a certain thing, being subject to the 
* authority of the Sub-Context consisting of Proximity,— we are perfectly 
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" sure of there being no example; and hence we do not put forward our 
“ ignorance or doubt (with regard to the example in question )." 

In reply to this, the Bhāshya puts forward an example, with a view 
to the fact that we can easily refute the fact of the case cited being 
amenable to the authority of a Sub-Context. The example is this: In the 
Context of the Rājasūya, we find laid down, that ‘ after the Abhishécaniya, 
one should recite the Caunahgepha, ‘he conquers the Kshattriya,’ ‘he 
gambles with the Prashthauhi (excellent cow), * he is bathed,’ and so forth. 
There is no doubt, or difference of opinion, as to all these actions being sub- 
sidiaries (to another action) ; consequently all that we have got to consider, 
in connection with these, is the exact relationship of these subsidiaries to 
a particular Primary action ; the question being—(1) Do these accessories 
belong to the complete Rajasiya, or to the Abhishécaniya sacrifice only ? 
(2) Is there an option in this matter ?—the third alternative, that of the 
accessories belonging to both conjointly, not being possible in this case 
(as the Abhishécaniya also is an accessory of the Rājasūya). And these 
questions can be answered only by ascertaining which of the two, Context 
as Order, is possessed of the superior authority. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as the Abhishécaniya is pointed out by the 
Sub-Context, it would certainly set aside the larger Context of the 
Rajasiiya.”’ 

Reply: This does not affect the case in question; because we could 
have a sub-context (of the Abhishécaniya) only if the actions in question 
were mentioned before all the requirements of the Abhishécaniya had been 
supplied. As it is however, that has had all its needs supplied, prior to 
the mention of the Gambling, etc., by means of the details mentioned in 
connection with the Primary sacrifice. And even though all these actions 
are mentioned in close proximity to the Abhishécaniya, yet this sacrifice 
steps over them and looks to the Primary sacrifice for the supplying of 
its needs; because the usefulness of these actions in question has not 
yet been established. And when the Primary sacrifice has supplied 
that sacrifice with proper aids, the Context of that sacrifice ceases 
then and there; and it could be raked up again only if, without it, 
the actions mentioned in close proximity with it were useless. But 
that would make it tantamount to Order. And as a matter of fact 
while the Abhishécaniya, which has had all its needs supplied, rakes up a 
further need,—the directly perceptible Procedure of the Rajasuya 
establishes the use to which the actions are to be put; specially as the 
Procedure of the Ràjasuya, extending from the Pavitra down to the 
Holding of the kshattra, can very well take in the Gambling, etc. Conse- 
quently, in the case in question, there can be no Sub-Context of the 
Abhishécaniya. 
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In the case of that modificatory sacrifice in which, after certain 
accessories of the original Primary sacrifice have been mentioned, there 
are certain accessories of the modificatory sacrifice mentioned either 
before or after the former,—in such cases, inasmuch as these latter 
accessories are mentioned in the midst of those that are included in the 
Procedure of that sacrifice, we recognize the fact of their having been 
mentioned in the Context of that sacrifice. There is no such thing, 
however, in the case in question; consequently we must accept it to be 
a case of the operation of Order. 

Says the Bhüshya: Sannidhavamndaténa paripurnénüpi avakalpeta ēka- 
vakyatvam—this with reference to the completing of the meaning of the 
sentence (the sense being that the assumption of Syntactical Connection is 
much easier in the case of Context than in that of Order). 

Again, says the Bhashya: Anékasyamnayamanasya sannidhivigésham- 
nünamütram hi kramah. (Order consists only of the declaration of the 
proximity of the several things that are spoken of.) The sense of this is 
that iu the case of Order, the proximity of something is a necessavy 
concomitant. ‘That is to say, that which is spoken of as serving the 
purpose of many things, cannot possibly be in close proximity with all 
the principals concerned ; aud hence it is only necessary for it to be in 
close proximity with any one of these. There is no need of any such 
necessary concomitant in the case of Context. Consequently whenever 
Context and Order both start on a common errand, the Context is quicker 
in getting at its corroborative Direct Declaration ; and as such it is the 
stronger of the two. 

Question: “ What is the example of conflict between Order and 
Name?” This question emanates from one labouring under the mis- 
conception that, “inasmuch as the Name applies to its object in its literal 
signification, it is as operative in its indication of the relationship as 
Direct Declaration itself; and as such it is very much stronger than 
Order.” | 

Answer: We find that the name ‘ Paurodágika ' applies to the whole 
section of the Darga-Pürnamüsa. And there we find the mantra * gundha- 
dhvam, mentioned in the Position (or Order) of the purification of the 
Sannayya-vessel. The Context and Indicative Power indicate that the 
mantra is to be used in the purification of the vessels connected with the 
Darga-pürnamüsa in general; and then there arises the question as to the 
particular vessel that is to be purified, the question being—‘ Is the 
mantra to be employed in the purification of the Purodac¢a-vessel, as 
indicated by the Name ‘ Paurodacika,’ or, in that of the Sannayya-vessel 
as indicated by Order ? ’ 

And on this question, the Parvapaksha is that-—‘‘ Inasmuch as 
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"the Order has been often found to be set aside, and as it does not 
“express any relationship,—it must be taken to be rejected by the Name, 
* which has never been found to have been set aside, and which indicates 
“a distinct relationship.” 

In reply to this, we have the following Siddhānta: It is the Name 
that is set aside, on account of its being further removed from its 
objective. That is to say, in Order we find a common element, in the 
shape of position, which belongs wholly to the Veda,—while in the case 
of Name, the common element has got to be assumed, and hence is 
remoter. 

Question: “ What do you mean by the ‘ remoteness’ from the objective ? 
“That is to say, no such is possible in the case of Name, which denotes 
“ that factor of the relationship which has the idea of that relationship 
“ included within itself.” 

Answer: The Syntactical Oonnection with something having been 
cognized by means of Context, that which happens to be mentioned in prowi- 
mity to it leads to the assumption of a requirement and to that of Syntactical 
Connection,—a case wherein we have the use pointed out by Order, not 
contradictory to Context, but contrary only to the Name. 

Objection: ‘* How is it that in the case you speak of, the Context 
“is not contradicted,—when we find this latter pointing to the fact of the 
“ mantra pertaining to all the vessels, and yet, on the strength of Order, 
“we take it as pertaining only to the Sünnüyya vessel ? ” 

Reply: This does not affect the situation ; because if the use pointed 
out by Order, and accepted by us, pertained to something not included in 
the Context, then alone could there have been a contradiction of this 
latter. As a matter of fact, however, we find that all that the Context 
indicates is that the mantra pertains to the cleaning of any one of the 
vessels used at the Darça-pūrnamñsa sacrifice ; and hence when we come to 
consider the question as to which particular vessel it pertains to, we find 
the Order alone operating (towards the pointing out of the Sannayya 
vessel) ; and this involves no contradiction of the previously-operating 
Context. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as the Context indicates the fact of the mantra 
"applying to all the vessels, the disjoining of the mantra from a single 
“one of them would certainly involve a contradiction of the Context (to 
"say nothing of the case when you disjoin it from all of them with the 
“single exception of the Sànnayyà vessel)." 

Reply: Asa matter of fact, the Context does not necessarily indicate 
the fact of the mantra applying to all the vessels; because the mantra 
has its requirements fulfilled by being related to a single one of the 
vessels ; and as for the other vessels spoken of in the Context, they could 
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have their purposes equally served by other mantras. In the case in 
question, what is accomplished, prior to the operation of the Order, is the 
Direct Declaration, laying down the use of the mantra, in general terms. 
And while a distinct Direct Declaration would be assumed with regard to 
each of the vessels, the aforesaid Order also will have assumed its own 
corroborative Direct Declaration; and this would swallow up the Direct 
Declaration indicated by the Context, 

On the other hand, the Name operating in a way reverse to the Order, 
is contradicted by it; and being remote from its objective is weaker in 
authority, Then again, as a matter of fact all relationship is brought 
about by a certain intermediate commonality ; and between the mantra 
in question and the Purodāça, we do not find any such commonality, 
shown by the Veda; as there is that of position between the mantra and 
the Sdnnayya. 

The Name is a word of ordinary parlance. Though this view has been 
set aside in the Adhikarana on the Bhakshanuvaka, yet it is brought forth 
here only with a view to show that the Name is very much removed from 
the relationship declared by the Veda. 

The opponent believes the above to be an utter annihilation of the 
Name from its very root,—exactly like the refutation of Indicative 
Power; and declares thus: “ Ift be so, then, [in such cases as the one 
* under consideration, we might accept the use as shown by Order; but the 
* Order cannot be believed to be stronger (than Name), on the ground of the 
“ fact of the Name being very remote from its objective; as what we are 
“ comparing are two authoritative means of knowledge; while in the way 
“ shown above, Name entirely ceases to be such a means, etc., etc. |.” 

The Siddhanti brings forth the same reply that had been given 
previously, in connection with the Bhakshannvaka: Not so, etc. That is 
to say, if the relationship of the Accessory and the Primary were based 
upon the cognitions of man, then alone could Name cease to be an autho- 
ritative means of knowledge; as a matter of fact, we hold that relation- 
ship to be wholly Vedic. 

The sense of this is that it is the Name ‘ Pawrodagika’ which, not 
being found in the mantra or in the Brahmana, is not Vedic; but this 
cannot be said of the relationship, under consideration, of the Accessory 
and the Primary; this relationship is quite authoritative; because even 
though the word (‘ Paurodagika’) is not Vedic, yet the relationship that 
it denotes is eternal, and it has for its basis an actual Smrti-teæt. Then 
again, that the word ‘ Paurodagika’ denotes the relationship is not some- 
thing transcending the senses ; as it is as directly perceptible, as the tree f.i., 
to persons making use of the word ; and it is quite possible that each man 
might be using the word, after having heard it used by some other person. 
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This is what is shown by the Bhàshya in the sentence—man is a com- 
petent authority on such points, as that ‘ the mantra is mentioned in the position 
or order of the sannüyya, ‘it occurs in such and such a Contest,’ ‘ there is 
such and such a Syntactical Connection,’ ‘ this word is Vedic? and so forth. 
That is to say, as a matter of fact, we find that, in all cases the action of 
one man depends upon what he has seen in other men ; and then we do 
not find the Veda making any such declarations as that, ‘this subject is 
mentioned in the same place with that subject,’ ‘this occurs in such a 
Context, ‘these words are near one another’ or ‘that they are related 
to one another,’ etc. Itisonly when men are repeating the Veda, that we 
come to notice these things. Those men again must have noticed them 
while some other man had been repeating them ; and so on and on, such 
noticing would be eternal; and, not being like the case of the blind fol- 
lowing the blind, it would be authoritative also. Otherwise, from the 
view of the Veda alone, the Context or the Non-Context would be both 
equally devoid of authority. Then, inasmuch as the above facts are 
noticed by many men, there can be no suspicion of their being faulty on 
account of certain discrepancies in the perceptive faculty of any one man. 

Thus then, it is clear that due authority attaches to the Name, as a 
means of knowledge; but though it is so in certain places, yet it is set 
aside whenever it is found to be more removed from its objective (than 
some other means of knowledge). And this setting aside of it we have 
explained above in the course of the explanation of the sūtra. 

Thus then, among Direct Declaration and the rest, as put forth in 
the Bhüshya, Direct Declaration always sets aside others, while Name is 
always set aside by others, and the others set aside by, and are set aside 
by others. 


a m ——. 


The Bhashya next proceeds to show, through an objection, the form 
of that which is set aside. 

Question: ‘In a case of conflict between any two of these, when it 
“is said that one is set aside by the other,—e.g. the Indicative Power by 
“ Direct Declaration, Syntactical Connection by Indicative Power, etc., 
“ etc.—that which is set aside, is it one that has been duly accomplished, 
“or not? If it has not been accomplished, then, there is no ‘collision ' 
“or ‘conflict’; and then, what would be there that could be set aside? 
“Tf, for the sake of the ‘collision,’ it be held that what is set aside is 
“that which is accomplished,—then, inasmuch as the objective of both 
“will have been equally accomplished, they would be equally authori- 
“tative; and as such there could be no validity in the Rejection under 
“ consideration." 


The reply to this, as given by the Bhashya, is as follows: That 


1216 . PANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. ITI—PADA III—ADHI. (7). 


which is pointed out being found to be amenable to the Means rejecting 
(as well as to that rejected), on account of the cause (of giving rise to 
cognitions) being common to both,—the cognition brought about by the 
latter is declared to be ‘false,’ by the rejecting means which is possessed - 
of greater authority. That is to say, we find that the cognitions of the 
mirage, etc. though appearing in a fully accomplished form, are rejected 
by being subsequently shown to be false; and being disjoined from such 
results, as acceptance, rejection and the like, they come to be known as 
“rejected " or “set aside.” In the same manner, the cognition produced 
by the Indicative Power, though appearing. in an accomplished form, is 
separated, by the contrary cognition produced by Direct Declaration, from 
the result in the shape of performance, and is set aside. 

But this explanation is scarcely tenable. Because, in the first place, 
inasmuch as the way in which one sets aside the other has been already 
shown above, the question itself is not possible (to the point); and 
secondly, when, as a matter of fact, it has been actually found that what 
is set aside is not fully accomplished,—the answer, that the setting aside 
is of that which has been accomplished, is scarcely the proper one. 

That is to say, a question can be rightly put only with regard to that 
which has not been already explained. As for the Indicative Power, ete. 
it has already been explained that they are set aside, by reason of their 
not bringing about the assumption of the corroborative Direct Declaration 
on account of their remoteness from their objective; consequently no 
question can be rightly put as to the way in which these are set aside. 
If, however, such a question be put (however unreasonably), then, the 
answer that is given should not be one that is incompatible with the 
Siddhanta view in general. And in the case in question we find that, 
inasmuch as Indicative Power, etc. have been shown to be set aside on 
account of their not succeeding in bringing about the assumption of the 
corroborative Direct Declarations (and thus not attaining their fully- 
equipped forms),—the setiing aside is clearly of something that has not 
been accomplished. And this conclusion, once arrived at, would be set 
aside, without reason, by propounding, in answer to the above question, 
that Indicative Power, etc. are set aside in their accomplished forms. 

It has been declared that the matter in question is amenable to both, 
because of the existence of the common cause. But as a matter of fact, 
Indicative Power and the rest do not, by themselves, possess the direct 
capability of bringing about a correct cognition; nor is this capability 
possible when there does not exist a Direct Declaration giving rise to that 
cognition; consequently, it is only through the assumption of the corrobo- 
rative Direct Declaration, that Indicative Power, etc. can be said to be 
fully accomplished and operative (towards the bringing about of the 
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correct cognition); consequently when the inferred Direct Declaration has 
been brought about, there can be no difference between such a Direct 
Declaration and one that is directly perceptible; and hence both (Indica- 
tive Power and Direct Declaration) would come to be equally authori- 
tative. r i 

Or again, if the rejection of Indicative Power, etc. be meant to be in | 
the form of declaring the falsity of the cognitions brought about by them, 
—as this could be possible only when there would be a contradiction,—the 
process of rejection would be quite the reverse of what has actually been 
shown to be the case. For instance, as a matter of fact, the previous 
cognition (due to Direct Declaration f.i.) is brought about without having 
set aside the subsequent one (due to Indicative Power, etc.) for the 
simple reason that this latter has not yet appeared; while the latter 
cognition is never fully brought about without setting aside the former 
cognition to the contrary. 

That is to say, Direct Declaration being quicker in its operation, is 
the foremost to function towards the bringing about of a cognition; and 
it is after this that Indicative Power and the rest begin to operate. 
Consequently, if, for the sake of establishing the fact of the Rejection in 
question being that of something fully accomplished,—the Indicative 
Power, though operating subsequently, were to lead to the inference of 
the corroborative Direct Declaration,—then, inasmuch as this latter 
Declaration could not obtain a footing, without having set aside the 
previous contrary Direct Declaration bearing upon the same subject, the 
inferred Declaration would, in the very act of appearing, reject the 
cognition brought about by the previous Declaration as being false,—just 
like the cognition of the mirage and the like. 

For these reasons, the portion of the Bhashya under consideration 
cannot be explained, in a way compatible with what has been previously 
established, with regard to Direct Declaration and the rest. 


Even though the passages under consideration, appearing in the 
Bhashya at the conclusion of the Adhikarana, would appear to be referring 
to the subject-matter of the Adhikarana,—yet we proceed to explain them 
by taking them apart from the place in which they are actually found, as 
is indieated by their inherent capability; just as is the case with the 
mantras to be addressed to Püshan (which are used in a place other than 
that in which they are mentioned in the Veda). 

Inasmuch as the way in which one Means of knowledge sets aside the 
other has already been explained above, the sentence ‘atha yattatra ete.’ 
cannot possibly refer to the Rejection by Direct Declaration, etc. In fact 
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the matter of Rejection must have brought to the mind of the Author all 
the different kinds of Rejection that are met with in the course of a 
treatment of the scriptures. And the idea present in the mind of the . 
questioner, putting the question as formulated in the Bhashya, is that the 
character of these Rejections is not exactly similar to that which we have 
been dealing with in connection with Direct Declaration, etc. ; and yet it 
is necessary that the method of all Rejections should be alike; and hence 
the question comes to be this :—Is the method of those Rejections like that 
which has been shown to belong to the Rejections in connection with 
Direct Declaration, or the methods of these latter are like that of those 
others? Then, inasmuch as the method of the Rejections in connection 
with Direct Declaration, etc. has just been explained, there would be no 
use in bringing forward a question with regard to them; consequently 
the question ‘atha yattatra tatra, etc? must be taken as referring to the 
Rejections other than those pertaining to Direct Declaration, etc. 

As examples of such other Rejections, we have the following:—(1) 
That of Inference by Sense-perception; (2) that of the cognition of the 
mirage, and such other cognitions as are given rise to by mere semblances 
of the six means of knowledge, by those brought about by the real 
means of knowledge; (3) that of the Smrti by the Cruti; (4) that 
of the Smrtis emanating from untrustworthy and disreputable sources, by 
those proceeding from trustworthy and otherwise good sources; (5) that 
of the Smrti serving a visible purpose by that which serves a transcen- 
dental purpose; (6) that of the Smriz originating from Indicative Power 
or Valedictory Passages by that based directly on the Cruti; (7) that of 
usage by the Smrti; (8) that of one usage by another of more learned 
people; (9) that of the Doubtful by the Certain; (10) that of the weak 
by the strong ; (11) that of what occurs in the Conclusion by what occurs 
in the beginning ; (12) that of that which serves an absolutely transcen- 
dental purpose by that which serves a transcendental purpose by mere 
restriction ; (13) that of the remote auxiliary by one that is more closely 
related; (14) that of the Injuncton of several things by the Injunction of 
one thing; (15) that of that which is expressed by many words by that 
which is expressed by one word; (16) that of that which involves the 
rejection of many things by that which involves that of fewer things; (17) 
that of what is laid down in another Veda by that which is enjoined in 
the same Veda; (18) that what is enjoined in a different Rescensional 
text by that laid down in the same Text; (19) that of the necessary by 
the occasional; (20) that of the necessary and occasional actions meant 
to serve a purpose useful to the sacrifice, by those meant to serve the 
desirable end of man ; (21) that of that which is mentioned apart by itself, 
by that which occurs in the same context; (22) that of the preceding 
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by the following, when the two are contradictory; (23) that of that which 
pertains to the Original sacrifice by that which pertains to the modifica- 
tion (in the performance of the latter); (24) that of that which is based 
upon a supposed sentence recapitulating the Actions with its accessories, 
by that which is based upon the Injunctive sentence; (25) that of the 
useless by the useful; (26) that of the Brahmana-order by the Mantra- 
order; (27) that of that which is based upon the Deity by that which is 
based upon the Substance; (28) that of that which is mentioned 
subsequently by that which has been previously mentioned; (29) that of 
the small by the great; (30) that of the secondary by the primary; 
(31) that of that which is laid down in general terms by that which 
is specifically enjoined; (32) that of that which has other uses by that 
which is otherwise useless; (33) that of the Subsidiary by the Primary ; 
and (34) that of the properties of the Subsidiary by those of the Primary. 

And with regard to these, there arises the following question: ‘ In 
“all these cases, is the rejection of something that has been accomplished, 
“or is it that of the unaccomplished, as in the case of Direct Declaration, 
"etc.? If, as in the case of these latter, so the case of the rejection of 
“the implied by the enjoined were one of something not accomplished, 
“then in this latter case, it would be necessary to admit the total absence 
“ of the scriptural text laying down the application in question; just as in 
“ the case of the Indicative Power, etc. we admit the non-existence of any 
“Direct Declaration bearing upon the point. In that case, inasmuch as 
“the text laying down the use could be one only, it would be necessary 
“to admit its non-existence in other cases also, exactly as in the case 
“of contradiction; and thereby the rejection of that which is implied 
*" would be universal. If, on the other hand, we were to admit its 
* existence, in the case of non-contradiction, then its existence would have 
“ to be admitted in other cases also; and in that case it would be equal in 
"authority to that which is directly enjoined (which would be an 
“ absurdity). 

“ And further, inasmuch as the generic texts could’ not obtain a 
“ footing, unless they set aside the specific scriptural texts, if we were to 
“admit the authority of such texts, the process of rejection would be 
“reversed (i.e. the generic would set aside the specific). Specially the 
* same text cannot reasonably be accepted as existing, with reference to 
“one thing, and non-existing with reference to another. Consequently, 
* in the case of such generic and specific declarations as,—'give curd to 
“the Brahmanas, and takra to the Kaundinyas,’ ‘ the modification of a 
“ sacrifice is to be done in the manner of the original,’ ‘the grass used 
* should be that of the gara,—inasmuch as there could not be distinct 
“texts for each individual Brahmana, or each subsidiary sacrifice, the | 
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“text must be admitted to be one only. And if, in view of the cara 
“and the íakra, it be held that there is no text relating to the kuça 
“and the Kaundinya,—then there could be no text applying to the 
* Prayájas and the Mathara Brahmana respectively. If however there be 
“a text relating to these latter, then there must be one relating to the 
“ kuca and the Kaundinya also. The assertion that it does not exist in 
* reference to the latter, while it does with reference to other things, 
* would involve a self-contradiction, striking at the very authority of the 
"text. Nor is there, in this case, a difference of comprehenders, whereby 
“the seeming contradiction could be explained as being due to its being 
* comprehended by one and not comprehended by another. And inas- 
* much as the text is comprehended but once, there can be no cognition of © 
“any difference in it, whereby the existence admitted would be of one, 
“while the non-existence would be of another. This might have been 
“ possible if the denotation of words consisted of the Individual; as, how- 
** ever, it consists of the Cluss,--in the case of the Implication of certain 
* operations relative to the sacrifice,—the object being one only, at one and 
* the same time, there could be only one operative scriptural text. 
“ The same line of arguments would set aside the case of a Rejection 
“in the form of total removal; because, inasmuch as the words Bràhmane- 
“bhyah’ and ‘ Prakrtivat’ (in the sentences quoted above) have exactly 
“the same grounds (for applying to every Brahmana and every subsidiary 
“sacrifice respectively), there is no possibility of leaving out any of them ; 
“as will be shown, by means of question and answer, in Sétras III—vi—3, 
“and III—vi—5. That is to say, in the case of sentences emanating 
* from human sources,—as the sense imparted to the words used resides in 
“the heart of the speaker, it would be possible for him to make the 
“arbitrary declaration —' I made this assertion, but I did not mean it to 
“apply to such and such cases,—even though the words used do not 
“imply anything of this exception. But even this arbitrary exception is 
"not possible in the case of a Vedic sentence. Because in the case of 
“the Veda, we do not deduce specific declarations from general statements, 
“whereby we could take the generic statement as acting merely as the 
“ source of the specific deduction, with reference to which the seeming 
“ contradiction of simultaneous existence and non-existence could be easily 
* explained. 
* For these reasons, inasmuch as it is necessary for all Rejections 
“ to be of one uniform character, all the Rejections enumerated above could 
t be of the same form as that which is desired (as belonging to the 
‘case of Direct Declaration eto.). 
“ Then if it be held that the Rejections are of those that are accom- 
“ plished entities,—these latter being rejected by being shown to be false, 
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* —and that, in this way, there would be no such self-contradiction as that 
“shown above,—then with regard to Direct Assertion, etc. also, the 
* Rejection must be admitted to be of that which is accomplished. But 
“with regard to these, the case has been shown to be quite the contrary. 
* Consequently, there can be no uniformity in the methods of all Rejec- 
“ tions." 

To the above we make the following reply:—It is by no means 
necessary that all Rejections should be of one uniform character ; specially 
as there is no incongruity in their diversity, which is supported by authori- 
tative evidence. 

That is to say, just as in the case of Rejections explained before, 


‘there was no uniformity of character,—so, in the same manner, even if 


we admit of a diversity in their character, there is no incongruity in it. 

Thus then, we conclude that in the case of Direct Declaration ete., 
the rejection is one of something that has not been accomplished, as has 
been explained before; and there is nothing incongruous in that; as we 
do not admit of more than one accomplishment with regard to any one 
thing. As for the other rejections, resembling these,—e.g. those of the 
Smrti etc.,—which also are due to the remoteness of the objective,—these 
should be taken as explained by the explanation of those relating to the 
Direct Declaration, etc., as is implied by the mention of ‘hétusamarthya’ 
(the potency of the causal agency). But as for the Rejections that have 
been enumerated above—viz.: those of the false means of knowledge by the 
true one, of the necessary by the occasional, etc., etc.,—it has been 
declared that ‘ it is the accomplished that is rejected.’ 

Question: “ How is that?” This question emanates from one who 
has been bewildered by the. said dissimilarity from Direct Declaration 
etc. 

Answer: Because of the existence of the common cause. This fact, of the 
commonality of cause being the reason for believing the rejection to be 
one of something that has been accomplished, has been explained above, 
in connection with the words ‘ Brahmana’ and ‘ Prakrtivat.’ 

It has been argued that “ there can be no rejection of that cognition 
‘s which has been accomplished, because no non-appearance, destruction, or 
* cessation of residual effects is possible for such a cognition." And in reply 
to this it is pointed out that we do not mean that the cognition is wholly 
set aside; all that we mean is that it is superseded by another cognition, 
which is to the effect that the previous cognition was a mistaken one, That 
is to say, what happens in such cases, is that on finding a subsequent scrip- 
tural text to be otherwise inexplicable (i.e. irreconcilable with the cognition 
accomplished), one comes to the conclusion that this cognition that he 
had obtained had been a mistaken one, brought about on account of his 
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intellect having been led away by a false similarity,—just as in the case 
of the mirage etc. Consequently, when we come to the case of the 
Prayájas and the Mathara-Brahmana, though we may have the ideas of 
the kuga and Kaundinya respectively appearing, yet they are believed to 
be mistaken ; and from this it is concluded that on account of the cogni- 
tion being devoid of its legitimate result (in the shape of the carrying of 
it into practice), it is the cognized idea, or text, that is rejected in all such 
cases. 

Question: ‘* What, then, is the form of ‘true knowledge’? That is to 
“say, if the cognitions that actually appear come to be set aside in the 
* manner shown above, then, how could we have confidence in any cogni- 
* tion at all ?"' 

Heply: When we find that however much we may look for it, we do 
not perceive any cognition setting aside the cognition that we have 
obtained (then we conclude that that cognition is a true one). "Though, on 
a former occasion (in the Clokavürtika) we have spoken of the 'recog- 
nition of discrepancies in the source of the cognition,’ as the second reason 
for the falsity of that cognition,—yet that was with reference to ordinary 
human assertions; and hence, not pertaining to Vedic sentences; this 
fact has been brought out on the present occasion. 

Having thus dealt with the side question, the Bhashya sums up the 
Adhikarana, and. proceeds with the next. 


spo s iP qo P agi, gi Rog, a P uan Re gi ue an, d 


ADHIKARANA (8). 
[The * Twelve Upasads’ pertain to the Ahina. | 


Sütra (15): “On account of the Context, the word ‘ahina’ should 
"be taken in a sense indicated by the presence of a certain 
“ qualification." 


Question: “ All that had been laid down at the beginning of the 
* Adhyaya as its subject-matter, having been fully dealt with, what more 
“ of it is left to be treated of, that the fourth Adhydya is not now taken up 
forthwith? ” 

Answér: We now proceed to consider in what specific cases we have 
the conflict of Direct Declaration and the rest, that have been duly differ- 
entiated and explained in the foregoing Adhikarana. 

And first of all we are going to deal with the cases of the conflict 
and non-conflict of Context by Direct Declaration, Indicative Power and 
Syntactical Connection. 

In the context of the Jyotishtoma we find the sentence— There are 
to be three upasads for the Sahna aud twelve for the Ahina.’ And in this 
the word 'sühna, meaning ‘that. which is finished in a day,’ refers to the 
Jyotishtoma, with regard to which we have the declaration—‘ They finish 
it within a day’; consequently it follows that the Jyotishtoma has three 
upasads, Then as regards the clause ‘twelve for the Ahina,’ there arises 
the question as to whether ‘twelve upasads’ also belong to the Jyotish- 
toma, or only to the Ahina — the Dvadagaha (Twelve- Day sacrifice) 
and the rest ? 

If the name ‘ Ahina’ could, in some way or other, be found to be 
applicable to the Jyvtishtoma, then, in view of the compatibility of the 
Context, the ‘twelve upasads’ would certainly be taken as finding a place 
in that sacrifice. If, on the other hand, the name ‘ Ahina’ belonged to 
those sacrifices that extend over a number of days, then, inasmuch as the 
‘twelve upasads’ would be connected with the Direct Declaration 
(‘twelve upasads for the Ahina’), they could not be taken up by the 
Context, which takes up only that which is not related to Direct Declara- 
tion (Vide Sutra III—iii—11), [and consequently the ‘twelve upasads ’ 
would belong to those sacrifices that last for many days, and not to the 
one-day Jyotishtoma]; and thus the sentence in question presents a case of 
the conflict between Direct Declaration and Context. 

And on the above question, we have the following 
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PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“The continuity of the Scddhanta having been broken by the word 
« t y! (in the sūtra), we declare that, from the Context it is clear that the 
“twelve upasads' belong to the Jyotishtoma. Nor does this involve a 
« contradiction of Direct Declaration; because the same Context shows that 
“the name ‘ Ahina’ applies to the Jyotishtoma (and not to any other sacri- 
* fices), [and as such, the Direct Declaration also lends its support to the 
** connection of the ‘twelve upasads, with the Jyotishtoma]. And further, 
“the word ‘ Ahina,’ by itself also, when taken as a negative compound, is 
‘found to be literally applicable to the Jyotishtoma. ([‘ Ahina’=that 
* which is not devoid of any accessories, or that which is not totally 
“neglected by any sacrifice; and these two ae" reside in the 
« Jyotishtoma only. | l 

“ Though in reality, the word ‘ Alina =ahan + kha = group of imm 
* —and as such it denotes the sacrifices extending over a number of days,— 
“ yet, in order to reconcile it with the Context, we should take it as synony- 
* mous with‘ Jyotishtoma, on the ground of this latter having the quali- 
* ficatiofi of ‘ahanz’ (non-deficiency and non-abandonment). That is to 
“say, inasmuch as the Jyotishtoma has all its details minutely laid down, 
* and it serves as the archetype of all sacrifices, zt és in no way deficient (na 
“ hiyaté) ; nor is it abandoned (na hiyaté) by any sacrifice (i.e. there is no 
“sacrifice of which it does not serve as the archetype). 

“The Bhashya has explained the word ‘ahina,’ (in its application to 
“the Jyotishtoma) as ‘that which is not liable to any retrenchment (na— 
“ hiyaté) as regards either the sacrificial gifts, or the ee | details of 
* the sacrifice.’ | 

* But this is not quite relevant; because the word does not contain 
“anything to denote the ‘ sacrificial gib or the ‘accessory details’; and 
«if we were to interpret a word just as we wished (without any considera- 
“tion of what it actually denotes), then, there would be no fixity as to the 
* denotations of a word. Even granting, for the sake of argument, that 
“the word really denotes what the Bhashya has said,—we find that as a 
“matter of fact, the ‘ gifts’ given at the Jyotishtoma are very much less 
‘ (‘hina’) than those given at several other sacrifices, where gifts are com- 
“ puted by the thousand; and also that the procedure of the Jyotishtoma 
“is much inferior (‘hina’), in the point of ‘accessory details,’ to the Pro- 
** cedures of its modifications, the Ukhthya and the rest, (and as such the 
* word ‘ Ahina' in the sense given to it by the Bhashya, could not apply 
“to the Jyotishtoma). 

“ For these reasons we conclude that the name ‘ ahina’ signifies ‘that 
“which does not abandon (na jahàti) any sacrifice, in supplying the details 
“of the performance’ and ‘that which is not abandoned (na hiyaté) by any 
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“sacrifice (for all of which it serves as the original fountain-head ) ’;— 
“and inasmuch as it is the Jyotishtoma alone that is possessed of these 
“qualifications (and fulfils these conditions), and as the Context too be- 
“longs to the Jyotishtoma, it must be this to which the ‘twelve upasads’ 
“ belong. 

“The word ‘gaunah’ in the sūtra must be taken as signifying ‘ that 
“pointed out by the qualification,’ and not in the ordinary sense of the 
* indirect, secondary signification.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (16): Inasmuch as the principal (Jyotishtoma) is not 
connected (with Ahina’), it should be disjoined from that. 


By the word ‘ mukhya’ (* Principal’) in the sūtra is meant the Jyotish- 
foma, because it is the first to be performed; and, as a matter of fact, 
this has no connection whatsoever with the word ‘Ahina.’ And inas- 
much as the Jyotishtoma has no connection with this name, the number 
(* Twelve’) that is found mentioned iu connection with that name could 
not be taken as belonging to that sacrifice, merely because of the Context ; 
consequently it must be taken (and used) apart from that. Specially 
as we find that the number ‘Twelve’ is connected with the Ahina, by 
means of the Direct Declaration of the genitive (in ‘ahinasyu’) ; and as 
for the word *ahina' what it literally signifies is a number of days, while 
the Jyotishtoma is a distinct Sahna,—being finished in a single day. 

It has been argued above that the word ‘ahina’ would apply to the 
Jyotishtoma, through the presence of certain qualifications in that sacrifice ; 
and we now proceed to refute every alternative that is possible, in connec- 
tion with this theory. 

(1) If the word ‘gauna’ be taken in the sense of indirect secondary 
signification, then that could not justify the abandoning of the direct 
signification, on the mere strength of the Context. Nor does the sentence 
in question serve the purposes of an Arthuvada, in which case even the 
one-day sacrifice could be taken as being eulogised by being indirectly 
spoken of as one extending over many days. Then again, as a matter of 
fact, it is not that there is no other word applicable (more directly) to the 
Jyotishtoma; and as such we could not be justified in taking all this 
trouble of interpreting the word indirectly, and thereby making it appli- 
cable to that sacrifice, —in the same way as the word ‘simha’ is made to 
indicate the presence of the qualities of the lion. Consequently the 
taking of the word in its indirect secondary sense is not admissible. 

(2) Nor ean the word be rightly made literally applicable to the 
Jyotishtoma, by being explained as a negative compound. Because any 
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such literal application is set aside by the meaning known to be conveyed 
by the word asa whole. Then again, as a matter of fact, we do not find 
the word bearing the marks of a negative compound ; because a negative 
compound having the accent of the indeclinable, it is the first word, or 
the basic word, that should have had the udatta (Acute) accent in its 
beginning; while, in reality, we find that it has the acute accent at the 
middle. For this reason it must be admitted that the word is made up of 
the word ‘ahan’ ( 2 Day)! with the affix ‘kha.’ In that case, in accordance 
with the Vartika,—‘ ayannidishu upadégivadvacanam svarasiddhyartham, '— 
we have the insertion of the particle ‘ina’; and thereby the letter ‘7’ 
forming the beginning of the affix, it is only right that the accute-accent 
should be on that letter. 

For these reasons, the word * Ahina’ must be taken as the name of 
those sacrifices that extend over a number of days. 

T heu again, inasmuch as the connection of the Jyotishtoma with the 
‘twelve wpasads' would have been signified by the use of the word ‘ sahna’ 
only, without using another name (‘ahina’) of the same sacrifice,—the 
very fact of the putting in of the word ‘ahina’ shows that the scripture 
meant, by this, to signify something other than the ‘one-day’ Jyotishtoma. 
Or again, inasmuch as the connection of ‘ three’ and that of the ‘s@hna’ 
and ‘twelve’ would have been indicated by the Context itself (which is 
that of the Jyotishtoma), the use of both the words * sáhna' and ‘ahina’ 
would be absolutely purposeless, Whereas if the word ‘ ahina’ meant some 
other sacrifice, it would be absolutely necessary to insert it. And then 
inasmuch as the close proximity of the mention of ‘three upasads' to the 
word ‘ Ahinusya’ might indicate the connection of these latter with the 
Ahina, it would be necessary to specify the *sühna' also (as the one 
connected with ‘three upasads’). 

Thus then, it must be admitted that the ‘twelve upasads’ has to be 
taken apart (from the Jyvtishtoma—which is indicated by the Context as 
the sacrifice connected with them). 


(0) 


The above representation of the Adhikarana is not quite correct. 
Firstly „because it is scarcely right for the details of one sacrifice (the Ahina) 
to be laid down in the Context of another (the Jyotishtoma); secondly, in 
case such details were laid down, the continuity of the Context would be 
broken by that interpolation of foreign matter; and then it would in- 
volve a deal of trouble to take up the chain of the Context over again ; 
and thirdly. we find that the ‘twelve wpasads ' for the Thwelve-Day sacrifice 
have already been enjoined in the Context of this latter sacrifice,—and 


TWELVE UPASADS PERTAIN TO AHTNA. 1227 


as all the sacrifices extending over a number of days have their origin in 
this Twelve-Day sacrifice, the said injunction in the Context of this 
latter would be enough to connect the ''lwelve upasads’ with all such 
sacrifices. Consequently, the sentence in question must be taken wholly 
as containing the injunction of the ‘three upasads’ alone ; specially as 
there are no objections against this. Then, as for the connection of 
‘Twelve, that has been enjoined already in another sentence; and hence 
its mention in the sentence in question must be taken as meant to be in 
praise of the propriety of the number of upasads at the Jyotishtoma,—- 
just as in the case of the ntvita (the sense of the sentence being that 
‘the Jyotishtoma has only three wpasads, and as for twelve upasads these 
belong to such petty sacrifices as the Ahina and the rest, and not to the 
excellent Jyotishtoma sacrifice ’). 

Now then, we proceed to show the way in which the Adhikaranu 
should be represented. 

If the character of ‘dhina’ had belonged to the Jyotzshtoma, then, 
the sentence in question would have been an Injunction; but inas- 
much as that character belongs to the sacrifices extending over a number 
of days, for which, again, the ‘twelve wpasads' have been already laid 
down elsewhere,—the sentence in question cannot but be taken as meant 
to eulogise (the Jyotishtoma as shown above). 

Thus then, the question of the Adhekarana comes to be this: Is 
the Jyotishtoma the Ahina, for which the sentence, occurring in its Con- 
text, lays down an accessory detail? Or the word ‘ Ahina’ applies 
to the sacrifices extending over a number of days,—and inasmuch as the 
“twelve «pasads ' for it have been laid down elsewhere, their mention in 
the sentence in question is meant to serve some other purpose (that of 
eulogising f.i.) ? 

Objection: “‘ If such be the case, then the Adhikarana would not be 
“a discussion of the conflict and non-conflict of Context (with Direct 
“ Declaratfon ) ; because it would come to this, that though connected 
“ with the Ahina sacrifices the ‘twelve wpasads' would be mentioned 
* with a view to eulogise the Jyotzshtoma." 

Reply: ‘hat does not quite affect the case. Because as a matter of 
fact, the Pürvapaksha (B) would favour the Context; inasmuch as the 
Context would take up the number ‘twelve’ as enjoined (in connection 
with the subject of the Context, the Jyotishtoma) ; while the Siddhanta 
(B) does not favour the Context; as in accordance with this view the 
‘ twelve’? belongs to the sacrifices extending over many days, which 
has nothing to do with the Context; which latter therefore, in this case, 
becomes contradicted, And that this is still of use, in another way, in 
the Context has got nothing to do with the main point at issue. 
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If however, in accordance with the law a 
. Adhikarana, we could admit of the Removal ( 
‘twelve wpasads’), and if while we had the Inji 
sional text, we could justify, on. the wi ed o 
the injunctive character of that contained in an 
case, we could take the pere as presented in 

In any case, it becomes fully o t 
cühinasya ' is to be taken apart from the Context, as it e 
to those sacrifices that extend over many days. 
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ADHIKARANA (9). 
[The Pratipats ave to be taken apart, along with the Kulaya, etc.] 


Stra (17): That which is associated with singleness and 
duality (should be taken apart); because it is directly 
enjoined (elsewhere). 


[In connection with the Jyotishtoma we find the sentence ‘ yuvam hi 
sthah svahpati iti dvayoryagamünayoh pratipadam kuryat, été asrgramin- 
davah itt buhubhyo yajamanébhyah. And in reference to this there arises 
a doubt as to whether the two Pratipats herein laid down find place in 
the Jyotishtoma, or they are to be taken apart from it and used in 
connection respectively with the Kulaya performed by two yajamdanas, 
and with the Dvirétra performed by more than two yajamünas?] 

The discussion of the present question is similar to that in the fore- 
going Adhikarana,—with the following difference: in the former the 
connection was with a totally different Primary sacrifice denotable bya 
word having no connection with that sacrifice which formed the subject 
of the Context; while in the present case, it is with a property, the 


. duality, ete. of the yajamüna, which is, in some way or other, suspected 


of being related to the subject of the Context. 

The si#tru begins the discussion with the putting forward of the 
Siddhànta, in accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing 
Adhikarana. 


SIDDHANTA. 


The passage in question does not lay down the Duality and Plural- 
ity of the yaj«mima ; because it is fully taken up with the enjoining of 
the Pratipats; and refers to the Duality, etc. only as conditions for the use 
of the one or the other Pratipat; specially as the Injunction of many 
things would involve « syntactical split. Then again, inasmuch as 
they are not enjoined, the Duality and Plurality of the yajamana can not 
pertain to the Jyotishtoma ; while they are found to exist in the Kuláya and 
other sacrifices, —those extending over one as well as those exteuding over 
many days, — wherein they are distinctly enjoined by such sentences as— 
* Raja ca purohttagca yajéyatam,” " éténaiva dvuw yjayet," “ etenaiva tru 
yjayel," ** &ko dvau bahavo và 'hinairyagéran." 
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For these reasons the Pratipats should be taken apart from the 
Context. 


Sūtra (18): Objection: ‘‘They might find place (în the 
“ Jyotishtoma) as alternatives implied (for a special pur- 
(13 pose). 39 


“The Pratipats must be taken as finding a place in the Jyotishtoma, 
“as indicated by the Context (in which they are found to be mentioned). 
* They are not in any way connected with any sacrifice other than that 
‘which forms the subject of the Context,—as had been found to be the 
“case with the Ahina. As for the connection of the Dnality, etc. of the 
* yajamüna, it is mentioned merely as a condition (for the use of particu- 
“lar Pratipats), and it has nothing to do with the indicating of the connec- 
‘tion of certain accessories with their Primaries. Nor could these serve 
^as the means of establishing the connection of any sacrifice ; as that 
“would involve the necessity of the words being taken in their indirect 
“secondary significations; and as a matter of fact, those that have had 
"their use laid down by Direct Declaration, cannot rightly be brought 
“into another use, on the ground of an indirect secondary signification. 
^ [t the connection meant were that with the mere form of the Duality, 
“etc. then the Injunction itself would become wholly useless. And there 
“can be no doubt that the assumption of Context is far more reasonable 
“ than that of the Result. 
“It has been argued that in the Context we do not find the conditions 
“ (Duality, etc. laid down for the use of the Pratipats). But they could 
*' be taken as implied ; for the conditions are not always directly enjoined ; 
“as it is just possible for them to be indirectly implied; and in the case 
“of the Jyotishtoma also we find that there is an implication of the pre- 
“sence of more than one yajamüna, in case one is found to be incapable 
"of carrying it through. And up to this time we have had nothing to 
"show that only one yajamüna is really meant for the Jyotishtoma; 
“though in fact, even if due significance were attached to the singleness of 
“ the yajamüna,—yet, just as, in accordance with the Sūtra VI—iii—2, 
“certain accessory details of the Jyotishtoma are left off, in the case of 
“the yajamana being found incapable of performing them all, so, in the 
"same manner, it may be that in the case of one yajamüna being found 
“ incapable of finishing the sacrifice, two or more of them could very 
" reasonably be brought in to do it. And in this way, the necessary 
conditions would be present in the Jyotishtoma also. 
“Or again, it may be that the very injunction of the Pratipats 
" (contained in the passage under consideration), being found to serve a 
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“visible purpose, would lead to the assumption of Direct Declarations 
“ laying down the fact of the Jyotishtoma being performed by two or more 
“ yajamünas. Aud this assumption would be possible only in accordance 
“with our theory, and not with the theory upholding the use of other 
'" Pratipats. Consequently there is nothing in our theory that is incom- 
“ patible with the mention of the singleness of the yajyamdna (in connection 
“with the Jyotishtoma )." 


Sitra (19): Reply: Not so; because the original (Sacrifice of 
the Context) is connected with one only. 


The word ‘Prakrti’ here is meant to signify the Sacrifice that forms the 
subject of the Context ; and it might havebeen meant to indicate that, being 
the object of direct Injunction, the singleness of the yajamüna in the 
Jyotishtoma cannot be superseded ; though that which is indirectly implied 
could be rejected, for special purposes. As a matter of fact, we know 
that the singleness of the y«jamàna is directly enjoined; specially as we 
find that whether the Jyotishfoma is laid down as to be performed with a 
view to a certain desirable result, or as a necessary duty, the yayamana 
is distinctly mentioned as one only, as is shown by the use of the word 
* yajeta.’ Nor do we find any reason for not attaching a significauce to 
the singular member of that verb; in fact we shall show later on, in 
Adhyàya VI, that due significance is really meant to be attached to it. 

The leaving off of certain accessories of the Jyotishtoma, on account of 
the incapacity of the sacrificer to carry them all out entirely,—that has been 
brought forward by the Pürvapakshé,—is also based upon the declaration 
‘the Sacrifice should be performed iu such a way as one person may 
be able to perform it’; and in other cases also we findthe word ‘one,’ 
which shows that the leaving off allowable is meant to refer to other 
accessories (and not to the number of yagamünas) ; as for instance, leaving 
off the exact amount of the ‘ gift,’ the sacrifice can be fully accomplished 
by one person, Then again, inasmuch as the number ‘one’ is found 
both in the originative injunction (of the Jyotishtoma), as well as in 
that of its actual performance, we cannot but attach due significance 
to that number. Thus then, we conclude that inasmuch as the origi- 
nal sacrifice of the Jyotishtoma has only one yajaméüna, it does not fulfil 
the conditions of the useof the particular Pratzpats in question; and hence 
these latter must be taken apart from it. 

It has been argued that ‘‘the very passage under consideration 
would, by its capability, imply the necessary conditions." But this is not 
possible ; because the passage is capable of beiug taken differently (and as 
such there would be no Apparent Inconsistency to justify the implication). 
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That is to say, if, without implying the said conditions, the passage 
would have been meaningless, then it could be taken as implying them ; 
and this meaninglessness would have been possible, only if the Duality 
and Plurality (of yajamünas) did not exist in any sacrifice, in the same 
way that it does not exist in the Jyotishtoma ; as a matter of fact, we 
do not find these to be non-existent in other sacrifices; as they are 
actually found to exist in the Kwliya and other sacrifices, And inas- 
much as in the passage in question, we find them laid down as well- 
established conditions, and as they would otherwise lead to a syntactical 
split, they cannot be indirectly implied (with regard to any sacrifice). 

If the Duality of the yajamüna were meant to refer to the presence 
of the wife of the yagamana,—then, as her presence with her husband is 
a necessary condition for all sacrifices, such Duality could not have been 
laid down as the condition for the use of a certain particular Pratipat only ; 
and further, in the case of the word *bahubhyah, inasmuch as it is dis- 
tinctly found to denote the plurality of men, by making it include the 
sacrificer’s wives, we would be assuming, without sufficient grounds, an 
ékagésha compound made up of heterogeneous elements (one male and two 
females). e 

In the case of the sentence ‘kshawmé vasünaw, etc. (met with in 
connection with the Agwyüdhna) we have had to accept the wife as the 
second person, as there was no other way of taking it; specially as the 
Adhana is nowhere laid down as to be performed by two men, in the 
way that we find the Dviyajia (Kulaya) laid down. 

Then again, inasmuch as the sacrifice would always be performed 
by the yajamüna accompanied by one or more wives, there would, according 
to you, always be ‘two’ or ‘three’ *yajamünas'; and thus all sacrifices 
fulfilling the conditions laid down for the use of the Pratipats in ques- 
tion, these would come to be used on all occasions; and the Pratipat that 
is laid down as the unconditional invariable concomitant of the Jyotish- 
toma would never be used, and would become wholly useless; or, at best, 
it would be taken as an optional alternative to those Pratipats that are 
laid down apart from the originative Injunction. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Prat/pats in question 
are to be taken apart from the Context. 

It has been argued above that “ the passage under question does 
notlay down the connection (of Duality, ete.) with a Sacrifice." But 
that does not affect the case; asthe very word ‘ Pratipat’ having indicated 
the fact of its pertaining to sacrifices, all that the mention of * Duality,’ ete. 
does, is to indicate the particular sacrifice with which they are connected. 
Or again, the word 'yajamüna ’ itself would, through Apparent Inconsis- 
tency, indicate the sacrifice. 
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ADHIKARANA (10). 
(The Jàghan? is not taken apart from the Contest. | 


Sūtra (20): “The Jàghani also (would be taken apart), 
i because it is a part.” 


We now proceed to consider the exception to the principle of factors. 
being taken apart from their context. 

In connection with the Darça-Pūrnamāsa, we find the sentence 
‘Jāghanyā patnih surydjayanti’; and as this admits of two distinct con- 
structions, bearing upon the comparative predominance and subservient 
character of the two factors (in the sentence),—there arises a doubt as to 
its actual meaning. That is to say, (1) if the sentence be taken as 
laying down the Patnisamydajas as purifieatory rites for the purification 
of the Jaghani (the animal’s tail), then, inasmuch as the object of 
purification would be the predominant factor, it could not be removed 
from its place; and consequently, the Patnisamyajas would be taken to 
where the Tail might be, and not vice versá. And inasmuch as the 
ordinary animal's Tail would be of no use in a sacrifice, it is not this that 
forms the object of purification (by means of the Pafnisamyüjas) ; conse- 
quently the Tai of the animal that has served its purpose in connec- 
tion with the Agnishomiya would come to be taken as that to be purified 
(by the Patnisamydajas) [and thus, in this case, there would be a removal 
of the Tail from all connection with the Darga-Pirnamasa|. (2) If, on 
the other hand, the sentenee be taken as laying down the Tail (with refer- 
ence to the Patnisamydajas), then, in that case, inasmuch as the idea of 
the sentence being a reference to the subject of the Context does not 
entirely disappear, the injunction of the Tail comes to belong to the 
Darga- Pürnamása [and thus there is, in this case, no removal of the Tail 
from the Contezat]. . 

On this question, then, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“ (1) Because the Tail helps the Darga-Pirnamasa indirectly ; —(2) 
“ because that which helps directly in the body of ‘the sacrifice is the 
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* more important ;—(3) because the other (ie. the Patnisamyaja) being 
“ enjoined by means of the verbal root (in ‘ samyajayét’) is more approx- 
‘imate to the Injunction ;—(4) because, inasmuch as any single part of 
“an animal (the Tail) could not justify the employment of the whole 
“ animal, it would be necessary to take it out of the animal that has been 
* used elsewhere, and hence in that case the Samyüja would come to 
“ have the character of a Pratipattisamsküra (the setting aside of that 
* which has been used);—therefore the sentence in question must be 
“ taken as laying down the purification of the Tail of the animal used 
“ in connection with the Agnishomzya; and hence it must be taken apart 
** from the Context (of the Darga-Pürnamasa ). 

[* Says the Bhashya—in reply to the objection that ‘the Patni- 
samyajas have already been enjoined elsewhere'— : It is true that they 
** are enjoined elsewhere, but here they are again enjoined with reference to 
“ the Tail; the sense being that the Tail should be made connected with the 
* Paínisamyàjas (sa ca tatsambaddha karyétyucyaté)|. And in this last 
sentence, the word ‘ wcyaté’ must be taken along with the preceding 
sentence (as shown above); and then follows (in the Bhashya) a des- 
cription of the action: such being the case, the Patnisamyájas of the 
* Darga-Pürnamüsa do not lose anything by being disjoined from the Tail, 
ete. If on the other haud, the word ‘ wcyaté’ were taken with what 
follows it—as ‘ucyaté évam sati, etc.—then the sentence would fall 
into the semblance of an objection; which would not be desirable ; 
“ specially as we do not find any sentence (in the Bhàshya) that could be 
“taken as supplying an answer to that objection. Therefore the whole 
“ sentence must be taken as the statement of the Author's own view (and 
** not that of the opponent). 

“ Objection: ‘If what you say be correct, then, there being a 
“Removal (of the Patnisamydjas), exactly like that of the Pratipats 
“ (shown above),—there would be no performance of the Patnisamyajas 
“in connection with the original sacrifice (of the Darga-Parnamasa). 

" Reply: There might be no performance of these, if there were no 
‘í Patnisamyàjas in connection with the Paw sacrifice; as a matter of 
“ fact, the existence of these in this latter is quite patent, by reason of 
" being implied; and what the sentence in question does is simply to lay 
“these down as connected with the Tail. 

“ Objection: ‘In that case you must declare that there is no Remo- 
** val (of the Tail from the Context). 

“ Reply: True; there is no Removal of anything substantial; but 
“ it is the sentence in question that, being found to serve a useful purpose 
* in connection with the modificatory sacrifices, is spoken of as ' removed,’ 
“or ‘taken apart from the Context.” 


[13 
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SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (21): It is the injunction (of the Tail) because it is 
something new. 


As a matter of fact, the Injunction in question is not taken apart from 
the Context; because if the Tail were referred to as something to be 
purified (by means of the Patnisamydjas), then that would have been 
the cause of the Injunction being taken apart; as a matter of fact, 
however, we find that the Tail is enjoined as an accessory of the Sacri- 
fice, exactly like the other accessories, in the shape of Butter and the 
like. 

That is to say, it has been declared above that in all such sentences, 
the force of the Injunctive applies to the subordinate factor. Then, as 
for the Patnisamyajas, these have been enjoined in a sentence immediately 
preceding the one under consideration ; and as such being still present in 
the mind as enjoined actions (at the time that we come across the sentence 
under consideration), they cannot be taken as the objects of injunction 
(by this latter sentence). Nor can the sentence in question be rightly 
taken as merely referring to the Patnisamydjas of the Pagu-sacrifice ; 
because at the time of its appearance, there is no idea of the Pagu-sacri- 
fice. Nor is the Tail wholly incapable of being enjoined, like the Time 
etc., whereby it could carry any Injunctions along with itself. Nor 
can it be urged that it could be so, on the ground of its being an object 
of purification. Because there is no ground for superseding the fact of 
its being an accessory (to the sacrifice), as expressed by the Instrumental 
ending (in ‘ Jéghanya).’ 

If the Injunction under consideration were to operate with reference 
to that Zail which has served its purpose elsewhere,—then, in that case, 
it might be possible to take the Instrumental as haviug the sense of the 
Accusative ; just as we have in the case of the accessories of the Prayaja. 
As a matter of fact, the Tail that is laid down is something quite new, 
not made use of on any previous occasion. Consequently it is wholly 
incapable of being taken apart. 

Nor ean the Patnisamyüjas bear being taken apart, as they are 
bound up with the Context. 

It may be argued that “they would be taken apart, on account of 
the superior authority of Syntactical Connection.” But that too is not 
possible; because in such cases, Syntactical Connection is dependent 
upon the fact of the object in question having some claim for being taken 
as desired; and as such, in such cases, it is much weaker than the Con- 
text. If the sentence in question were the originative Injunction of the 
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Patnisamyàjas, then alone could the Syntactical Connection have wrested 
them away from the Context. As a matter of fact, however, these Patni- 
samyájas have their originative Injunction in another sentence; and 
hence by the time that they are taken up, through proximity, by the 
syntactical connection of the sentence under consideration,—they could 
also be taken up by the Darca-Pürnamüsa. Nor have we, up to this 
time, come to know the Tail as leading to any independent result of its 
own,—whereby it could supply the requirement of the Patnisamyajas 
as regards the purpose to be served by them. Consequently, while we 
are looking out for the purpose to be served by the Tail, it is taken up 
as an accessory, forming part of the Procedure of the Daeca- Piirnamasa, 
svhich are known to lead to distinct results. 

Nor does the sentence in question contain the Injunction of any 
new sacrifice; asit js not found to mention the root ‘gyafi’ only; what 
it mentions is the ‘ y@ja’ in conjunction with ‘ Patni.’ Consequently if 
it were taken as laying down the Action with reference to the Tail, — 
and at the same time laying down the Paínis (wives) (as the Deity of 
that Action),—then it would come to be the injunction of many things, 
aud as such involve the syntactical split in the form of ‘ Dissimilarity ' 
pointed out in the Sutra I—iv—8. And so long as the sentence is capable 
of being taken as the injunction of simpler things, the syntactical split 
could not be explained by taking the sentence as the injunction of the 
action as qualified (by the Deity, etc., etc.). Consequently, it must be 
concluded that the sentence lays down a Substance (Tail) with reference 
to a qualified sacrifice (the Patnisamydja). 

Objection: “ But this too, being a reference to the qualified sacri- 
fice, would involve a syntactical split." 

Reply: That does not matter; as the qualified Sacrifice is indicated, 
as such, by the Context, the word ‘ Patni’ not being meant to be speci- 
ally significant. Just as in the case of the sentence ‘abhikraman juhoti ' 
even though the word used is the generic term ‘juhoti’ (meaning sacri- 
fice in general), yet through capability (of Context), the Abhthkramana 
is taken as pertaining to the pariticular sacrifice of the Prayājas,—so, 
in the same manner, the Patnisamyajas are to be taken as meant by the 
- generic term ' samydjayanti.’ 

For these reasons, we conclude that the Tuc! is not taken apart 
from the Context. 


Sutra (22): Objection: “But the Tail is a part.” 


“It has been argued in the Pürr«paksho that, inasmuch as the 
* Tail is a part of the animal, —aud as the originative injunction speaks 
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** of it as related to something already existing,—it could not be utilized, 
* etc., etc." And to this argument the Sūtra offers the following reply : 


Sūtra (23): Not so; because the original (Darg-Pairnamasa- 
Jaghani, Tail) is obtained by non-scriptural means. 


Under the circumstances, that alone would have been useless which, 
without taking up the original, could not be recognized; e.g. in the 
case of the sentence ‘ uttarardhat svishtakrté’ vadyati’ (in this what is 
to be offered is not recognizable witbout a reference to the original 
Cake). The word 'Jàghanz' however is, like the word ‘ Hrdaya’ and 
the like, denotative of a certain limb of the animal; and as such, it could 
be very easily obtained, without getting hold of the whole animal for 
the purpose, or even out of the animal that has been used for another 
purpose; specially as in the sūtra * Rüpam và céshabhitatvdt’ it is 
shown that an accessory could be used, by whatever method it may be 
produced or obtained. Nor is it impossible for the ‘ Jághanz' to be known 
apart from the rest of the body; for we actually find meat-vendors 
selling the bodies of animals, limb by limb; and certainly the ‘ Jaghani’ 
(Tail) could be obtained, by purchase, from these vendors. Nor again is 
it necessary that it should be obtained from the goat; as all that is laid 
down in the text is only the particular limb, ‘Tail.’ In fact, in the 
Agnishomiya also, it is quite possible for the ‘Heart’ etc. to be obtained 
by purchase or other ordinary means; though it is so, yet, in the case of 
these, as we find their particular ‘ class ’ and method of obtaining distinct- 
ly specified as ‘ by killing’ and all the rest,—we do not have recourse to 
purchase, or other ordinary means, for obtaining these. But in the 
case of the Tail we have no such means specified in the scriptures. 

The word ‘Prakrti’ is meant to give an idea of the Darca-Pürna- 
māsa. | 

Thus then, it becomes established that the Jaghani (Tail) is an 
accessory in the Patnisamydajas performed along with the Darga-Purna- 
māsa; and as such is to be used as an optional alternative for Butter. 
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ADHIKARANA (11). 


[The Joining together of the slabs should find a place among the 
Samsthàs.] 


Sütra (24): “The Joining Together should find a place in the 
* original sacrifice, because, like Purchase, its usefulness 
“ does not disappear." 


We now proceed to consider the cases of conflict and non-conflict 
between Syntactical Connection and Context. 

In connection with the Jyotzshtoma, we find two slabs of stone laid 
down, to serve as the receptacle upon which the Soma should be pounded ; 
and with reference to these stone-slabs, we have the declaration 
* Dirghasome-santrdyad-dhrtyai, —that is, ‘having separated the two slabs 
one should join them together, for the obtaining of Dhrti? With refer- 
ence to the word ‘ Dirghasoma’ in this sentence, there arises a doubt, 
as to (a) whether it applies to the original sacrifice (the Jyotzshtoma), as 
indicated by the Context, (b) or it applies to such sacrifices as extend 
over longer periods of time, and as such not being compatible with the 
Context, has to be taken apart. On the point in question we can also take 
the following alternatives, (a) the word applies to the Jyotishtoma itself, 
(b) or to the Jyotishtoma as performed by a tall (* Dirgha’) yajamana, 
(c) or to the Ukthu and other samsthàüs or parts (of the Jyotishtoma), (d) or 
to the Satru and Ahina sacrifices (that extend over many days), (e) or 
to all sacrifices excepting the Aguishtomu (which is the first samstha of 
the Jyotishtoma. 

On this question, we have the following 


PRELIMINARY PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“ (1) Because the word * Dirghasoma’ is applicable to the Jyotishtoma 
“ as compared with such shorter sacrifices as the Ishti, the Pagü sacrifice, 
* the Darvi-Homu and the like,—(2) because the purpose served by the 
** ‘joining together,’ the strength of the pounding slab, is quite applicable 
“ to the Jyotishtoma,—(3) because the Injunction of * not-joining together ' 
“ could be taken as an optional alternative (to the ‘ joining together ’), 
4 just like the alternatives of vrihi and yava,—therefore, for the sake of 
‘the Context, the * joining together’ should not be taken apart from it. 

‘*The example of the optional alternative of the ‘Purchase, as 
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^ similar to the 'joining together' in question, has been cited (in the 
© Bhàshya), from the standpoint of the Parvapaksha, irrespective of the 
“ Siddhünta view that the two alternatives are to be taken conjointly 
* (and not as optional alternatives) (and hence it should not be taken as 
‘involving a self-contradiction); nor is it necessary that all examples 
should always be out of the Siddhanta ; because any example, from 
" wheresoever obtained, is equally useful in supplying the necessary 
“ information. E - | 

“ Or, the expression ‘like Purchase’ may be explained only as an 
instance of the nun-disappearunce of usefulness, brought forward without 
* any reference to the Injunction of *not-joining-together.' 

* In this case we would construe the Sūtra (and the Bhashya) in the 
following manner: The objection being—‘Inasmuch as the Jyotish- 
* toma sacrifice takes verv little time to finish, there would not be much 
use in the said joining together of the pounding slabs being done in 
connection with that sacrifice, —we have the reply—that does not much 
affect the question, as the joining together will still have its use, ‘like the 
Purchase. That is to say, the actual price of the Som« not being very 
much, and its purchase having been accomplished by the payment of 
any one of the prescribed articles —cloth and the rest—in exchange, 
one still gives to the owner all these articles, in keeping with the 
scriptural text laying down all these articles as to be given in exchange 
for the Soma; and though the payment of these latter is not neces- 
sary, yet it is not altogether useless, serving the purpose of still further 
‘winning the good graces of the owner; because it is well known that 
the scriptures declare the fact of prosperity resulting from the pur- 
chase of Soma, if effected to the entire satisfaction of its original owner. 
In the same manner, even though the wnjoined slabs would be quite 
efficient for the pounding of the Soma for the Jyotishtoma, yet, inas- 
much as we are cognizant of the fact that the pounding done on the 
strengthened slabs brings about prosperity, the ‘ joining together, done 
in accordance with the sentence under consideration, would not be 
“ entirely useless (even in the Jyotishtoma). 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that the ‘joining — is not 
to be taken apart from the Context.” d : 


PRELIMINARY SIDDHANTA 


Sütra (25): It should be taken apart; because of the mention 
of the speciality. 


On account of the Syntactial Connection of the ‘joining together ’ 
with the * Dirghasoma,’ the former must be taken apart from the Context. 
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Because, an object is known as ‘long’ (Dirgha) only when it is 
compared with another thing of the same kind, which is shorter than 
itself. Consequently, one Soma-sacrifice could be known as ‘Long,’ only 
in comparison with another Soma-sacrifice; and it could not be spoken 
of, in comparison with such sacrifices as the Ishti, the Pagu, the Durvi- 
homa and the like (which have no connection witl Soma); because these 
latter do not belong to the same class (as the Jyotishtoma and the other 
Soma-saciifices), and because they are not spoken of in the Context; 
and it is only when the two relative members of the comparison are 
mentioned that they are differentiated into the ‘Long’ and the ‘ Short.’ 
—and in the case in question we do not find the Ishti, etc. mentioned, 
in comparison with which the Jyotishtoma could be spoken of as 
* Long.’ 

Objection: “ But the different Soma-sacrifices also are not men- 
tioned,” _ | | i 

Reply: Though no Soma-sacrifice is mentioned, yet in the first 
place, the ground of comparison lies in the fact of the members of the 
comparison belonging to the same class; and secondly, because of the 
peculiar relationship, of the qualification and the qualified, signified by 
the word ‘Dirgha-Soma,’ which denotes the fact of the sacrifice being 
‘long’ while belonging to the class ‘Soma, thereby serving to preclude 
only such ‘short’ sacrifices as belong to the same class. And then, 
when we come to consider which one of these Soma-sacrifices is the ‘long’ 
one, and in comparison with which it is ‘long, —we find that the Jyotish- 
toma is not ‘longer’ than any of them; and hence we come to take the 
word ‘ Dirgha-soma’ as referring to sacrifices other than the Jyotishtoma. 
And inasmuch as these other sacrifices are the first to be recognized as 
‘Long,’ the Joytishtoma comes to be recognized as the lower basis of the 
comparison. 


Siztre (26): Objection: ‘‘The speciality could be taken as 
pertaining to the performer as it is upon him that it 
is based." 


“So long as we could interpret the word ‘ Dirghasoma’ in keeping 
' with the indications of the Context, it is not proper to entirely reject 
“ this Context. And as a matter of fact, we find that it can be taken as 
“pertaining to the Performer. Nor would that make any difference in 
“ the accent, as regards the compound ; because in any case we have the 
“acute accent upon the last syllable; consequently we must expound 
“the compound as the Genitive "l'tpurusha (‘ Dirghasya’ | purushasya 
“< Soma ')." 
156 


1242 TANTRA-VARTIKA, ADH. III—PADA II—ADHI. (ll). 


Sittra (27): Reply: It must pertain to the sacrifice; as, other- 
wise, the two words could not have their own significations 
[and the Arthavada would not be explicable.] 


The epithet * Long' must pertain to the Sacrifice (and not to the 
Sacrificer); and the compound must be expounded as a Karmadharaya 
(* Dirghagcasau somah’ ). 

Question: “ What special reason have you got for taking the com- 
pound thus ? " 

Answer: The chief reason is that it is only when the compound is 
thus explained that we have the direct significations of the component 
words ; otherwise (if the compound be taken as the Genitive Tatpurusha) 
one of the words qualifies something wholly ditferent (namely the Sacri- 
ficer), and that would make the direct primary significations of the words 
incompatible. 

Thus then, when we come to think of the extremely large quantities 
of Soma to be pounded, we come to desire much strength and durability 
in the pounding slab; and in that case the injunctiou contained in the 
sentence in question (as explained by us) would be found to serve a vis- 
ible purpose (that of making the slab strong by ‘joining together’ the 
two slabs). Otherwise there would be no cause for desiring any extra 
durability in the slab, and consequently, the Injunction would not serve 
any useful purpose. 

So also, the Arthavüda contained in the word ‘ Dhriya?' points to 
the propriety of our interpretation of the compound. 

Thus then, it is only with regard to a case where we have doubts 
about tiie durability of the pounding slab, and fear its being broken 
asunder under the heavy pounding, that we can have the injunction in 
question (of carefully ‘joining together’ the two slabs). Otherwise the 
mere qualification of the sacrifice by specifying the Performer as ‘dirgha,’ 
i.e. tall, could only serve some purpose not perceptible to us; because, 
whether the Performer is tall or short, there is no perceptible difference 
in the form of the sacrifice itself. 

Then again, the specification of the sacrifice, through the Performer, 
would be extraneous to it, while that by itself would be more intimately 
related to it. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the ‘joining together ” 
should be taken apart from the Jyotishtoma itself. 
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Sütra (28): “In the case of (the word ‘Dirghasoma’ applying 
to) the Samsthas also, the mention of ‘Dhrtyai’ would be as 
inexplicable as in that of (the epithet ‘Dirgha’ belong- 
ing to) the Performer." 


This Sūtra must be taken as urged by the opponent in reply to the 
following argument of the Siddhanta: It is possible that the ‘joining 
together’ may not find a place in the first Samstha—the Agnishtoma—of 
the Jyotishtoma; bat it could pertain to the other samsthàs—the Ukthya 
and the rest,—which are ‘longer’ than the Aguéehtomia, and by connecting 
with which, we keep our iuterpretation in keeping with the Context, 
Consequently, we must take the * joining together’ as finding a place in all 
the three samsthüs; specially as the fact of the samsthàs belonging to the 
same Context as the Jyotishtoma has yet to be refuted by the Samsthadhi- 
karana (lll —vi—41 et seq.). Or, even if there be a distinct Context of 
the samsthüs,—then too, it would be only in those accessory details that 
are of use in the Agnishtoma, wherein the ‘joining together’ could be 
precluded, on account of the contradiction involved in the mixture of the 
necessary and the unnecessary qualifications. Consequently we must 
admit that the ‘joining together’ should have a place in the second and 
subsequent Samsthüs (sections) of the Jyotishtoma. 

As against these arguments we have the above sūtra, which formu- 


lates the following 
FINAL PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ Inasmuch as the quantity of soma used in every one of the sams- 
“ thas is the same (as in the Agnishtoma), the work of the pounding too 
* in every one of these would be exactly similar; and hence the eulogy 
“ *dhrtyaz' (= for the sake of making it strong and durable) would be as 
“‘ useless in this interpretation, as in that in which the Perfomer (is held 
* to be qualified by the epithet * Dirgha’). 

“ That is to say, though the subsequent samsthäs take a longer time 
“in performance (than the first samsthà), yet in every one of these, the 
“quantity of soma pounded is only *ten-handfuls, as per injunction 
*" * daca mushtirmimité’ which is applied, by implication, to every one of 
“ the samsthds of the Jyotishtoma, Thus then, the strength and dura- 
“ bility required (in the pounding slab) being the same in all cases, the 
“ absence of perceptible use and the Arthavada (in ‘dhrtya’) remain as 
“inexplicable as in the former case. 

"It might be argued that—‘the quantity of somu in these latter 
“ sumsthas might undergo an increase, on account of the increase in the 
“ number of offerings, and also because of the vessel, taken up for the hold- 
* ing of the soma-juice, not being small.’ 
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“ But this could not be; because we have the quantity of soma precise- 
“ly limited by the direct declaration that it should be 'ten-handfuls of 
“such pieces as have three joints’; consequently, if there be found to be 
* am increase in the number of the offerings to be made, the quantity of 
* the juice should be increased by the addition of water(and not by taking 
. * more of the soma itself). 

“Thus then the inexplieability of ' Dhriya?' being common in the 
“case of all samsthds, the ‘joining together’ should be taken apart from 
“the later samsthàs also (and hence from the whole Context of the Jyotish- 
“ toma). E 

FINAL SIDDHANTA. 
[Sūtra (29): It should belong to the Ukthya and the rest : because 
the significations of the words are quite applicable to them.] 

For reasons shown above, the‘ joining together’ should find a place in 
the samsthas of the Ukthya and the rest. And as an increase in the num- 
ber of offerings would mean a corresponding increase in the quantity of 
the substance to be offered, the Arthavāda (containedin the word ‘ dhrtyaz’) 
would be quite explicable in this case, As for the assertion, that ‘the 
quantity of soma-juice would be increased by the addition of water,-—it is 
not admissible; because inasmuch as the sacrifice is laid down as to be 
performed with the soma, no other substance could rightly be added to it, 
without the authority of a direct scriptural declaration to the effect, Conse- 
quently under such circumstances, it would be the quantity of the soma 
itself that should have to be increased. But then, this inerease cannot be 
either in the thickness of the bundles or in the number of joints (because 
of these two being restricted to ' ten-handfuls ' and ‘ three joints ’ respective- 
ly); consequently, the only way in which the quantity of soma-juice could 
be lawfully increased would be by getting hold of such pieces of the 
plant as have their joints at longer intervals than is ordinarily the case; 
and in this manner we would have increased the quantity, and yet kept 
within bounds of the restrictions as to the measure of the soma, and also 
preserved the compatibility of the Context and the word ‘ Diryhasoma’ 
because the ‘length’ of the pieces of the creeper would justify us in call- 
ing the ‘soma’ itself ‘long.’ 


Sittra (30): Objection: The eulogy would be equally meaningless 
in both cases.”] [Reply:] 

Sütra (31): It would be quite applicable (to the case of the 
samsthas); because of (the restrictions) not being univer- 
sally applicable. 

Some people explain the word *anityatvüt! as referring to the fact of 
the restrictions as to the quantity of soma not being always honoured in 
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actual performance;—the sense being that the quantity of soma could be 
increased in ways other than that shown above. 

But this explanation cannot be admissible; because such increase 
would be impossible in the case of such sacrifices as the Satra and the 
Ahina. Consequently the word ‘anityatvat’ must be taken as referring to 
the absence of restrictions in regard to the exact quantity of soma to be 
used in the AbAhy&ha laid down in the sentence ‘ Avicishtanamegunabhyi- 
het.' 

Or the word may be taken as embodying the reply in accordance with 
the Samsthadhikarana ‘\(11I—vi—41 et seg.),—to one who would bring for- 
ward against the Siddhünt; the fact of his theory involving a contradic- 
tion of the Context ;—the sense of the reply being that the ‘nitya’ (Jyo- 
tishtoma) does not take in the Dzrghasoma (on account of the sub-context of 
the samsthas being distinct from that of the Jyotishtoma itself). 

In regard to the sentence ‘trttyasavané amguréko grhyaté,’ there is a 
difference of opinion; as this ‘amew’ (portion) has also got to be taken 
out of the same soma. Consequently the only means that we could rea- 
sonably have for the increasing of the soma would be by taking such 
pieces as have the joints at longer intervals. 

For this reason also, the 'joining together' should find place in 
the later samsthàs (of the Jyotishtoma). 

Then again, the place of the * joining together’ should be restricted to 
these samsthüs alone, Because the word ‘ Dirghasoma’ applies to every one 
of the Soma-sacrifices, except the Agnishtoma; and also because like the 
declaration ‘ ya &féna, ete.’ the word applies to the later samsthàüs (of the 
Jyotishtoma) as well as to the other Soma-sacrifices. 

That is to say, we find that in the sentence ‘ ya &téna anishtva‘nyéna 
yajéta’ (‘one who should perform another sacrifice without having previ- 
ously performed this Agnishtoma sacrifice’), the word ‘anyéna’ refers, not 
only to the later samsthàs of the Jyotzshtoma, but to all sacrifices other than 
the Aginshtoma; and in the same manner, the word * Dirghasoma’ also 
would apply to all sacrifices other than the Agnishtoma; and as such it 
could not be restricted to the later saæmsthās alone, on the sole authority of 
the Context; specially as these samsthas, being the V ikrtis of the Jyotish- 
toma, could be completed by the help of the declaration * Prakrtivadvikrtih 
kartavy@’; and as such having no requirements, they could not have a 
Context of their own. And further, we find that the ‘ joining together’ is 
not enjoined, after the mention of any such accessory of the Original sacrifice 
(Jyotishtoma) as has been taken up for the occasion; because it falls 
within the details of the Jyotishtoma which 1s the first to be enjoined. 

For the following reason also, there can be no distinct Context 
relating to the samsthüs: In all cases the Context ceases on being inter- 
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rupted by something not connected with its subject; and hence when these 
(samsthds) have been once interrupted by the details of the Jyotishtoma, 
there is no idea of the continuous relationship of these (with the ‘joining 
together ’). 

That is to say, if the ‘joining together’ were mentioned in the sub- 
context (of the samsthüs), after the Ukhtya and the other samsthüs had 
been enjoined, then we could have admitted of the Context (relating to 
these samsthas). As a matter of fact, however, we find that, in accordance 
with the Samsthadhikarana (lll—vi—41 e£ seq.), the continuity of the 
samsihüs is broken by the intervening mention of such details of the 
Jyotishtoma as do not pertain to the samsthas ; and hence the ‘joining to- 
gether’ cannot be said to be included in the Procedure of the samsthas. 
Consequently we have neither the authority of the Context, nor that of 
Position or Order, for taking the ‘joining together’ with the samsthas; 
and in fact, its connection with them is indicated by the Syntactcial Connec- 
tion (of the sentence under consideration) ; and we find that this sentence 
actually connects the ‘joining together’ as much with the samsthüs as with 
all sacrifices other than the Jyotzstoma. Consequently it must be taken as 
belonging to all the Soma-sacrifices (with the single exception of the 
4 gnishtoma). 


ON NR MR P PP 


ADHIKARANA (12), 
[The prohibition of the Pravargy refers to the First Performance. | 


Sūtra (32): “The sentence mentioning the number would apply 
to the whole sacrifice; because of the Context." 


The Pravargya is mentioned without reference to any particular sacri- 
fice, in the sentence ‘yat pravargyam pravrnjanti'; and it is only by the 
syntactical connection of such sentences as * purastddupasadam pravargyan- 
carant;'that it becomes connected with a sacrifice; and this Pravargya 
betakes itself to the Jyotishtoma, in accordance with the Sūtra 1II—vi—2 ; 
specially as it is only in connection with this latter sacrifice that the Upu- 
sads are laid down; and by the time that these would go over to the 
vikrtis, on the strength of Inference, the Pravargya would also go to them. 
It is for this reason that the Bhüshya has said—Jyotishtomé pravargyam 
prakrtya cruyaté (though in reality the Pravargya is not mentioned in the 
Context of Jyotishtoma). 

Or it may be that,—inasmuch as in the Kaushitaki-Brahmana, it is 
in the Jyotishtoma-Context that we findethe Pravargya laid down, in a 
certain order of sequence,—the Bhashya-statement is based upon a refer- 
ence to this fact. 

In regard to this Pravargya, it is declared— ‘na prathamé yajné 
pravrnjyat’ (‘one should not perform the Pravargya in the first sacrifice ’ ). 

And with reference to this last sentence there arises a doubt as to 
whether the expression ‘ First Sacrifice’ refers to the Jyotishtoma with all 
its samsthàs and all its various developments, or to only the first perform- 
ance of that sacrifice. | 

And on this, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


*(1) Because the expression is co-extensive with ‘sacrifice’; (2) 
“because the word prathama (‘first’) is distinctly found to be synony- 
* mous with the ‘Jyotishtoma, as found in the sentence ‘ésha vāva pra- 
“tham yajnanam yajjyotishtomah’; (3) because the sentence ‘ya étena 
“ amishtvü, etc.’ shows that the Jyotishtoma is the sacrifice to be performed 
“ before all other sacrifices, which shows that the word ‘ First’ applies to 
* that sacrifice; (4) and because of the indications by the Context (in which 
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« the sentence under consideration occurs), —fthe expression ‘First Sacri- 
‘fice’ should be taken as referring to the whole of the Jyotishtoma ]. 

“ Objection : * If we take the expression asreferring to the First Per- 
“formance of the Jyotishtoma (viz. the Agnishtoma) only, that also would 
“be quite in keeping with the Context.’ 

“ Reply: How could that be in keeping with the Context, when even 
^ though the Prohibition of the Pravargya, like the prohibitions of the 
* Homa, Dana, Paka, etc., for the initiated person applies, through Context, 
“to the whole of the Jyotishtoma,—yet, by syntactical connection, it is 
“ sought to be taken along with only one performance of it (the First), and 
* the Context is left wholly inoperative ? 

“Then again, as a matter of fact, the fact of the prohibition in 
“ question applying to the whole Jyotishtoma is also indicated by Syntactical 
“ Connection ; and then, if there were any sacrifice capable of being per- 
“formed first (i.e. even before the Jyotishtoma),—then alone could the 
“ Prohibition not be taken as pertaining exclusively to the Jyotishtoma. 
* As a matter of fact, however, tiere is no such other sacrifice; conse- 
“ quently, the Syntactical Connection could not but be taken as referring 
* to the Jyotishtoma, which is found to be the only sacrifice capable of 

“first performance ; and this not affecting the Coin adver sely, would 
“it still involve its contradiction ? | j 

“ For these reasons, for the sake of the Context also, it must ve 
“admitted that the sentence in question, containing the mention of the 
“ number ‘first,’ refers to the JyoBhtoma." 


SIDDHANTA 


Sutra (33): It (the * First’) is conditionally relative, through 
the connection of the Performer; because the Indicative Power 
(of the word) is actually determined by that. 


If the word ' Prathama' (‘First’) were a name of the Jyotishtoma it- 
self, then what has been said in the Pürvapaksha would be quite admis- 
sible. As a matter of fact, however, it is found to be expressive of the 
Performance. 

That is to say, what the word ‘ Prathama’ actually denotes 1s T 
operation of the Performer which precedes all his other operations, and not 
any particular Action; and it is only by its connection with the said opera- 
tion that it comes to be applied to the Action also; but this too would 
be possible when the Action would be undergoing such an operation as 
that pointed out. Specially as when one is found to be going on with the 
second and subsequent performances (of the Jyotishtoma ), he is not spoken 
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of as ‘performing the first’; nor is one, who is not actually performing 
a sacrifice, called * the performer of the first sacrifice.’ 

Thus then, the word ‘ First’ having been shown to be denotative of the 
first operation, if it be applied, by indirect indication, to that which has 
that (firstness) as its qualification (the Jyotishtoma sacrifice f. i.), then 
that would involve a certain degree of remoteness (of the word) from its 
objective ; and this remoteness can be admissible only in such cases where 
no syntactical connection is found to be possible without it ;—e.¢. in the 
sentence ‘ésha vava prathamo yajnünüm, &c. In the case in question, 
however, we do not find the character of ‘First’ incapable of being taken 
as the ground of the Prohibition (of Pravargya) ; consequently, it would 
be only after having superseded this previous denotation of the word, 
that we could apply it to the sacrifice ( Jyotishtoma), even in course of its 
first performance ; and under the circumstances, the chances of its being 
applicable to the other performances (by the same sacrificer) would be 
very much remoter indeed ! 

Objection: “In that case the first performance of any and every 
“sacrifice would come to be the condition of the Prohibition in ques- 
tion. " 

Reply: Such would have been the case, if the sentence in question 
were an Injunction. As a matter of fact, however, it is a Prohibition ; 
and as such requires a declaration of the possibility of that which it 
prohibits; and not finding any possibility of the performance of the 
Pravargya, either in the ordinary actions of the world, or in the course 
of such Vedic actions, as Study of the Vedas, Kindliny of the Fire, Agni- 
hotra, Darga-Pirnamasa, and the like, —it naturally leaves these actions 
alone, and betakes itself to the Soma-sacrifices, through the capability 
(of these latter, of having the Pravargya performed in their wake). And 
among these too, it is to the Jyotishtoma that it betakes itself, in accor- 
dance with the law of the Andrabhyavdda; and of that again, only to 
the very first performance, because of the word ‘ prathama.’ 

Consequently the relative term ‘ First’ must be taken as with refer- 
ence to the second and subsequent performances of the same sacrifice 
(the Jyotishtoma); as these would be most near the First Perfor- 
mance, as well as of the same kind with it. Otherwise, if it were made 
relative to other sacrifices further removed from the First Performance 
(of the Jyotishtoma), then that would involve a great remoteness of the 
relationship. 

For these reasons, we must reject the Context, and taking our stand 
upon Syntacticil Connection, hold the Prohibition of the Pravaryya to 
apply to the First Performance only of the Jyotishtoma (i.e. only to the 


. Agnishtomn-portion of it). 
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In the Taittiriya text, we find a further Injunction of the Pravargya, 
in the sentence enc: p With regard to this there is a 
diversity of opinion. . We 

(1) Some people declare thus: “If this further Injunction be taken 
as referring to the Second and subsequent performances, then, inasmuch 
as we have never found any Prohibition of the Pravargya with reference 
to these performances (the aforesaid Prohibition distinctly referring to the 
‘ First Performance’), the injunction of its performance in connection 
with the other performances would be contained in the previous sentence, 
‘yat pravargayam pravrnjanti’; and the further Injunction would be a 
useless repetition. Consequently it must be taken as referring to the 
First Performance (of the Jyotishtoma); and thus the Prohibition under 
question, being set aside by this subsequent Injunction, would find scope 
for itself in the ‘first pen of another sacrifice (other than the 
Agnishtoma).” ae 

But this is not admissible; because the Agnishtoma exists as the sams- 
thà (the first to be performed), in connection with other sacrifices also. 
Nor is the epithet ‘first’ free to be applied to any sacrifice ; because we 
have the Direct Declaration—‘ Ya éténa anishtva, etc'—which restricts it 
to the Jyotishtoma alone,—and the name ‘ Prathamayajnah’ (‘ First sacri- 
fice’) means ‘that sacrifice which is the first to be performed,’ and as 
such cannot apply to any sacrifice other than the Jyotishtoma. 

(2) In view of this, some people offer the following explanation : 
“ The Prohibition applies to the ‘first performance’ of the Atiratra-sec- 
tion of the Jyotishtoma, and the subsequent Injunction applies to the 
Agnishtoma. Because the Atirātra also is laid down, as the ‘first to be 
performed ' in certain cases, in the sentence ‘Tasmat prathamam yajamano 
teratréna yajéta. Thus then, we find that the Prohibition (referring, in 
general terms, to the * First performance’) is common to both (the Atiratra 
and the Agnishtoma), while the later Injunction applies particularly to 
the Agnishtoma only; consequently in regard to this latter sacrifice, it is 
the Injunction that 1s the more authoritative. " 

But even this explanation is not admissible; because, inasmuch as 
the name ' Agnishtoma’ also is common to many other performances and 
sacrifices, the Injunction in question cannot but be regarded as common 
to all these (and not particularly to the Agnishtoma of the Jyotishtoma). 

(3) In view of all this, the third alternative proposed is the follow- 
ing: The Prohibition of the Pravargya is always applicable to the ‘first 
performance’ of the Atirātra, and being alternatively optional with regard 
to the Agnishtoma, in connection with this latter, it is both prohibited and 
enjowed. 


Against this explanation, some people bring forward the following 
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objections: * What is here said would have been quite possible, if the 
* sentence ‘na prathamayajné, etc.’ were a real Prohibition ; as a matter of 
“fact, however, all such sentences are mere Paryudāsas (partial preclu- 
* sions), as will be shown, in Adhyàya X, under the sūtra ‘apiva vakya- 
** egshah syat’; and we find that the sentence does not form part (syntacti- 
* eally) of the sentence dealing with the Agnzshtoma. If the sense of the 
“ sentence be explained as that ‘ the Pravargya is to be performed in that 
* Agnishtoma which is not the first to be performed’ (the ‘na’ being taken 
“with ‘ prathamayajné, and not with ‘ pravrnjanti’),—then, inasmuch as 
“this performability will have been laid down in that general Injunction 
“(‘yat pravargyam pravrnjanti’), its injunction in yet another sentence 
** (* Agnishtomé pravrnakti’) would be altogether useless. Consequently, 
“the sentence (‘na prathamayajne, etc.’) must be taken as connected with 
“(and following in the wake of) the said general Injunction,—thereby mean- 
“ing that ‘the pravargya that is performed should be in that which is not- 
* first’; and thereby the upshot of it comes to be that the prohibition of 
“the Pravargya applies to the Atirātra. Then again, one and the same 
“ sentence cannot be taken as connected with both the sentences (relating 
“to the Atiratra and the Agnishtoma); as it has all its requirements 
"fulfilled by the connection of a single sentence, Thus then, there being 
* no exception to the Injunction of the Pravargya in connection with the 
** Agnishtoma, it should be performed, without fail, along with that sacri- 
“fice (and not optionally as explained above).” 

To these objections, the following reply is given: What is here de- 
clared would have been quite possible, if the sentence in question were a 
Pavyudasa (partial preclusion) ; but as a matter of fact, it cannot be a 
Paryudasa ; asin that case, it could not be taken as connected (syntactically ) 
with another sentence; while such connection of it you have yourself 
proved, with reference to the sentence mentioning the Agnishtoma ; and as 
regards the sentence mentioning the Atzrdtra, it would be connected with 
this sentence also, if it were uttered at the time of the fulfilling of the re- 
quirements of the Procedure of the Atirdtra; but this you have omitted 
to mention. And as a matter of fact, the method of the injunctions of all 
samsthas is similar; and we do not find any prohibition in the sub-con- 
text,and the sentence cannot be taken as connected with the words 
! Prakyztivad vikrtih kartavyā’ as used with reference to the Atzratra, which 
is separated from it by the intervention of all the other sentences dealing 
with the Jyotishtoma. Consequently, the sentence must be taken as a 
Prohibition (and not as a Paryuddsa), exactly like the sentence—' the Pra- 
yajas are not performed along with the Pagu-sacrifice.' 

Objection: “Even if it were a Prohibition, it could only be taken as 
* applying to the original sacrifice (the Jyotishtoma)." 
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Reply: Such would be the case, only if its application to the Modi- 
fieations were not possible; as a matter of fact, inasmuch as such ap- 
plication depends solely upon the possibility of the performance, it occurs 
in both (the original sacrifice as well as its modifications), irrespective of 
the fact of its applying to the one by Direct Injunction, and to the 
other by Indirect Implication; and in support of this we could bring 
forward the contention contained in the Sūtra HI—vi—2. 

Objection: “ What you assert could be reasonable, only if it served 
* the same purpose in connection with both (the Original and its Modifica- 
* tion); as a matter of fact, however, it serves distinct purposes ; as with 
“reference to the Original (Jyotishtoma) it is wholly optional; while with 
“ reference to the Atirátra, the Prohibition is absolutely necessary." 

Reply: It is not so; as it will be shown under the saira—' Prati- 
c&dhah pradécé * narabhyavidhané ca praptapratishiddhatvad vikalpah syat’ 
(X—viii —1). Then again, inasmuch as a Prohibition of that whose perfor- 
mance is not possible without a scriptural Injunction, would not be possible, 
without having presupposed the possibility of such performance,—the 
Prohibition itself would necessitate the assumption of the said Injune- 
tion. And if the existence of this latter be once accepted, then, inas- 
much as both the Injunction and the Prohibition would be equally serip- 
tural, both would be equally authoritative ; and consequently there would 
always be an option with regard to the Atirātra. ‘Thus then, on account 
of the fact of its being mentioned twice, and of the difference in the time 
of the application of the Direct Declaration and the Indirect Implication, 
it would be by far the most reasonable to take the Prohibition as pertain- 
ing to the Original sacrifice (the Jyotzshtoma). 

Objection: ‘Such being the case, inasmuch as the injunction (of 
“the Pravargya) in connection with the original sacrifice would have 
“been supplied by the sentence—‘ agnishtomé pravrnakti’ —the former 
“ sentence (‘yat pravargyam pravrnjanti’) which does not occur in the con- 
“ text of any particular sacrifice, would be totally useless." 

Reply: This objection does not hold ; because while this latter sen- 
tence (‘yat pravargyam, etc.’) would serve as the Originative Injunction 
(of the Pravargya), the other sentence (‘ Agnishtomé pravrnakti’) would 
lay down its particular application (thus serving as its Véniyogavidhi) ; 
and thus there would be two distinct purposes served by the two sentences. 
Or, the sentence ‘yat pravargyam, etc.’ could be taken as serving the pur- 
pose of laying down the Pravargya in connection with the sacrifices other 
than the Agnishtoma. 

Objection: “In that case, the sentence ‘yat pravargyam, etc.’ would 
“be swallowed up by the subsequent sentence (‘ Agnishtomé, etc.’).” 

Reply: Such swallowing or recapitulation would be by no means pos- 
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sible. Because only that general assertion is swallowed up by the particular 
one, which, by itself incapable of being directly connected with a sacrifice, 
happens to be, somehow or other, connected with it indirectly,—e.g. the 
number ‘seventeen’. While in the case in question we find that the sen- 
tence * yat pravargyam, etc., by itself, is capable of being directly connected 
with the sacrifice ; and as such, it does not deserve to be swallowed up. For 
this reason too, it would appear to pertain to the modifications (of the 
Jyotishtoma). And in that case, the sentence ‘na prathamayajné’ could 
very well be taken along with the sentence ‘yat pravargyam, etc.’ ; and 
consequently, the non-performance of the Pravargya would be absolutely 
necessary, in connection with the first performance of the Atiratra; while 
in connection with the Agnishtoma, it would be its performance that would 
be absolutely necessary ; as in regard to this latter, the Pravargya forms 
the object of the sole Injunction (* Agnishtomé, etc.’); specially as it has 
already been shown that the Prohibitive sentence (‘na prathamayajné, 
etc,’) is not capable of being taken along with the sentence dealing 
with the Agnishtoma (* Agnishtomé, etc.’). 

The following conclusions are what appear to be the outcome of all 
this discussion: The sentence ‘ yah pravargyam, etc.’ does not betake itself 
to anywhere else except the original sacrifice. For if it did so, it would be- 
take itself also to the Ishtz, Pagubandha and the other wholly heterogeneous 
sacrifices, which as a matter of fact it cannot do; as in that case the 
restriction of its position, in the sentence ‘ purastüdupasadüm (before the 
Upasads), would not be compatible; consequently it could apply only to 
that sacrifice where we could have the Upasads; so, on account of the 
differenee in the time of the possibility of its performance,—inasmuch 
as we have the Upasads in the original (Jyotishtoma) sacrifice, —the 
Pravargya would apply to it, even without the further declaration (in the 
sentence ‘ Agnishtomé, etc.’); and it does so all the more, because of this 
additional Direct declaration. And we have already shown under the 
* Caturdha-karanadhikarana’ (III —1— 23 et seq.), that there is a swallow- 
ing up of such sentences, even when their relationship to a generic factor 
is distinctly cognisable. 

For these reasons, the two sentences being an Originative Injunction 
and an Injunction of Application respectively, they cannot be taken as the 
mere repetitions of each other. 

Such being the case, the sentences would be actually connected with 
those sacrifices, in whose Context the Pravargyu will be fonnd to be men- 
tioned, Thus then, if out of both the sentences (‘yak pravargyam, etc.’ and 
« Agnishtomé, etc. °) we could get the same sense that ‘ the Pravaryya is to be 
performed in the Agnishtoma,’—then these would be quite reconcilable 
with the sentence ‘na prathamayaj ne, etc., which latter would mean that 
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‘the Pravargya is to be performed in that Aynishtomu which is not the first 
to be performed,’ and thus this latter sentence being a Paryudasa, the 
non-performance of the Pravargya would be absolutely necessary in all 
* First Performances. ’ 

For these reasons, we must explain the Siddhanta in the following 
manner: The sentence ‘yah pravargyam, etc. having been shown to be 
applicable to the original sacrifice, the sentence ‘ Agnishtomé pravrnakt: ' 
found to be of no other use, comes to be taken as calculated to serve the 
purpose of pointing out the occasional allowability of what has been pro- 
hibited (the sense of the sentence being that though the performance of 
the Pravargya has been prohibited in regard to all * First Performances’ , 
yet if it be performed along with the Agnishtoma, which also is a * First 
performance’ , that would be allowable). 

OM: “It has been shown above that the sentence ‘na prathama- 
gyajn8 etc.’ is not a prohibition." 

Reply: We take it as a prohibition, for the purpose of making out 
some use for the sentence 'agnishtome, etc.'; aud specially as it has been 
shown that the sentence cannot be taken as Paryuddsa, along with this 
latter sentence. Nor does the sentence ‘ yah pravargyam, ete.’ apply only to 
those sacrifices that are not Agnishtoma ; when the sentence could be taken 
as a Paryuddsa referring to that. Consequently both the sentences must 
be taken as applying to the Agnishtoma. 

Consequently, even if the sentence under consideration be a Paryudasa, 
yet, on account of the denotative power of the two sentences, we must 
accept both (performance and non-performance of the Pravargya) as 
optional alternatives. Because, if we had its performance in all cases (in 
accordance with the Injunction ‘ Agnishtomé, etc.’), then the Paryuddsa (‘na 
prathamayajne, etc.) would become wholly useless; while if we had no 
performance of it at all (in accordance with this latter sentence), then the 
former Injunction would be useless. 

Thus then, we find that the necessity of — the two as optional 
alternatives, for fear of which you had recourse to the theory of Paryudasa, 
is found to remain also when the Paryudasa is accepted. Consequently, 
it is far more reasonable to accept the sentence as a Prohibition, as is in- 
dicated by the words themselves. 

Thus then, we come to conclude that it is in the First Performance of 
the Agnishtoma that we have both optional alternatives (the Prohibition 
applying to it on account of its being a ‘first performance,’ while the 
Injunction does so on account of its being the Agnishtoma). Then too 
when we meet with such a declaration, as—‘* fa Crotriya happens to be 
a Teacher of Vedas, he must perform the Pravargya’ ;—then in that case 
inasmuch as the sentence (‘ Agnishtomé, etc.) which makes the Pravargya- 
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performance allowable in the Agnishtoma, and which is the sole ground 
for the optional alternative, comes to refer to a particular perfor- 
mer (the Crotrziya who is a teacher of Vedas),—the optional alternative 
(that of the performance of the Pravargya in the Agnishtoma) would hold 
good only for that performer; while for all others, the only course 
admissible would be never to perform the Pravargya in the Agnishtoma. 

Question: “Is a non-Crotriya (one who has not read the Veda) ever 
“entitled 5o the performance of Vedic sacrifices,—that it should have 
“been considered necessary to qualify the performer as ‘a Crotriya! 9" 

Answer: It is quite true that when a word is found to express something 
that is already known, the use of that word, for the sake of expressing 
that alone, is considered useless; consequently the force of the word 
'Crotíya' must be taken as pointing to the excellent Crotriya; e.g. 
in the sentence ‘the girl should be given to a handsome man,’ the word 
‘handsome’ is taken in the sense of ‘handsomer.’ The mention of the word 
'anscana' (Teacher of Vedas) is meant to preclude the Vaigya and 
the Kshattriya; as, though they are entitled to be Crotriyas, yet they can 
never be ‘ Teachers.’ 

What has been said above applies to the case of the Atiratra also. 
In this case we find that the prohibition ‘na prathamayajné, etc.’ is quite 
applicable to it; and then not being Agnishtoma, it is not subject to the 
declaration of the allowability of the performance (in the sentence ‘ Agnish- 
tome, etc.’); consequently it comes to be concluded that the ‘ Pravargya 
should never be performed in the Atiratra,’ 

As for the other modifications (of the Jyotzshtoma), inasmuch as 
none of these would be ‘first performances, the Prohibition could not 
apply to them; and hence it would be absolutely necessary to perform 
the Pravurgya in connection with these. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as the Prohibition ‘na prathamayajné, etc.’ 
“would indirectly apply to those other modifications as well,—and 
“they would not have the character of the Ayncshtoma, which is the only 
“ condition of the allowability of the Pravaryya-performance,—there should 
“never be « performance of the Pravargya, at the first performances of 
* these sacrifices." 

Reply: It is not so; because the word ' prathama ' (* First’) by it- 
self, applying to that which precedes all others, could never apply (even 
indirectly) to those modifications, 

Thus then, it is established that the Prohibition contained in the 
sentence under consideration (* na prathamuyajné ctc.’) refers to the First 
performance of the simple Jyotishtoma by itself. 


cm ie i in SN ie a a ti a S a NUTS 


ADHIKARANA (13). 
[The grinding of Püsha's share is to be done at the Vikrti sacrifices. | 


Sutra (34): The grinding of Pusha's share is recognised as 
pertaining to the ectypes; because it is not en with 
regard to the archetypes. 


[In connection with the Darga-Pirnamasa, we find the sentence 
Tasmat Püshü prapishtabhagah, adatko hi sak (‘Thus then Pushan has his 
share ground, because he is without teeth’); and in regard to this there 
arises the question as to whether this grinding is to be done in the 
Vikrti sacrifice or in the Prakrti.) And on this question we have a 
conflict between Syntactical Connection and Context; and hence, in 
accordance with the ‘Law of the Joining-together, III—iii—24 ef seq.),. 
it is clear that the Grinding is to be done in the Vikrti ; and the subject 
is yet introduced again, simply with a view to serve as the ln 
to the next Adhikarana, 


ADHIKARANA (14). 


[ The Grinding of Pusha's share applies only to the Rice.] 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


Sutra (35): "The grinding applies to all offering materials 
equally ; because of non-distinction." 


[^ Whatever may be the particular material to be offered to Pushan, 
be it Rice, or Cake, or the Animal Body,—it is necessary to grind it; as 
no distinction has been made in the sentence laying down the Grinding, 
as to the particular material to which it should apply."] 


SIDDHANTA. 


Stra (36): But it should apply to the grain only; because 
in the case of the Cake. it is necessarily implied by the 
useful purpose served by it; and in the case of the animal 
body, it could not apply to it, because of incongruity. 


Some people might urge that—‘‘Inasmuch as the Cake could be 
made even if the grinding done were of the ordinary kind (not the Vedic 
one), the Vedic grinding could not be necessarily implied by the very 
nature of the Cake and the purpose served by the grinding (as declared 
in the Sütra)." 

To this we make the following reply: By the word ‘arthu’ we 
mean the help accorded to the original sacrifice; of this help, 1n the ori- 
ginal saerifice, the means of accomplishment has been fouud to consist of 
the grinding; and this previously-coguised grinding implies the same in 
the Cake also. 

In the case of the animal body, there would be a deficiency in the 
character of the Primary offering. Because the primary offering has 
been recognized as being iu the shape of the Heurt, etc.; and this could 
be done only by cutting these limbs out of the body. But when the body 
would be ground down, the necessary shapes would be no longer there, 
and so the offerings could not be cut out off the masses of those shapes. 
Even though it might be possible to make those shapes out of the 
pounded mass of flesh, yet in this case the names * Heart ' and the rest 
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would apply to these newly-shaped masses of flesh only secondarily,— 
just like the name ‘gavaya’ to the animal made of clay; and that 
causes a deficiency in the offering. Then again, we have the declaration 
that ‘the piece is to be cut out from that region in which it has been 
torn from the body’; and when the Heart, etc, have been ground down, it 
could not be known by which particular part it had been torn from the 
body of the animal. 

Thus then we find that it is only in the case of the Grain (or Rice), 
that the grinding does not cause any deficiency in the offering material, 
and that it is not necessarily implied by the purposes served by it; conse- 
quently we conclude that the grinding laid down should be taken as 
applying to the Grain. 

Objection: “ Inasmuch as the condition that has been laid down for 
“the grinding—viz. the absence of teeth—is applicable to all kinds of 
“ offerings, the grinding in question becomes applicable to the Cake and 
“the Animal Body also, the Cuttings of the Pieces and its attendant 
“ accessories should be offered after being ground down (the grinding 
“being done after the limbs have been cut out). Nor do we find the 
“ grinding ‘ necessarily implied’ (in the case of the Cake) or ' incompat- 
“ ible’ (in the case of the Animal body).” 

Reply: Inasmuch as the actual offering of the limbs is laid down as 
following immediately after their cutting out, it could not be proper to inter- 
rupt this immediate sequence by bringing in the grinding in the middle; 
specially as the sentence * because lie is without teeth, which appears to 
be the statement of a reason,is meant to be a mere Praise, as we shall 
show later on. j 

Consequently, the Injunction must be taken to be of the grinding of 
that alone which happens to be in due order for it. 

When the sentence under consideration is taken with reference to 
each of the three kinds of offering materials, it leads to the following 
conclusions: (1) in regard to the Cake, being necessarily implied by its 
usefulness, the meution of grinding would be the mere recalling of a previ- 
ous fact; (2) in regard to the Grain, it would serve as laying down the 
allowability of the grinding in this particular case (of the offering being 
meant for Pushan); (3) and in regard to the Animal-Body, it could only 
be taken as the injunction of something wholly new. And certainly, a 
single sentence could never be rightly taken in three diverse forms. 
Consequently, it being necessary to take it in a single form, we naturally 
accept the second of the above three forms; because it is the simplest of 
the three, and serves a distinctly useful purpose. 


Thus then it is established that the grinding applies to the Grain 
only. 
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Stra (31): Objection: “In the case of the Grain also." 


[Tn the case of the Grain also, we tind that the word ‘ Caru’ (‘cooked 
grain’) is applicable only when each grain is distinctly visible and cooked ; 
and if it were to be ground and then cooked, then we would have, not 
distinct grains, but a single mass of cooked flour, which would lead to as 
great an ‘incongruity’ as the grinding of the Animal Body. | 


Sūtra (38): Reply: “Not so; because it is the name of a pecu- 
liarly-cooked preparation.” 


There is no incongruity of purpose in the case of the Graz». Because 
the condition of all things is determined by ordinary experience; and it is 
a matter of ordinary experience that it 1s a certain cooked preparation 
that is called ‘Qurw’ (cooked grain). 

That is to say, though the word ‘ Caru’ is used in the sense of the 
‘cooked rice’ and ‘ Caru-bread,’—yet inasmuch as one and the same word 
could not rightly be accepted as having more than one signification, we 
take the word * Caru' as signifying that element which is common to the 
* cooked rice’ and the ‘ bread’; and that element consists in the fact of the 
(1) water in which it has been cooked not being thrown away, (2) in that 
of its being hot inside, and (3) in that of its being thoroughly well 
cooked. 

The Bhashya says—‘ pakshoktam phalam ’—(‘the use of the inquiry lies 
in what has been shown to be the conclusion in each case, —according to 
the Pürvapaksha the grindiny is done to all offering materials, while 
according to the Siddhdnta, it is done to the Caru only’). But this is 
not much of a use explained, as regards the Pirvapaksha,—the principal 
end of which lies, not in the application of grinding to the Cake, but 
in that of applying it to the Animal Body,—though, it is true, that the 
case of both is almost identical. 


ADHIKARANA (15). 


[The Grinding of Pusha’s Share finds place only in that Carw which is 
dedicated to Püshan alone.) 


Sutra (89): (There should be a grinding of the Caru) only 
when there is one (Deity); because (the mention of 
grinding is) connected with one (Deity) only. 


Now then, there arises the question as to whether the Grinding is to 
be done also when the offering of that Caru is meant for two Deities— 
Indra and Pushan,—or only when it is meant for Pushan alone. And 
as the question is subject to the principles arrived at under the ‘ Caturdha- 
karana’ and the ‘ Indrapita’ Adhikarana (111—i—26 et seq., and III—1i 
—27 et seq.), —we (omit the Pürvapaksha and) start off with the—- 


SIDDHANTA. 


Inasmuch as we find the sentence, under consideration, which lays 
down the grinding, speaking of Péshan alone as having his ‘share ground,’ 
the Grinding would apply to that Caru alone which is dedicated to 
(and meant for) Püshan only. 


Sūtra (40): Also because of the incongruity involved in the 
particular action (when applied to any other Caru). 


For the following reason also, the grindiug should be done only to that 
Caru which is meant for Püshan alone :—In the case of the Caru meant 
for two deities (Pushan and Indra), would you grind the whole of it or 
only half? If the latter, then the cooking of it would be deranged; and 
if the former, the two shares would get hopelessly mixed up. 

That is to say, if only half of the Caru were ground and the other 
half left unground, the ground half would become cooked very much 
sooner than the other half; consequently, if the whole thing would be 
removed from the oven as soon as the ground half would be ready cooked, 
then the other half would remain uncooked ; while if we were to wait for 
this latter to become ready cooked (before removing the vessel from the 
oven), then by that time the ground half would become melted off in a 
single mass (of flour). A careful and neat method of cooking makes even 
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a ‘cooked rice’ of the ground grain also; but this would be absolutely 
impossible in the way suggested (by the Pürvapaksha). It might be 
suggested that the portion consisting of whole Rice should be put upon 
the fire first, and when that should have become half-cooked, then the 
ground half would be put in (and then the two portions would be ready 
by the same time). But in that case the simultaneity of the cooking 
of the offering material (meant for the two deities conjointly) would 
disappear. Then, lastly, if for the sake of Pūshan, Indra's share were 
also ground, then the two shaves would get hopelessly mixed up; and if 
the portion of one Deity happened to be offered to another, that would 
mean à great anomaly in the sacrifice. | 

Objection: ** What you say now would apply to your theory also, as 
regards those offerings that are meant for two Deities conjointly. Be- 
“ cause in the case of the Caru, or the Animal Body, or the Cake, being 
“ offered to two Deities, —before the offering is actually made, there is one 
* whole mass of the substance to be offered ; and thus certainly there is a 
“ mixture of the portions of various Deities. And in fact you admit of 
"this mixing up of the portions,—on the grouud that there is no incon- 
“ gruity in the mixed-up offerings being simultaneously made to the joint 
“ Deities.” 

Reply: This non-incongruity would be possible only in such cases 
where the sacrificial Details are such as are calculated to help in the 
bringing about of the sacrificial Apūrva (as we hold the grinding to be): 
as for you, on the other hand, you hold this grinding to be something 
pertaining to the Deity (Püshan). 

That is to say, for us the Grinding is meant to be au aid in the bring- 
ing about of the Apiirva of that sacrifice which has Pashan for its Deity ; 
and hence, inasmuch as such an Apürva would not be possible in the case 
of a sacrifice which would have two Deities, Grinding could never apply in 
such eases. In fact, in the case of other kinds of offering materials also 
meant for two Deities, the conditions are the same (7.e. the peculiarities 
in the material are meant to aid in the bringing about of the particular 
Apürvas) ; and as such the Deity is always the secondary element. . Conse- 
quently, inasmuch as there can be no repetition of the Principal factor for 
the sake of the secondary, it is held that even in such cases (of two Deities) 
the actual offering is made once only; and hence the Portions of all the 
Deities (jointly) being offered all at once, there is no harm done by the 
miæture (in the final Apūrva, which is the only result of the offering, 
according to our view). For you, on the other hand, it is not possible to 
speak of the grinding ax we have done (i.e. as helping in the bringing 
about of the Apürva); and hence you must take it ns due to the particu- 
lar Deity. And in that case, the Deities being the Principal element, 
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each would want its portion separately; and the offering also would have 
to be made accordingly. And from the very beginning, it has been a 
settled fact that there is only one Portion (that meant for Püshan) that 
has to be ground; and thus there would be the anomaly in cooking (as 
shown above). 

It may be suggested that—“ even that portion which is meant to be 
*in whole grains of rice could be ground down, for the sake of the uni- 
“ formity in cooking." 

But in reply to this, we urge the following arguments: Until the 
Portions have been differentiated out of the whole mass of substance, we 
do not know how much of it is the portion of which Deity ; and as such till 
then there is no harm done by the mixing up of the Portions. But when 
the differentiation has been made, inasmuch as the Portions could not be 
mixed up again unless we actually had a text authorizing such mixing up, 
it becomes absolutely necessary to offer the Portions separately: and in 
that case, if the portion of one Deity were offered to another, there would 
be a great anomaly in the sacrifice. 

Nor could it be urged that the two portions (the ground and the 
unground) would be cooked in separate vessels. Because the Veda lays 
down the Caru as the material to be offered, in the words ‘Carum, ete.’ 
where * Carum’ being the object enjoined, its number (the singular) could 
not but be regarded as significant; consequently if it were put into two 
vessels, there would be two Carus, which would involve a contradiction of 
the said scriptural text. 

Thus then we conclude that the grinding could not but be incongruous, 
as regards the ‘Caru’ meant for two Deities ; and consequently it should 
not be performed in the case of such Carus, 

| But upon the above we have the following arguments for the 


PÜRVAPAKSHA.] 


Sutra (41): “Even in a case where Püshan is coupled with 
“another Deity (we would have the Grinding); as the 
"presence of that Deity (Pūshan) is the only condition 
“(laid down for it).” 


“We could have the grinding even in those cases where we had 
* Püshan coupled with another Deity. Because if the grinding were laid 
“down either for that offering which is meant for Püshan alone, or for 
“that which forms part of the sacrifice to Püshan ;—then, in that case, 
“there could have been no grinding in regard to the Caru meant for two 
“ Deities, on account of its not being declared to be for that purpose. As 
“a matter of fact, however, we find that the only condition laid down 
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"for the Grinding is the presence of Pushan, and not any substance 
“qualified by that Deity. Then, inasmuch as the character of the Deity 
“of a sacrifice is pervasive (that is, the Deific character pervades as one 
“ complete whole over both Deities in a Two-Deity sacrifice), though 
“ the sacrifice which has two Deities (Indra and Püshan) could not be 
“ spoken of as ‘one qualified by Püshan as its Deity,’ yet by this it is not 
« meant that either Pishan, ov his Portion, does not exist in connection 
* with that sacrifice; as will be declared in connection with the Manota 
«(in Adhyaya X) that ‘though Agni is not its Deity, yet that does not 
" mean that he does not inhere in it Consequently, even if the deific 
“character does not belong to Püshan (in the case of the Two-Deity 
“ sacrifices), as the only condition (for grinding) is the mere presence of 
* Püshan, even when the Qaru would be meant for two Deities (Indra and 
*Püshan),—it is always cognized that half of it is the portion of 
* Püshan alone, in accordance with the conclusion arrived at under 
* Sutra X—111—53; and thus when we would come to do the grinding of 
“this portion of the Caru, then, in accordance with the ‘Law of 
* Kansyabhoj.’ (which makes it incumbent upon the Teacher to eat out 
* of the Kānsya vessel, for the sake of his Pupil who is under a penance 
* which makes it necessary for him to eat out of such vessel, and for 
* whom it is necessary to eat only of what has been left by his Teacher), 
‘Cas the condition of even that which may be the secondary factor might 
“ affect that of the other, the Portion of the other Deity also would come 
“to be ground, (for the sake of the grinding of Püsha's portion) ; and 
“there would be nothing objectionable in this. If, however, it be found 
* undesirable to do something (the grinding of Indra’s portion) not 
“ directly laid down, and it be concluded to grind only the Half meant for 
* Püshan,—even then, the proper cooking of both (the ground and the un- 
“ground grain) could be done by some clever stroke of the culinary art. 
“Or, we could very levitimately do away with the necessity of the minor 
“ details of the fact of the cooking of both being simultaneous, or that of 
“both being cooked in the same vessel; and thus we should do the 
* grinding (of Püsha's portion even in the case of the Caru being meant 
** for both Indra and Püshan). 

“ It has been argued above (under Sūtra 39) that ‘the Laws of the 
“ Chatwrlhükarana and that of Indrapita would apply to the case in ques- 
“tion (and the performance of the grinding would be limited by the 
“words of the sentence laying it down). And to this we make the 
“following reply: As for the compound (in ‘ Indrapitau’) and the word 
“formed by a nominal affix (i.e. ‘ Aynéyx’), these can never appear in 
“connection with such words as are incapable of affording the sense 
“ required ; consequently in the case of the use of such words, we do not 
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* admit the capability of the word expressive of one Deity referring to 
“that which belongs to two Deities. That is to say, in the case of the 
“ words * Agneya’ and * Indrapita, we find that they are fully capable of 
“referring to Agni and Indra respectively, and as such cannot in any case 
“ refer to that which belongs to two Deities; but in the sentence under 
‘‘ consideration we find that the word ‘ Pusha’ does not occur in a com- 
* pound, (and hence there is no exclusive capability belonging to it); 
* hence even though the compound ‘Prapishtabhagah’ is dependent upon 
“ something else, yet a reference to the Caru meant for two Deities does 
“ not deprive the word ‘Pusha’ of any recognized capability; and hence 
“there can be nothing objectionable in speaking of the offering meant for 
“ Indra and Püshan as ‘one meant for Püshan.' 


Sutra (42): “Also because we perceive an Indicative Force.” 


* The reason (for grinding) that is given is—‘ because Püshan is with- 
* out teeth’; and this clearly indicates that the Grinding depends upon, and 
*is conditioned by, the Deity. And certainly Püshan does not become 
“endowed with teeth, when joined by another Deity; hence the 
“condition (for grinding) remaining intact in the latter case also, i6 is 
“necessary to do the Grinding. Specially as it is thus alone that we 
“could reconcile the following declarations: ‘We should offer the Caru 
* meant for Soma and Pishan, half of which has been ground '; —'In the 
“case of two-Deity offerings, half of the Caru should be ground and 
“half unground.’ And that this is the right course is also indicated by the 
‘fact of the presence of the Deity being laid down as the sole condition 
“ for having recourse to Grinding. 


Stitra (43): “If the sentence were an injunctive one, then we 
would have the Grinding of all (offering materials); and 
with reference to that (the unqualified Soma-Paushna offer- 
ing) the Grinding would be scripturally authorised; and 
it would be of the Caru that there would be no Grinding; 
as there would be no use for it.” 


“(In regard to the sentence ‘soma@paushnan carunnirvapet némapish- 
“tam, etc.’) it might be argued that ‘inasmuch as it is an Injunctive 
“sentence, the expression n&mapishtam could not have the desired indi- 
* eative force; in fact it would point to the contrary view.’ And in view 
“ of this objection, we explain as follows: If this were an Injunctive sen- 
“tence, then, inasmuch as it would not be right to have an injunction 
“of many things (by a single sentence), the ‘grinding of half’ would be 
“the object enjoined; and then, this could be enjoined, with reference 
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* either to the * Caru, ov to ‘Soma@paushna’; and with reference to which- 
“ soever of these two the injunction would be made, that could not be 
“qualified by the other,—and hence the grinding would come to have an 
“universal application; and as such all the offerings would have to be 
“ground; and in that case one of the two words (‘ Caru’ or ‘Somapaush- 
“na’) would become useless. That is to say, if we were to take the 
*' Injunction as ‘that which is the Caru should be half-gronnd,’ then the 
“ grinding coming to be recognised as applying to all Carus, the word Soma- 
** paushna, as referring to only one of the Carus, would become useless. If, 
* on the other hand, the Injunction be interpretted as that ‘that which is 
“ Somapaushna should be half-ground,’ then, too, the Grinding would come 
* toapply to all offering-mater?als ; because all that the word ‘Somapaushna’ 
“ would indicate would be the character of being meant for the joint Deity 
“ Somu-Pishan; and this would be equally applicable to the Cake and 
“the Animal Body also (just as much as to the Caru); and thus the word 
'* !'Ó'Üarum"' would become absolutely useless. 

“Specially would such be the case, because with reference to that-—i.e. 
“with reference to the Som@-paushna even when unqualified (by * Caru’)— 
“the grinding would be scripturally authorised,—as no useful purpose 
“ would be served by the qualification. 

** In fact, in accordance with this view, there would be no grinding of 
“the Caru. 

“ Objection: ‘Inasmuch as the Grinding is necessarily implied in the 
“very nature of the Cake, it does not need to be specially enjoined in 
* connection with that; and as for the Animal Body, it has already been 
“shown that the grinding when applied to it involves a most hopeless 
“incongruity. (And as such the Injunction of the Grinding could not 
“apply to any of these two materials ; it must apply to the Qaru). 

“ Reply: Not so; because none of these objections is found to apply 
* to the case in question ; because all that we do, on finding the sentence 
“laying down the grinding of all offering materials, is to take the ‘half 
“ grinding’ as enjoined in connection with the Cake; and certainly even 
“by being half cooked, the Cake remains intact. And as for the Heart 
“aud the other limbs (of the Animal Body), if we were to grind the whole 
“of these, except that part by which they may have been torn from the 
** body,—there would be none of theincongruities shown above ; nor would 
“ their shape be wholly destroyed ; nor would there be any mistaking of the 
“ part by which they may have been torn from the Body. And as the 
“other part, by which it may have been torn, would be quite perceptible, 
“even if it were to be ground down, the portion of Püshan would be dis- 
“ tinctly distinguishable, and would not be lost, as it would be in the case 
* of the grinding of the whole. 
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“ Or, it may be that, in accordance with this view, inasmuch as the 
* grinding, being based upon verbal authority, would serve only an imper- 
“ ceptible purpose, the cutting (of the Heart, etc.) would be done before the 
* Grinding. And this grinding would not depend upon the presence of a. 
“ Deity. 

« Thus then, inasmuch as the grinding would apply to all materials, 
* it could not be taken as applying exclusively to the Caru ; and hence its 
“ mention (in the sentence 'somüpaushnan carum, etc.) would be wholly 
“ useless. Consequently it must be admitted that this sentence enjoin- 
“ing the relationship of the Oaru with the Deity (Soma-Püshan), the 
' C half-grinding, is merely spoken of by way of reference (and not as an 
“object of Injunction). And thus this latter word, not forming part of 
“an Injunction, comes to be taken as having the desired indicative force 
“ (assigned under Stra 42)." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (44): It pertains to one only; because it is meant to 
belong to the resultant (Apürva); consequently, it could 
not belong to both, just as in the case of the Aindragna. 


We could have the grinding only when Pishan alone would be the 
Deity, and not when he would be joined by another Deity. Because tlie 
grinding does not belong either to the Deity, or to his portion; in fact it 
is laid down as a detail belonging to the sacrifice of which Püshan is the 
Deity. 

That is to say, (before the offering has actually been made) there 
is no ‘ Portion’ (Bhàga) of the Deity, to which the Grinding could belong. 
Specially as the material becomes the ‘ portion’ of a Deity, not merely by 
being offered to him, but by being accepted by him. And further, the 
word *Bhaga' (Portion) is made up of the root ‘bhaj’ with the affix 
‘ghan, in the Accusative sense,—it being etymologically explained 
‘bhajyaté ( =‘ sévyaté’) yah sak bhagah’ (= that which is accepted); conse- 
quently that which is accepted by one is his ‘ Bhaga’ (Portion). And as 
a matter of fact we do not find the Deity actually accepting the offering ;. 
specially as the fact of the Deity actually partaking of the offering will be re- 
futed later on, in Adhyaya IX. In fact, even if the Deity were to accept 1t,— 
yet, it could not have the capability of introducing an accessory, as also 
will be shown in Adhyàya IX (under the Sutra IX—1i—4 et seg.). Thus 
then, it being as impossible for the Grinding to be an accessory of the 
‘Portion’ as that of the ‘ Deity,’ it must be taken as an accessory belong- 
ing, through the sacrifice, to its resultant Apūrva ;—as is shown by the 
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first Adhikarana of Adhyaya IX, as also by the ‘ Devatadhikarana ' (Adh. IX). 
The author of the Bhashya has also referred to the same fact of the grinding 
being an aecessory of the sacrifice, by denying that of its belonging to the 
Deity. 

Question: '* How then could the Grinding, when mentioned in another 
Context, be an accessory of the sacrifice? That is to say, inasmuch as the 
* Syntaetieal Connection (of the sentence ‘Pisha prapishtabhügah, etc.") 
*‘refers to the Deity (and not to the sacrifice),—and as without Context 
* there could be no indication of the means of accomplishing the Apürva,— 
** there can be no connection (of the grinding) with either the sacrifice or 
“the Apürva.," 

“The reply to this (as given in the Bhashya) is: By means of Syn- 
tactical Connection (we ave led to this cognition). 

The opponent retorts by further pointing out what he means—[*' The 
Syntactical Connection points to its connection with the Deity.” | 


And in reply to this, the Bhashya explains the word ‘bhdga’ (in the 
sentence) as signifying the sacrifice, on the ground of the principal 
signification of the word not being found compatible with the rest of the 
sentence. That is to say, inasmuch as, in the case in question, there is no 
such ‘ Bhaga’ as consists in the acceptance of something offered by another, 
that factor of this action which consists in the mere act of the offering 
must indicate the sacrifice; and as this is quite possible in that sacrifice 
which has Püshan alone for its Deity, the mention of it as the ‘ Bhàga of 
Püshan' becomes quite compatible. But this latter name cannot apply to 
that sacrifice which has two Deities;—because (1) the deific character 
is pervasive in its character, (2) and the words conveying the offering to 
both are inseparably mixed up; and consequently the sacrifice could not 
be named after any one of those two Deities. E.g. just as the Cake or 
Vessel belonging to Indra-Agni is not taken as denoted by the words 
< Agnéya’ and * Indrapita,’ so, in the same manner the sacrifices to Indra- 
Püshan could not be spoken of as * Püshabhaàga.' 


Though we say nothing as to the difficulty that would arise in 
explaining the compound (as shown above), yet inasmuch as the very 
signification of the word ‘bhāga’ is not found to be applicable to the 
Aindrapaushna offering, the word 'Püshabhüga' cannot be applied to 
this latter. 


Though, when two entities come to have the nature of the Deity, each 
of them could be spoken of as the ' Deity,' yet, inasmuch as in the word 
conveying the offering, they are not mentioned by the name of any one of 
them, we conclude that the Two-Deity sacrifice cannot be spoken of as 
* Püshabhüga.' 
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Sūtra (45): The absence of teeth is a mere supplementary 
reason. 


It has been argued by the opponent that “the mention of the reason 
‘because he is without teeth’ shows that the grinding is an accessory of 
the Deity.’ And to this we offer the following reply: The sentence 
‘because he is without teeth’ is an Arthavdda having a form indicative of 
a supplementary or corroborative reason; and as such it is only meant to be 
an eulogy of the particular accessory in question (viz. grinding); and 
as there would be nothing objectionable in this, it could not show that the 
accessory belongs to the Deity. 


Sitra (46): The other is an injunctive sentence. 


Inasmuch as the ‘half-grinding’ has never been found to have been 
enjoined elsewhere, the sentence (‘ Somüpaushnam, etc.) would be an 
Injunction (and not merely indicative of the fact of the grinding applying 
to the Caru meant for the two deities Soma and Püshan). And as the 
object of the Injunction is a qualified one, there would be no syntactical 
split. And as, in accordance with the law of the Arunàdhikarana, the 
factors spoken of in the sentence would restrict one another, the 
Injunction of the grinding could not pertain to all offering materials. As 
a matter of fact, it is only in comparison with an unqualified Injunction 
that the qualified Injunction could be said to be less authoritative; in the 
case in question however there is no unqualified Injunction ; consequently 
the sentence in question cannot be taken as merely indicative (and not 
1njunclive). 

For these reasons the Grinding must be taken as pertaining to the 
Portion of a single Deity. 


(0) 


Thus ends the Third Pāda of Adhyāya III. 
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ADHYAYA III. 
PADA IV. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 

[The mention of the Nivita is an Arthavàda.] 


Sūtra (1): “The mention of Nivita is meant to be a pro- 
“perty of Man; because the word has that for its predom- 
“inant factor." 


We continue the consideration of the subject of the conflict or non- 
confliet between Context and Direct Declaration, Indicative Power and 
Syntactical Connection. 

[In connection with the Darca-Pirnamdsa we have the sentence— 
* nivitam manushyünüm, prücinüvitam pitrnüm, upavitan dévünüm, wpavya- 
yate dévalakshmaméva tat kuruté.’| And with regard to the first of these 
sentences—‘ nivitam manushyanadm’—there are the following alternative 
explanations: (a) The nivitam is a property of the Man by himself; (b) 
itis the property of Man as related to a certain action; (c) it is the 
property of the Action by itself; (d) it is the property of such actions as 
are mentioned in the Context, and have the Man for their predominant 
faetor—e.g. the actions of Anvahéryapacana and the like; (e) it is the 
property of such actions with Man as their predominant factor, as are not 
mentioned in the Context,—e.g. the Attending upon guests and the like. 

As for the question, whether the sentence in question is an Injunction 
or a mere Aríhavüda, this would be of no use in the Adhydya that deals 
with “ Accessories”; and further, being related to the chapter on the 
“ Authoritative means of knowing Dharma "—41.e. Adhyaya I—it has already 
been dealt with in course of the consideration of those Arthavādas that 
have the semblance of Injunctions; and consequently it need not be 
brought forward here. That the Bhashya has introduced this question here 
is simply by way of taking for granted and putting forward something, 
for the purpose of introducing a discussion; as it is found that unless 
the sentence be taken to be an Injunction, it cannot be suspected of 
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mentioning the ‘nivita’ as the property of Man, etc., etc. And what the 
Bhüshya does is (1) to admit, for the sake of argument, and assert that 
the sentence is an Injunction, (2) to deal with subjects immediately con- 
nected with the matter of the Adhyàya, (3) and to sum up with the 
conclusion that the sentence is an Arthavada. The connection of this 
introduction of the question of Injunction and Arthavada with the other 
Adhikaranas also, may be explained in the same manner. 
In connection with this sentence we have, first of all, the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (A), 


“ The sentence is an Injunction, in accordance with the sūtra I—ii— 
* 19. And hence, in accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the 
« Ahinadhikarana (11I—iii—15-16), the genitive (in ‘ manushyanam’) 
* directly denotes the fact of the nivita being a property of Man ; because 
“it is cognised as belonging to him, while the Man is not cognised as an 
* accessory of that; as the declensional ending (attached to ‘Man, 
* * Manushya’) does not denote the subsidiary character. As the mere 
* existence of Man, as its accessory, would have been necessarily implied 
* by the very nature of the Action, there should have been no mention of 
“him; but as we do find him mentioned, we conclude that the Nivitu is 
* the property of Man. 


Sūtra (2): “Objection: ‘The sentence is merely descriptive 
because the object (Nivita) already exists.’” 


“ Object.: ‘Some people explain nivita as ‘winding up in the way 
** known as gala-vénika, while others explain it as ‘winding it up carefully.’ 
“ As the former is possible only in battle, while the latter is possible in 
* all actions, as it removes a hindrance,—it is with reference to this 
“latter that we speak of the sentence as descriptive. And as for the 
‘* special purpose served by this, we shall explain it later on.’ " 


Sutra (3): Reply: “It is an Injunction; as it speaks of 
something wholly now.” 


“ The sentence is an Injunction ; because it would have been merely 
“ Descriptive only if the object spoken of were already fully known to be 
“as it is here spoken of. As a matter of fact, however, it is not fully 
“known as such; because even without the ‘careful winding up’ the 
“removal of hindrance would be possible, While, as the ‘hanging 
“ by the neck,’ it is not known previously ; and hence there is room for a 
* Restrictive Injunction pertaining to this." 


m 
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PURVAPAKSHA (B) [rejecting (A)]. 


Sūtra (4): “Because of the fact of the Nivita being men- 
“tioned in a context abounding in the mention of the pro- 
“ perties of Actions,—this also would be a property of Ac- 
“tions.” 
“The MNivita is a property of the Action; because while being men- 
* tioned in an Injunction, it is found in a context that abounds in the 
* mention of such Properties as belong to Actions." 


Sittra (5): “Specially because of the peculiar nature of the 
closing words of the sentence." 


“ Whenever we find a certain thing capable of being taken in two- 
‘different ways, we should take it in accordance with that means of 
‘knowledge which may not be found to be contradictory to another 
` means of knowledyve.—And in the case in question, we find that being 
‘mentioned in the Yajurveda, the sentence dealing with the Nzvita, etc., is 
connected with the name of * Adhvaryava. Consequently if the Nivita 
‘were the property of an Action, then, whenever we would look for its 
* performer, the said Name would point to the Adhvaryu priest; as thus 
“alone could the Name serve a useful purpose. And we shall show later 
* on that the Name could not serve any such purpose with regard to the 
“Properties of Man. Consequently, if the Nivita were the property of 
^ Man, the operation of the Name would be rejected (as useless); while: 
“it is duly honoured if the N?vita is taken as the property of the Action. 
“(as shown above). 

** For this reason also, it must be regarded as the property of Actions." 


- 


- 


e 
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- 
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PURVAPAKSHA (C) AND (D). 


Stra (6): “It is connected with that which appears in the. 
“same Context; as there would be no incongruity in 
^^ ids. 


'" At first we seek to reject the theory of the Mivita being a property 
“of Actions, by showing the superior autoritative character of the theory 
* of its being a property of Man; becanse in this way, the theory being 
* put forward by easy stages, it would be easy to accept it later on. Asa 
“ matter of fact, we find that the Direct Denotation (of ‘manushyanam’) 
** gets aside the indications of the said Context and Name, and distinctly 
“ points to the fact of the N?vi!a being a property of Man. Consequently 
“we put forward another theory, which is compatible with all the three 
* (Direct Declaration, Context and Name). It is this: The genitive in 
“ * manushyan'm, based upon the distinctive relationship of those Actions 
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“in which Man is the predominant factor, does not take in the mivita 
* and such Actions, in the case in question, are found to be the Anvahar- 
“ yapacana and the like, and none others (as these alone of such actions 
* are found to be mentioned in the Context). Thus then, the meaning of the 
* sentence in question comes to be that ‘the Nivita should be performed 


999 


** jn those Actions that belong to Men.'" . 


PÜRVAPAKSHA (E). 


Sūtra (D): “It belongs to the Action in which Man is the 
“principal factor; because its mention is similar to that 
“of others (the Upavita, &c.) which belong to those actions 
“in which these (the gods, &c.) form the principal fac- 
“tor.” 

“The Mivita would belong to that Action which is not mentioned in 
*' the same Context, and in which the Man forms the predominant factor. 
* Because, inasmuch as we find the manner of declaration exactly simi- 
“lar in all the three Injunctions [ (1) ‘Mivitam manushyanam,’ (2) 
* * Pracinavitam pitrnam,’ (8) ‘ Upavitam dévinaim’|,-—just as the ‘pra- 
“ cindvitu’ and the ‘upavita’ are taken to belong to those actions in 
“which the Pitrs and the Gods respectively form the principal factor,— 
“so in the same manner, the ‘ Nivita’ in question should be taken as 
* belonging to those Actions in which Man is the predominant factor. 

* That is to say, we find that the two injunctions, ‘ upavitam devanàm ' 
“and 'prücinüvitam pitrnüm' are taken as applying, independently of 
“ each other, to those actions in which the Gods and the Pitris respec- 
* tively are the principal factors; aud as the ideas connected with these 
“two Injunctions necessarily apply to the third (‘Nivitam manushyà- 
“ nim’) also, we should take the word * manushyànüm as signifying those: 
* Actions in which Man forms the predominant element. 

“ The opponent putting the question—' How do you make this out 9? '— 
"and the BAüshya having given the answer—because of the relationship 
' of the genitive ending in * manushyanüm,' —the opponent again retorts :— 
“ ‘this genitive ending. points to the Nivita as belonging to Man (and not to 
“any Action). 

"Or, we may take the whole of this portion of the Bhashya as for- 
* mulating the opponent’s question, 

“In any case, the final reply of the Pürvapakshin would be this: It 
“is quite true that the Nivita would come to be cognised as belonging to 
" Man; but, inasmuch as this would involve the complication of the 
“assumption of a distinct Result (proceeding from this performance of 
“the Nivita as belonging to Mau), we give it up; and take the genitive 
“as based upon the distinctive relationship of the Action of which Man 
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* is the predominant factor. This connecting of the Nivita with such an 
* Action would have the further advantage of not standing in need of the 
“assumption of any result not connected with the Nivita itself. The 
"mention of ‘ Manushya’ (in ‘manushyanam’) is meant to indicate 
“the Action in which Man (Manushya) is the predominant factor; and 
"thus our theory does not involve the assumption of the relationship 
“ of anything not mentioned in the sentence. And the further advantage 
~“ that our theory has is that it does not leave any ground for taking the 
* Nivita to be syntactically connected with the original Sacrifice of the 
" Context (i.e. the Darca-Pürnamüsa.)" 


SIDDHANTA. t 
Sütra (8): It is an Arthavada, because of the Context. 


We find none of the above theories free from objectionable features, 

In the first place, if the Nivita be connected with the Action men- 
tioned in the Context (as declared in Sūtra 6), it directly contradicts 
the Indications of Syntactical Connection; while its connection with the 
actions of Anvahiryapacana, etc. would involve a syntactical split; 
and in this theory there would be a further disadvantage, in that the 
Context cannot serve the purposes of specification (attributed to it). 
Secondly, as for its connection with such actions as the attending upon 
guests (as laid down under Sūtra 7), there can be no reasonable ground 
for it; inasmuch as such a connection would not be amenable to any 
one of the means of right notion, from among Direct Declaration, etc. ; 
in fact even its staunchest upholder only infers it from the ‘relationship 
of Man’ (expressed by the word ‘ manushyainam’); and this would be 
scarcely right; because that genitive (in ‘manushyandm’) is cognised as 
being based upon the distinctive relationship of that (action) which is 
connected with the word ‘ nivita’; specially as no case-endings appear in a 
case where a distinctive relationship of the member related is not 
expressed. Then too, that theory involves the anomaly of having to 
reject indications of the Context and the Name, and also of having to 
assume a Result; and so long as we have other alternatives at our dis- 
posal, we cannot rightly have recourse to such extreme measures; and as 
a matter of fact we find that we can quite reasonably take the sentence 
in question as an Arthavdda, in the manner shown under the Audwmbara- 
dhikaraga (1—11—19 et seq.). 


Sutra (9): Specially as it is syntactically connected. 
The ‘ Nevita’ and the * Pracindvitu’ are capable of being taken aloug 
with the Injunction 'wpavyayate, etc’; and this connection could be 
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possible only if the mention of the two former were descriptive 
Arthavadas, and not if they were Injunctions. Because two Injunctions, 
that are not in the relation of the Primary and the Subsidiary to one an- 
other, and which are both independent, not connected with each other, can 
never be syntactically connected ; as the construction that each of them 
would admit of would be wholly different. For instance, the construction 
admitted by the Primary Injunction would be of one kind, having its 
sole end in the enjoining of the required element; while that of the 
Arthavada (‘ nivitam, etc.’) would be wholly different, being in accordance 
with its character of being subsidiary to another. 

Then again, we do not find an Injunctive word in the sentence in 
question. And under the circumstances the sentence could be taken as 
an Injunction, only if (1) we supplied the Injunctive word from without, 
or (2) if we could somehow or other assume the Injunctive, found in 
connection with the duties of attending upon guests and the like, to per- 
tain to the sentence in question also. But no such assumption can be 
admissible; as we cannot assume anything to be the subsidiary, when it 
has not been laid down as such; and that which is not a subsidiary is 
incapable of being taken up by the sentence declaring the performance of 
the whole action; as we shall show later on that ‘that which is not 
enjoined as such cannot be an accessory ' ; and in this way the assumption 
of the accessory character would depend upon that of the Injunction, and 
vice versa,—thus involving a hopeless mutual interdependence. 

Then again, so long as we find the sentence in question capable of 
being, in some way or other, syntactically connected with an actual 
Injunction, it is not right to connect it with an assumed one; specially as 
such a theory would involve the assumption of many invisible (transcen- 
dental) purposes. 

For these reasons the property of things distinctly shows that the sen- 
tence in question is an Arthavada, a Praise, its meaning being—‘ Just as 
the Nivita and the Pracinavita are good for Men and the Pitrs respec- 
tively, so is the Upavitu for the Gods’; in fact we meet with such instances 
in ordinary parlance also,—e.g. ‘just as Arundhati was to Vacishtha, 
Rohini to Candra, and Damayanti to Nala, so is Yajiadatta to Dévadatta.’ 

Or the sentence may be taken as Praising by Contraries; the sense, 
in this case, being—‘the inferior methods of the Nivita and the Praci- 
navita are for such inferior beings as Men and Pitrs respectively ; for the 
Gods, however, we have the superior method of the Upavita ; consequently 


at the Darga-Pirnamasa, which is a sacrifice to the Gods, we must adopt 
the Upavita.’ 
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After this there follow six Sūtras which we do not find mentioned in 
the Bhāshya. And there is a difference of opinion among the Commenta- 
tors, as to this omission: (a) Some people say he forgot them; (b) others 
say that he wrote commentaries upon these Sūtras also; but this portion 
of the Bhāshya has become lost to us; (c) some say he found them easy 
and not of much importance, and hence omitted them; (d) while others 
declare that he omitted them because they are not the work of Jaimini. 
In support of this last theory we have the form of Sūtra 10, which 
distinctly shows that Jaimini had this latter Sūtra immediately after 
Sutra 9. j 

We find however that all other Commentators on the Sitras have 
noticed these six Sutras; and as a matter of fact, we often find such Stras 
amoug those written by Jaimini, as are not of much importance; and as 
for the connection between Sitras far removed from one another, we 
meet with many instances of it,— e.g. the Sura III —iv—32; conse- 
quently we should take up every one of the Sūtras and explain it, 

' These six Sūtras some people divided into three Adhikaranas; while 
others into four. They may be put forth as follows :— 
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ADHIKARANA 1 (A). 
[The Uparita pertains to the Darga-Pirnamasa. | 


Sutra (9)A: “The Upavita would pertain to all sacrifices, be- 
cause of the presence of Indicative Force.” 


The first question to be dealt with is this: We have found in the 
preceding Adhikarana that the Upavita method has been enjoined in con- 
nection with the Darca-Pürnamása ; and with regard to this there arises 
the question as to whether this Injunction applies to the Darca- Pürna- 
māsa only, or to all the sacrifices. 

Those however who divide the Sutras into three Adhikaranas, state 
the question as— whether it pertains to the Darga-Pürnamüsa alone, and 
is an Injunction, or that it pertains to all sacrifices, and is merely des- 
eriplive. 

On this question we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


* The Upavita would belong to all sacrifices, Because the mere des- 
“ cription of this, which is cognized as an established fact, pertaining to 
‘other sacrifices, would, through Indicative power, subdue the indica- 
'* tions of the Context, by means of Apparent Inconsistency. 

“That is to say, in connection with Mrtāgnihotra, of which the Deity 
“is the Pitr (the Agni-hotri Father who has died), we find the mantra— 
“< Pracinaviti dohayét, yajfiopaviti hi dévébhyo dohayati. And it is only 
“if the Upavita be taken as pertaining to all sacrifices, that we could have 
* the descriptive declaration iu the latter half of the sentence (which 
* speaks of the Upavita as pertaining to all sacrifices to the gods). Nor can 
“this sentence be taken as merely descriptive of something pertaining 
“ to the Darga-Pürnamüsa only ; as the Context of this latter sacrifice is 
* very far removed from the one just quoted; aud specially as in that 
“ case the descriptive declaration (‘ dévébhyak, etc.’), which appears in the 
* form of showing a reason for what has been said before, would be of 
“no use. If, however, the sentence quoted be taken as laying down a 
“ detail in connection with the same action (of the Agnihotra) performed 
“under different conditions (when it is offered to Ptr, and not to the 
“ deities of the ‘ ordinary Agnihotra’), then, in that case, the said descriptive 
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“declaration would serve the purpose of pointing out something preclu- 
“ sive of that particular condition (of the same sacrifice). Nor can it be 
‘ necessary for the sentence to preclude those conditions from any other 
“ sacrifice (that of the Darga-Pürnamüása f3.) ; because this latter is itself 
“so very much removed by the Context, that there is no need of any 
“special effort for the preclusion of any conditions pertaining to it. 
“Then again, the Plural number in ‘dévébhyah’ could not be reconciled 
“ with a reference to the Darça-Pūrnamāsa (which has only one Deity); 
“ while in regard to the dgnthotra, the Plural is found to be quite com- 
^ patible with the number of the Deities connected with its morning and 
" evening Libations. 

* Thus on account of the apparent inconsistency of the appended 
'* descriptive declaration of the Upavita in connection with the Agnéhotra, 
" we must admit it to pertain to all sacrifices." 


SIDDH ANTA. 


Sutra (9B): Not so; because of the Context; and (as for the 
Indicative Power) that points to that particular sacrifice 
(the Darga-Purnamasa). 


The Upavita does not pertain to all sacrifices: because the Context 
distinctly points to it as pertaining to the Darga-Pirnamasa only. 

The presence of Indicative Power has been brought forward in support 
of the Purvapaksha ; but we have already refuted the force of this conten- 
tion, by showing that the Indicative Power spoken of points to 1t as per- 
taining to that particular sacrifice—7.e. to the Darga- Pürnamüsa. 

And when the Descriptive Declaration is not found to be connected 
with anytbing in its close proximity, there can be nothing objectionable in 
its being taken as connected with something at a distance from it; 
specially as the connection of a Descriptive Declaration always depends 
upon what has, and what has not, been already enjoined. 

Then as for the Plural (in ‘devébhyah’), we cannot attach much 
significance to it. Or, it might be taken as referring to the deity of the 
principal sacrifice of the Darga-Pürnamüsa together with those of its 
various modifications. 

Thus then, the meaning of the sentence ‘ Prücinàviti, etc,’ comes to be 
this: ‘Inasmuch as the Upavita belongs to another sacrifice which is 
offered to the Gods, consequently it should not be applied to the Agnihotra 
that is offered to the Pitr (for whom the Pràcinavita would be the pro- 

| per thing).' 


ADHIKARANA 1 (B). 
[The sentence ‘ upavyayaté, etc.’ is an Injunction]. 


Sutra (90): It is an Injunction, because of its laying down 
something not laid before. 


With regard to the sentence ‘upavyayaté dévalakshmaméva tat 
kuruté, there arises the question, as to whether this is an Injunction, or a 
mere Descriptive Declaration. 

Objection : “ Before you have decided as to whether this sentence is 
“ Injunctive or Descriptive, how could you take up the question (consi- 
“dered in the foregoing Adhikarana), as to whether the Injunction of the 
* Upavita pertained to the Darga-Pirnamasa or to all sacrifices ?"' 

Reply: We took the conclusion of the present Adhikarana for granted 
in the last Adhikarama ; though in reality this should have been dealt 
with beforehand. 

On the above question then, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


* The sentence in question is a mere Descriptive Declaration; be- 
«cause in the first place, that the man should always wear the sacred 
“thread in the Upavita fashion is distinctly laid down by the Smrtis 
“(and as such it is nothing new that could form the subject of Injunc- 
“ tion by the sentence in question); and secondly, the use of the Present 
“Tense (in ‘upavyayaté’) would not be compatible with the Injunctive 
“character of the sentence. That is to say, (1) we have such Smrti 
“injunctions as that one should always be *nityodak?' and * nityayajiiopa- 
“ yiti which would refer to the sacrifice also; and (2) the actual words 
“of the sentence are not in keeping with the Injunctive character. 
** Consequently, the sentence must be taken as a mere Descriptive Deela- 
“pation. And there is one further advantange in this view, that the 
* mention of * Upavita’ does not differ from those of the ‘ Pracinavita’ and 
“ the * Nivita. " 

SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: The sentence should be 
an Injunction, inasmuch as it would lay down something new; because, 
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in the first place, a descriptive declaration referring to all sacrifices would 
be useless ; and secondly because the eulogy appearing in connection with 
the sentence (e.g. those relating to the Nivita aud the Prücinàvita) points 
to the previous sentence as being an Injunction. 

That is to say, no useful purpose is found to be served by a Descrip- 
tion of the whole lot of sacrifices; and the only useful purpose served by 
the eulogy contained in the mention of the Upavita and the Pracinavita 
would be to glorify the Upavita, which is enjoined in the sentence under 
consideration. 

Then as for the — tense (in ‘upavyayaté’), it has been ex- 
plained before as haviug the mere semblance of the Present Tense, having 
in reality the force of the Injunctive, based upon its constituting either 
a sentence laying down the performance of the action as a whole, or as 
an Arthavada, or as the Let form of the root. 

For these reasons, we must conclude that the sentence in question is 
an Injunction. 

It has been argued in the Purvapaksha that the Upavita is found to be 
already laid down in the Smrtis. And the reply to this argument also is 
contained in the word ‘apūrvatvāt’;— that is to say, what is laid down in 
the Smrti is the Upavita as à property of the Man, while what the sen- 
tence in question does 1s to lay it down as pertaining to the Sacrifice, some- 
thing wholly different from what is laid down in the Smrti. 

Consequently the sentence cannot be taken as a mere Descriptive 
Declaration. 

The use of this Adhikarana we shall explai n later on, under the 
Kartadhikurana (IV—11—23 et seq.). 


The sūtra 9 (c) may also be interpreted differently, as formulating the 
Pürvapaksha of the following Adhikarana : 


ADHIKARANA 1 (C). 


[The sentence 'yajüopavit; hi d&vebhyo dohayati' is a mere Arthavada 
relating to the Upavita as connected with the Darca- Pürnamáàsa ]. 


In connection with the Mrtagnihotra, we meet with the sentence— 
* Prücinaviti dohayet, yajüopaviti hi dévébhyo dohayat?'; and with re- 
gard to this there arises the question as to whether the latter sentence 
(* yajfiopaviti, etc.) is merely meant to be an eulogy of the Upavita as per- 
taining to the Darca-Pirnamasa,—just as the mention of ‘Twelve’ in 
connection with ‘Ahina’ (vide supra III—ii—15 16),—-or it is meant 
as an Injunction of it, as relating to the ordinary Agata 

On this we have the following | : M 


PÜRVAPAKSHA 


“Tt is an Injunction, because it lays down something new (Sutra 9c). 
* By taking it thus, we are in keeping with the Context and the Plural 
“number (in ‘ Davebhyah') (both of which would be irreconcilable with 
“the Darca-Pirnamdasa), Consequently, even though the sentence may - 
“ have the appearance of a Descriptive Declaration, yet, with a view to 
“ make it serve a useful purpose, we must take it as having the Injunc- 
“ tive character, based upon the fact of the sentence being one that lays 
“ down the performance of the Action as a whole, etc., eto." 

If we take the Sūtra thus, we must leave off with the mere state- 
ment of the Purvapaksha; and for putting forward the Siddhanta in 
reply to this we must wait till the latter portion of our explanation of 
Sütra 9e. (P. 1982). 

So we take up another Adhikarana for the present. 


"P tl te et a a 


ADHIKARANA 1 (D). 
(The mention of northwardliness is a mere Descriptive Declaration.] 


Stra (9d): “The mention of northwardliness also (would 
be an Injunction), because of its being something new." 


In connection with the same WMríügnmihotra, we find the sentence— 
‘yé purodanco darbhastan dakshinagranstrnatd’ (‘Those grasses that 
formerly used to be pointed to the North, are now pointed to the South’). 
Some people quote this sentence as occurring in connection with the 
Mahapitryaja. And with regard to the first portion of the sentence— 
‘ yë purodancah’ there arises the question, as to whethei it is an Injunc- 
tion, or a mere Descriptive Declaration. 

- And on this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The word ‘ca’ in the Stra implies that the sentence in question 
" also is an Injunction, because what it lays down is .omething new. A 
* Deseriptive Declaration is always preceded by a previous Injunction. 
* Aud as regards the case in question we find that the northwardliness 
“ of the grass has not been peviously laid down, even as pertaining to the 
* man. Nor is it capable of being taken as a mere A:thavada ; because 
* we do not find any word indicative of such character—such npo, f. des 
“as ‘hi’ and the like. 

* Consequently, from the apparent inconsistency . sf the ne— 
“ of northwardliness as an accomplished fact, it must be concluded that 
* the sentence is an Injunction." 


SIDDHANTA 


Siitra (96): The Indicative force of the word is based upon 
something that already exists. 


The sentence cannot be taken as an Injunction; because we find it 
possessed of an Indicative force only pointing to the fact of the grass 
facing the North, which has been found to have beeu enjoined by usage. 
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Because, a sentence, that is devoid of the Injunctive affix, is accepted as 
an Injunction, only when it is found that what it speaks of has never been 
known by any means, 

For instance, in the case in question, we find that the sentence in 
question has the distinct character of a Descriptive Declaration, being, 
as it is, wholly devoid of (such features of the Injunctive as) the word 
‘yat, and of any verb, either particular or general. And this descrip- 
tive character having been once definitely cognized in some way or the 
other, cannot be superseded. In fact, the ‘northwardliness’ spoken of 
in the sentence, we find to have been already previously laid down, in 
the Smrti sentence—' Agravant? praigagram udagagrāni, và * apavargavanti, 
prügapavargànyudagapavargáni vt And inasmuch as the sentence in 
question is found to describe exactly what is herein laid down, it must be 
taken as a Descriptive Declaration, and that too with the purpose of enlo- 
gizing the said ‘ northwardliness, ; the sense being, ‘the northwardli- 
ness spoken of before does not pertain to the sacrifice when offered to 
one who is dead.’ 


This very Sütra is to be taken as embodying the — 


SIDDHANTA OF ADHIKARANA 1 (C). 


The word ‘hi’ (in the sentence ‘upaviti hi, etc.) distinctly shows 
that the sentence stands in need of a previous mention of the same fact 
hy means of a verb. And inasmuch as we do not find any such verb in 
the Context itself, should we accept its Injunetive character, as pointed 
out by the absence of such a verb ?—or should we accept its injunction in 
any other Context (to be the basis of the Descriptive Declaration of the 
sentence under consideration)? And there can be no doubt as to the 
propriety of accepting the latter alternative,—accepting the faet of its 
having been enjoined in any Context as enough for our purpose, thereby 
not taking the sentence in question as an Injunction. 

As for the argument based upon the indications of the Context and 
the Plural number (in ‘ dévébhyah’), it has already been answered before 
(towards the end of Sūtra 9a, by the Pürvapakshin himself). | 

And further, inasmuch as in the present case we have got another 
Injunction, the sentence cannot be said to be useless (as it wonld serve 
the purpose of eulogizing the matter of that other Injunction). 

For these reasons, the sentence must be taken as a Descriptive 
Declaration; and hence in the ordinary daily Aguthotra, even if the Doha 


happens to be done without the Upavita, there is no harm done to the 
sacrifice. 


ADHIKARANA 1 (E). 
| The sentence * upari hi devebhyo dhārayati ` is an Injuuction. | 


Sutra (9f): It is an Injunction, because as regards the ‘Hold 
ing' what it says is something new. 


Up to this time we have been showing where, in the absence of the 
Injunctive word, we should take the sentence as a Descriptive Declara- 
tion. And we now proceed to show the exceptions to the rules arrived 
at in the last few Adhkaranas. 

In connection with the same Mrtāgnihotra, or with the Mahapitryajna, 
we find the sentence —' Adhustat samadhandhürayanuanudravet, upari hi 
dévébhyo dhārayati’ (‘in pouring the libations we should hold the stick 
of fuel underneath the Sruk, as it is in offerings to the gods, that it is 
held over it’). Aud with regard to the latter part of this (ie. ‘upuri hi, 
etc. ), there arises the question as to whether it is an Injuuction or a 
Descriptive Declaration. 

And on this, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ (1) Because we have the word ‘ ha’; (2) because we have the 
^ present sense (in 'dAhàrayat?') ; (3) because the sentence is capable of 
" being syutactically connected with another Injunction; and (4) be- 
"eause what is herein meutioned is found to be already enjoined by 
“ usage ;—we must admit the sentence to be a Descriptive Declaration. 

* Question: ‘How do you find it to be enjoined by usage ? ' 

“ Answer: All valuable materials require a protective covering 
" over them; and as this general usage enjoins the use of some sort of a 
“ covering over the material being offered, we tind the stick of fuel 
“ being specified and the object to be employed as the covering. 

“ That is to say, when the material to be offered to the gods is being 
“ carried in the Sruk to the altar of the Ahuvaniyu fire, common usage 
“ points out the necessity of covering it either by the hand, or by some 
“ other object ; and we take up for the purpose the stick of fuel which 
“ happens to be nearest at hand. ‘The Injuuction contaiued in the sen- 
“ tence —'srugdande sunidhamupuyrhydnudravate’— also, depending upon 
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“ the aforesaid injunction of usage, is with a view to the same purpose 
‘of affording a protective covering Consequently, the sentence ‘upari 
“ dhürayati should be taken as the Descriptive Declaration of something 
* laid down before, just as in the case of the Upavita ; specially for rea- 
“ sons shown under the preceding Sūtra.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


With regard to the Holding, the sentence must be taken as an 
Injunction; because it is not found to have been previously enjoined ; 
and the stick of fuel being incapable of serving as an efficient protective 
covering, iis being held over the material could not be in keeping with the 
said usage. 

That is to say, it is quite true that Usage points out the necessity 
of giving a protective covering to the valuable material; but this would 
not apply to the case of the stick of fuel, which therefore could not be em- 
ployed on account ofits being near at hand, for the purposes of the cover- 
ing; as it would ve more reasonable to employ the hand for the purpose, 
than any such thing as the stick of fuel. 

Objection: " We find that, on the strength of certain Injunctions, 
“the ladles, etc. of Soma are given away as sacrificial gifts, for the 
“ purpose of gaiuing the good will of the persons receiving the gifts 
“ (even though as a matter of fact such useless gifts could not bring 
" much satisfaction to the recipients); so, in the same manner, we could 
“employ the stick of fuel for the covering of the material (even though as 
“ a matter of fact, it could cover very little of it)." 

_ Reply: Such would certainly have been the case, if we had a Direct 
Injunction laying down the covering by the stick of fuel, as we have one 
laying down the giving of the ‘ Soma-ladle, etc? As a matter of fact, 
we do not find any such Direct Injunction; as all that even the sentence 
in question is found to enjoin is the mere Holding of the fuel-stick. If, 
in the case of the Soma-ladle also, we had the Injunction laying down 
the mere fact of its being given away, and not that of its being given as 
a sacrificial gift, then, in that case, we should not have admitted it to be 
meant as calculated to win the good will of the recipient. 

Further, the Injunction—‘ Srugdandé samidhamupasangrhyanudra- 
vati’—distinctly points out the place—the handle of the Sruk —where 
the fuel-stick is to be held; and this would indicate that the stick is held 
before the material is poured into the Sruk. 

Thus then, we find that the Holding of the stick over the Sruk has 
not been enjoined by any other sentence. And that which has not been 
previously enjoined cannot be merely described either by any verbs in 
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the Present Tense, or by an Arthavàda bearing the semblance of the state- 
ment of a reason. Consequently, by means of a process of construction, 
we must remove from the sentence the similarity that it bears to a Des- 
eriptive Declaration; and then, breaking up the sentence, we come to 
take it as having the Injunctive character; and the sense of the sentence 
thereby comes to be that— In the case of the Libation offered to Pitrs the 
fuel-stick is to be held underneath the Sruk-handle, while in those offered 
to the gods it is to be held over the handle, The special method, to be 
employed in the explaining of the construction of such Injunctions, we 
have shown above. 

For these reasons, the sentence in question must be regarded as an 
Injunction. | | 
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ADHIKARANA (2). 


[The mention of the Specification of the Directions is a Descriptive 
Declaration. | 


ADHIKARANA (3). 


[The mention of * parushi-dita,’ etc. is a Descriptive Declaration.) 


Sütra (10): I—The Specification of the Directions is also like 
the same. 


Sutra (11): II—So also is the mention of the words ‘ parushi- 
dita,’ *pürna, ‘ghrta’ and ‘ vidagdha.’ 


[I. In connection with the Jyotishtomu, we find the sentence— 
' Pracindéva abhajanta, dakshinim pilurah, praticim, manushyüh, wlicima- 
surah (or udictm Rudrih); aud with regard to this, there arise the 
questions, as to (a) whether this is an Injunction or an Arthavada; and 
being an Injunction, (b) whether what is laid down is a property of 
Man, or that of the Action, or that of that Action mentioned in the 
Context of which man is the predominant factor, or that of the Attending 
upon Guests]. 

(II. In connection with the Durcu-Pirnamasu, we have the sentence 
—(1l) 'yat parushi ditam tadd&vünüin, yadantura tunmanushyanam, yu 
suinülantal pitrnaim,’ (2) *yovidagdhah su natyrtal’ .... tasmadaviduhata 
çrupayitavyam sadévutvdyu, (3) In connection with the ZJyotishtoma 
we have the sentence—' yatpurnantunmanushyanam upari, adho dévanam, 
adhuh pitrnam’; and again, (4) ‘ghriundēvānām mustu pitrnam nish- 
pakvam munushyandm.” And with regard to these there arise the 
questions—(«) as to whether they are Injunctions of the properties of the 
Performer, or the Descriptive Declaration of the properties of Actions, 
(6) whether they should find a place in the Action mentioned in 
the Context in which the Performer is the predominant factor, and that 
which deals with Rudra, or in the Action of Attending upon guests ; 
(c) or they are mere Arthavàádas]. : 

All that has been said iu connection with the Vivitadhikarana should 
be brought in here also. 


SPECIFICATION OF DIRECTIONS TS DESCRIPTIVE. 1987 


Objection: “With regard to the sentences that have been brought 
“ np for consideration here, what additional doubt is there (over and above 
* those settled under the N?vitüdhikarana), for dealing with which you 
~ shonld find it necessary to refer them back to that Adhzkarana ? Why 
too, should these two Adhikaranas have been put in at all?” 

Reply: Inasmuch as the Specification of the Directions is spoken of 
by a sentence which appears in the form of the description of some past 
event, and which is connected with the mention of the root ‘bhajati,’ we 
come to think of the case of this sentence to be unlike that speaking of 
the Nivita. And as for the other sentences,—they are connected with words 
which have the genitive ending and which contain within themselves the 
indication of the actions of the yagamüna ; consequently, the Results are 
distinetly eognized as pertaining to the Performer. 

That is to say, the Directions are, by their nature, recognized as the 
accessories of all Actions; and in connection with these, there is nothing 
new that could be enjoined, as in the case of the Nivita. And even 
though they be connected with the Performer, yet all that we have to 
assume is the Result that would follow from the said specification of the 
Directions, and not any that would follow Action: And the result of the 
specification too that is assumed would be in connection with the ordinary 
actions of the world; and that too only with reference to the unobstructed 
completion of the work in hand, and nothing in the shape of Heaven, etc. 

Thus the sense of the sentences comes to be this: ‘In the action that 
the man does for himself,’ (1) he faces the West or the North, (2) ‘the 
grass that he cuts is to be cut from the middle, (3) ‘whatever measure 
is used, it should be full,’ (4) ‘all the work of oil is to be done with boiled 
butter, which is known as ‘nishpakvayuta, (5) ‘while in the action done 
for the Nazrritas and the Rudras, the material used should be burnt 
and uncooked respectively.’ 

Consequently the method of establishing all this is exactly like what 
has been employed before. 

On this question, then, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“ What is spoken of belongs to Man, because of the word used signifying 
“him as the principal factor (Sūtra 1),—that is to say, in the case of 
" the first sentence, even though there is no genitive ending, yet, inns- 
“much as we have the word *abhajanta, which makes the whole thing 
* connected with Man, we must take what is mentioned as belonging to 
" him; and in all the other sentences under consideration, it is the geni- 
" tive ending that points to the fact of the thing in question belonging to 
“ Man. 


1288 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. III—PADA 1V—ADHT, (2) & (3). 


* So also, what has been said in Sūtra (2) may be said with refer- 
“ ence to the case under consideration, which would mean the greater 
“ ease with which the action would be performed. That is to say, we 
* get at the West as the direction, because of the fact that during the morn- 
“ing, if one were to turn to the West, he would have the sun at his 
“ back, and hence feel more comfortable. Similarly, the cutting of the 
~“ grass in the middle, aud the measure being full, are laid down because of 
‘these being easier for the performer. In the same manner, the idea of 
“ the Nairritas being ‘ burnt’ is due to the fact of the burnt-offering becom- 
“ing black, and as such being more easily connected with Nairrita (which 
“ means the earth), because of the similarity of colour. And the idea of 
“ Rudra's portion being uncooked was suggested by the fact that the 
* uncooked material would bring on disease and hence be dangerous, i.e 
* © Ruudra’ (=: belonging to Rudra), 

“ But since all these are not distinctly enjoined, therefore, we must 
" take the sentences in question as Restrictive Injunctions, 

“ The Contest and Name (Sütra 6) however point them out as 
* belonging to Actions (and not to Man); while all the six means of 
“knowledge jointly point them out as finding a place in that Context 
* wherein Man is the principal factor. 

* But Syntactical Connection (Sätra 7) sets aside the indications of 
“the Context; and hence, in order to avoid the assumption of Results, 
* we must take the factors in question as to be employed in such actions 
‘as the attending upon guests and the like. 


SIDDHANTA. 


(i) Inasmuch as there would be no ground for connecting them even 
with such actions (as the attending upon guests), (2) as there should be no 
removal, from the Coutext, of that which is capable of beiug taken along 
with it, (3) and as the sentences under consideration are conmected with 
the Injunction of the ‘East’ (as the direction for the Gods),—all these 
sentences must be taken as Arthavaddas. And the glorification meant 
would be of such things as ‘ Proper Cooking,’ etc., by means of a * Praise 
by contraries’; (the descriptions given being those of things contrary 
to those meant to be glorified). Si à! 
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ADHIKARANA (4), 
[The Prohibition of Lying pertains to the Sacrifice. ] 


Sutra (12); “The prohibition of Action, connected with the 
* sacrifice, is descriptive of something that always exists; 
* because of its (previous) connection (with the Man)." 


In course of the discussion as to the contradiction or non-contradic- 
tion of Direct Declaration, Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection, 
we come to treat of such Prohibitive sentences as ‘one should not tell a 
he’ (‘nanrtam vadét’) and the like, which are met with in the context of 
the Darga-Pirnamasa, and with regard to which it has not been shown 
whether they pertain to the Man or to the Sacrifice,—sentences that are 
found to be prohibitions of ‘ telling a lie,’ etc. 

(I) With regard to these, in the first instance, there arises a doubt as to 
whether they pertain to the Man or to the Sacrifice. 

(II) Then inasmuch as all Prohibitions refer to certain activities, a 
settlement of the said Doubt depends upon the settlement of the character 
of the activities; and hence the question that calls for settlement before- 
hand is—‘ for whose sake is the activity that is prohibited ?' The Prohi- 
bition will be taken as pertaining to that for whose sake the activity 
will be found to be; becanse the prohibition of a thing that belongs to 
one could not be of any use, with regard to another; as no such prohibi- 
tion would be called for; specially asin all cases, we find that whenever 
a man is found to be acting towards a certain end, it is with regard to 
the same end that he is found to be prohibited. Hence the necessity of 
the consideration of the question as to whom the prohibited activity 
belongs. 

(IIT) Then again, we find that the cognition of that for whose 
sake we have the activity, depends upon the verb that denotes that 
activity ; consequently it becomes necessary to consider the nature of 
Verbs ;—the question being as to for whose sake are the activities that 
they are capable of denoting. And so long as we have not come to a defi- 
nite conclusion with regard to Verbs, the case of Prohibition should rest 
aside. Thus then, the question to be dealt with comes to be this :— 
‘Those Injunctions that we find in a Context, which are not connected 
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with any other words denoting a relationship with Man—for whose sake 
are the Bhavanus that these Injunctions express? ' 

And in connection with this phase of the question, we shall have for 
examples, all such sentences, as ‘Samidho yajati’, ‘ Tanünapütan yajatz ', 
ete. With regard to these we w ill have the same question as to whether 
the ‘Samit-Sucrifice’ is for the sake of the Sacrifice, or for that of Man 
and so forth. And similarly with regard to the sentence * naurtam vadeét,' 
the question comes to be whether the (prohibited) ‘Telling of les’ is for 
the sake of Sacrifice, or for that of Man; beeause the qualification of * Lie ' 
would belong to that for whose sake there would be the ‘telling.’ Then, 
inasmuch as at the time of Prohibition, the Injunctiveness is transferred 
to that Prohibition, the consideration of all other words should be made 
subservient to that one purpose. 

‘hus then, in the case of the Prohibition pertaining to Man, it would 
mean that ‘one should not do that telling of lies which is for the sake of 
Man’; while in the other case, it would mean that ‘oneshould not do the 
telling of those lies that ave for the sake of sacrifices.’ 

(IV) Then, inasmuch as a settlement of all the above issues de- 
pends upon the due ascertainment of the nature of Verbs, the question 
with which we immediately concern ourselves comes to be this: ‘Does 
the Verbal Affix denote the Nominative Agent or not?’ If it does denote it, 
then, when the Bhavana expressed would come to look for its purpose, 
the fact of the Agent being directly spoken of by the word would set 
aside the idea of the action being for the sake of the Sacrifice—this latter 
idea being based solely upon the Context;—and we would accordingly be 
led to conclude that the Bhavana in question is for the sake of the 
Nominative Agent (Man); while if the verb does not denote the Agent, 
then, inasmuch as the indications of the Context would not be contra- 
dicted by any Direct Declaration to the contrary, the Bhavana would be 
concluded to be for the sake of the Sacrifice, as indicated by the Context. 


Objection: “ As a matter of fact, we find that even if the Verb 
“ denoted the nominative agent, inasmuch as the Bhavana would always 
* remain the principal factor, even though the relationship of the agent, 
“that wonld be denoted by the Verb with reference to that Bhavana, 
“ would be one that is directly declared, yet that could very well be taken 
“as subservient to the Context; and as such, there would be no in- 
compatibility of this relationship with the fact of the Prohibition per- 
“taining to the Sacrifice. It isonly when two relationships are found to 
" he of equal strength and mutually contradictory, that they reject each 
“other; and not when one is capable of being takenas subservient to 
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* another. As for instance, in the case of the sentence ` Dagüpavilréna 
“ graham sammarshti’ we tind that with regard to the * sammdarga,’ which, 
as subservient to the Daga@pavitra, is mentioned in connection with the 
‘Graha,’ there does not arise any question as to whether it is related to 
the Daçāpavitra or the Graha ; exactly in the same manner, in the case 
in question, if the action (Telling of Lies), which has the Agent sub- 
servient to it, be taken as pertaining to the Sucrifice, there can be no 
e thing objectionable in this. 

“Tf the Verbal Affix denoted the fact of the Agent being the predomi- 
uant faetor, then alone would that have gone against the indications of 
" the Context as to the predominance of the Suerifice. Or, if the Verbal 
" Affix denoted the fact of the Sacrifice being the subservient factor, as 
the Agent is, then we would have had the incongruity of having two 
auxiliaries (the Agent and the Sacrifice) coalescing in the same Pri- 
mary (the action of * Telling of Lies’). 

' As a matter of fact, however, we find that none of the said contin- 
veneies is present (/.e. the verb does not denote either the predomi- 
‘uance of the Agent, or the subservience of the Sacrifice). Consequent- 
ly, the Direct Declaration pointing to the predominance of the Ayen/, 
‘and the Context. indicating the predominance of the Sacrifice, the two 
ave found to pertain to two distinct subjects; and thus, there being no 
coalition of the two with regard to any one subject, there can be no 
‘conflict between them; aud in the absence of conflict, the one cannot 
reject the other; [and hence the question as to whether the verb 
denotes the Agent or not cannot have any bearing upon the main sub- 
“ ject of the Adhikarana; as whether the Agent is denoted or not by 
" the Verb, the ‘Telling of Lies’ in question comes to pertain to the 
^ Sacrifice, in both cases ]."' 

Reply: It is not so; because though in the first instance, the Agent 
is cognized as subservient to the Action, yet this does not preclude the 
possibility of its subsequently becoming the predominant factor. That 
is to say, though, at first, the Action, looking out for its accessory in thc 
shape of its Performer, takes up the Agent as such a subservient acces- 
sory,—yet, when it comes to look out for its purpose, it is the Agent that 
is the nearest factor capable of supplying that need; and thus having 
become the Performer, he comes to look out for the good that the Action 
would bring to him. And thus the relationship between the two factors 
(of the Agent and the Bhávuna), both of which are denoted by the same 
word (the verb, —in accordance with the view that the Agent is denoted 
by the Verbal Affix), being established, the Bhavana (of the action in 
question) could not be counected with the Sacrifice, which (being indi- 
cated by the Context) is morc remote (from the Bhavana denoted by 
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the Verbal Affix, than the Agent, who, being denoted by the same Verh, 
is more nearly related to it). Specially as, so long as the Bhavana is 
capable of being aided by that which is denoted by the same word as 
itself, it is not right to assume the aid of an extraneous factor. As for 
instance, in the sotinoo—' digno inmate vapayü pracarya Agnishomi- 
yim pacupurodagamanunirvapatc’ (‘having made the offering of the fat 
of the Aguishomiya animal, one performs the Pagupurodgaga sacrifice to 
Agui-Soma’),—though the nominal Affix (in ‘ Agnishomiyam’) signifies 
the fact of the Deities (Agni and Soma) being the subservient factor, yet 
when the purpose of the Sacrifice comes to be looked for, we come to 
recognise the fact of the deities Agni and Soma—which are mentioned 
in close proximity to it,—being the objects to be sanctified (by the sacri- 
fice); and hence the former sacrifice (the Vapàpracüra) is not taken as 
acting as aremote aid to the Pagu-purodaca sacritice. And certainly the 
subsequent predominance of a thing is not incompatible with its previous 
subservient character. Specially as when we come to look for the purpose 
(to be served by an mene anything can be taken as the predominant 
factor, 

Or again, it may be that the Verbal Affix denotes the Agent by 
himself alone, and his predominant or subservient charaeter would be 
implied subsequently, in aecordance with the cireumstances of each case; 
and thus in this case, it becomes possible for both the action and the 
agent, to be predominant or subservient to each other, in aecordance with 
their mutual needs, proximity and capability (and hence it is necessary 
to consider this question). 

Or again, it has been shown to be a general gni that in the case of 
all words, the basic root and the affix conjointly denote the meaning of 
the Affix, by reason of the order in which they appear; and in accordance 
with this rule, in the case of the Verb also, both (the Root and the Affix) 
would denote the Ayent as the predominant factor, to which the denotation 
of the basic root would be subservient,—just as in the case of the krdanta 
word (the word formed by the root and the krt affix). Specially as to 
the general rule just shown, we have never fouud an exception, either in 
the shape of an argument, or a rule to the contrary. And thus, just as in 
the case of Roots with nominal and kri affixes, so in the case of the 
ordinary verbs also, it is the denotation of the Affix that comes to be the 
predominant factor. And thus, inasmuch as the fact of the denotation of 
the Root being the subordinate accessory is Mp directly by the 
word (the Verb), it cannot be set aside. — C 

Objection: “ The rule that you have brought foredi isa — one, 
"and hence in the case of the Verb it could be set aside, in view of our 
" actual cognitions. For instance, in the case of Verbs, the denotation of 
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“the Root is actually cognised as the predominant factor, while the Agent 
“is recognised as the subservient factor; as, if this latter also were the 
“ predominant factor, there would be no connection between the two. 
“ That is to say, in all cases, we have seen that there can be no connection 
“ between two factors that are either both subservient, or both predomin- 
*ant. Consequently, when it becomes necessary to take one of them as 
* the subservient, and the other as the predominant factor, then such 
discrimination could only be made in accordance with our actual cogni- 
“tions. And just as in the case of the Krdanta and Taddhita words, we 
‘recognise the predominance to belong to the denotation of the Affix, 
** which has for its subservient the denotation of the basic Root,—so, in 
“ the case of the ordinary Verb, it is distinctly recognizable by all that it 
“is the denotation of the basic root that is the predominant factor, 
“having the denotation of the Affix subservient to it. Aud apart from 
"this there can be no other cause for the discrimination of their pre 

“dominance and subservience. Aud thus there cau be no chance for the 
“ Agent to be recognised as the predominant factor [and hence the Agent 
“ being always the subservient factor, the mere fact of his being denoted 
“by the Verb could not affect the question of the Action pertaining to him 
“or to the Sacrifice; and as such there can be no use, in the present 
* Adhikarana, of taking up the question of the denotation of the Agent by 
“the Verbal Affix.” ] 

To the above we make the following reply: The denotation of the 
Root can never be the predominant factor; and thus the aforesaid general 
rule would not be set aside in our case (as we hold the Bhavana to 
be the denotation of the Verbal affix). That is to say, it has been already 
shown that, inasmuch as the predominant factor in the denotation of the 
Verb consists of the Bhavana (which is denoted by the Affix), no pre- 
dominance could ever belong to the denotation of the Root, which forms 
the Instrumental factor in the Bhavana; and it has also been shown that 
the Bhāvanā is not denoted by the Verbal Root, 

. Says the opponent: “It has been shown that, in accordance with 
“ actual cognition, no predominance could belong to the denotation of the 
* the Root." i i | 

Reply: True, it has been shown; but not with regard to your theory, 
but to ours: for he alone, who holds the denotation of the Verbal Affix to 
consist of the Bhivand, has the support of the law of Predominance as 
between the denotations of the Root and the Afix, as well as that of 
ordinary aetual cognition ; while, on the other hand, for one who holds the 
denotation of the Verbal Affix to consist of the Agent pure and simple, 
there is nothing (in the Verb) that could denote the Bhavana; and hence 
there would be no possibility of your delinitions pointing to the pre- 
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dominance of that ( Bhavana) ; specially as from the very definition (of 
the denotation of the Affix) that you vouchsafe, it is the Agent that comes 
to be the predominant factor; and that (as you have also shown) is 
opposed to the facts of actual cognition. Consequently, if the trend of 
actual cognition is to be followed, then it must be in due accordance with 
that that the denotation of the Affix should be defined; and there is no 
doubt that such a definition has been supplied only by those who hold that 
denotation to consist of the Bhavana, and by none others. Consequently 
the other theorists having passed over the fact of ordinary actual cogni- 
tion, like the denotability, the predominance also of the Agent should be 
necessarily accepted by them; and thus the Action (of ‘Telling Lies’) 
would come to pertain to him (and not to the Sacrifice). [Thus it is clear 
that the question of the denotation of the Agent by the Verb has a very 
distinct bearing upon the main point of the present Adhikarana. | 

Says the Opponent: “What you say would be possible iu case 
“the Direct Declaration referred only to the relationship of Tédarthya 
“ (belonging to, being for the sake of). As a matter of fact however, what is 
“actually declared, and cognised as such, is the relationship between the 
“ denotations of the Root and the Affix, of the qualification and the quali- 
“ fied, without any vestige of Züdarthya, anything with regard to the one 
* belonging to, or being for the sake of, the other. And though the denota- 
“ tion of the Root, which is the qualification, is cognised as the subser- 
“ vient factor, yet, as in the case of the word ‘ Rajapurushah,’ so in the 
* present case also, the characters of the Subsidiary and Primary may be 
‘attributed in a way contrary to that indicated by actual cognition. That 
“is to say, in the word ‘ Rajapurushah’ the Raja, serving as the quali- 
“fying factor, is recognised as the subservient element; while when we 
“come to consider the case as to which one of the two is the real 
“ subsidiary, and which the actual Primary, it is the Raja that comes to 
* be known as the Primary, the predominant factor. 

“ Then again, in the case of such words ‘ Pácaka ' and the like, the karuka 
“is not one that has the point of its predominant factor doubtful; and 
“ yet, even in such cases, the Action is not cognised as belonging to the 
“ Agent. For instance, in connection with the ‘ singleness, and ‘ masculi- 
“ nity’ etc. of ‘ Pagu,’ which are all shown to be connected with one 
‘another by the fact of being denoted by the various factors of the same 
“ word (* paguna "),—when these come to be considered as being subservient 
“to the action (of ‘sacrifice’), the declaration will be made to the effect 
“that ' Direct Declaration does not mean that there is no signification of the 
“ Syntactical Qonnection’ (Bhashya on Sütra IV—i—15) ; and in the same 
" manner, we can declare, in the present connection, that ‘ Direct Declara- 
“tiou does not mean that there is no indication by the Context, 
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" Further, even though the Agent may he denoted, ʻin the present 
“case, as the predominant factor, yet the Import should be taken as 
“indirectly implying its subordinate character. That is to say, though 
"the Agent may be denoted as the predominant factor, yet the Import 
“does not show it to be the principal factor. Consequently, if the Verb 
“ were to indicate the character of the Agent, it could not be indicated as 
“ fhe subordinate factor; and if one is called an ‘ Agent,’ a ‘performer,’ 
" while performing an action, then, inasmuch as one who ‘performs’ an 
“action must be a factor subordinate to that Action, he could never be 
“ recognised as the Primary (or Principal) factor. 

“The same may be said to be the case where the actual denotation is 
" wholly indifferent (as to the predominance or subservience of the Agent), 

" It has been urged above that ‘the Agent is merely denoted by the 
" verbal affix, and as for its subordinate or predominant character, that 
" would be implied indirectly.’ But even then, if the Agent were denoted 
"simply as am object, its predominant or subordinate character could 
"be taken as one may please, because the actual denotation would be 
“ wholly indifferent as to this. But as a matter of fact, the Agent is always 
“denoted in the form of the Agent, which consists of the subordinate 
* eharaeter; and hence there cannot be said to be an indifference on the 
“ point. 

“Then, it has been argued that, ‘even though it may be denoted as the 
“ subordinate factor, yet the second further requirement (of the sentence) 
'* would show it out in the character of the predominant factor. But this 
“is scarcely admissible ;—as it directly contradicts the Direct Declara- 
“tion on the point; as we have found that the verb has directly denoted 
“it as the ‘Agent, which is synonymous with the ‘subsidiary’; and if 
“ subsequently we were to set aside this character, we would be going 
“directly against the said Direct Declaration. Nor does the absence of 
“an assumption of the subordinate character leave anything meaningless, 
“that might necessitate such an assumption necessary; because all that 
“is necessary for the required connection is indicated by the Context. 
‘ Just as in the case of the non-denotation of the Agent (by the Verb), 
“ the Context is capable of indicating, unopposed, all that is necessary for 
"the actual preformance of the Action,—so would it also do, in cases 
“where the Agent is denoted in the way shown above; and as such there 
“ would be no contradiction involved in this. 

“Then again, the single verbal affix conld not, at one and the same 
* time, denote the subordinate, as well as the predominant character (of 
"the Agent); and hence when accepting any one of these, if we were to 
“ accept it as the predominant factor, then, it wonld lose its nominative 
“ eharacter, which consists of being subsidiary to the Action; and coming 
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“to be something that is obtained or approached, it would come to have the 
'* character of the objective ; and consequently, inasmuch as the Declen- 
“ sional endings would be based upon that (objective) (in accordance with 
* Püninis Sutra ‘ lah karmani, etc.’), we should have the Atmanépada (or 
“ Passive) form of the verb (i.e. ‘ajyaté’ instead of ‘ yajati*), in accordance 
* with Panini’s sūtra ‘ * Bhavakarmanoryak.’ | 

“The following argument might be brought forward here: ‘ All 
* Agents take to certain courses of action, never without a distinct pur- 
* pose in view; consequently, he always appears in a two-fold charaeter— 
*(1) that of the Performer, the nominative, and (2) that of the 
* possessor of the results issuing from the Action. And hence, when the 
* Agent would be denoted in both these characters, both the said require- 
“ments following from the Action would be found to be duly sup- 
“ plied.’ 

* But this is searcely admissible; because the character of the Agent 
*is distinctly known to consist in the shape of the Performer, the 
“ Nominative; and it is this that would be denoted (by the Verbal Affix); 
‘and then, as for the fact of being the possessor (of the result of the 
* Action), that comes to be recognised subsequently, by other means of 
* knowledge. Though it is a fact that the character of the nominative 
“ Agent is not possible without that of the Possessor (of the Result of the 
^ Action), yet, inasmuch as this latter is cognisable by other means 
* of knowledge, what the Verb must be taken as denoting is only the 
“ character of the Performer (of the Action). In fact, we actually find 
* other words (than the Verb),—words such as 'svargakümah' and 
* the like, —used with a view to the pointing out of the character of the 
“ Possessor of Results. 

* For these reasons, it must be admitted that the character of the 
* Agent (even when denoted by the Verb) is always that of the subor- 
“ dinate factor. 

* And in this case, we have the following further advantage: We 
“ find that even insentient objects, like the piece of wood for instance, are 
“ spoken of as Nominative Agents ; and certainly, the character of these 
“ could not be based upon any desire for results; consequently there can 
“ be no such certain notion (as that the nominative character always im- 
** plies that of the Possessor of Results). 

“That is to say, the definition of ‘Nominative Agent’ that we 
“ should admit must be one that applies to all such Agents. And asa 
“ matter of fact, we find that the characteristic of ‘desiring the results’ 
“does not apply to all; inasmuch as it is not possible in insentient 
“ objects (which are often found to serve as nominative agents); while 
“ as for the character of ‘ being the performer,’ it is found to exist in all 
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“such objects. Consequently, this latter alone should be npe as 
“ constituting the differentia of the ‘ Agent.’ 
. “hus then we find that the Action cannot belong to the ipi (or 
“ Agent) (even in the case of its being denoted by the Teih Affix). 
* And hence, there is no need of taking up the consideration (of the 
“ question as to whether the Agent is, or is not, denoted by the Verbal 
* Affix)." 


To the above, we make the following reply: Though it is quite true 
that the verb does not denote the subsidiary character of the Action (when 
it is taken as denoting the Agent), yet such character of it is shown hy 
the very fact of its qualifying the Agent, and thereby being subordinate io 
it, Consequently, one kind of its subservience to the Agent, with regard 
to its denotation by the verb (along with the Action), is found to be dis- 
tinctly mentioned. And that should be accepted, with regard to the Per- 
formance also (of the action ; and not with regard to the denotation only). 

In the case of such expressions as ‘ hajapurushak’ also, the operation 
of the words themselves distinctly indicates the fact of the Raja being 
the subordinate factor; while on the strength of other means of know- 
ledge, the actual relation of subserviency between the Raja and the Purusha 
is accepted to be quite the contrary (i.e. the Purusha is recognised as 
subordinate to the Raja) ; as has been shown under the ‘ Saktvadhikarana ’ 
(II—i—11 ef seg.); and it has also been explained that this latter recognition 
of the contrary relationship does not necessarily make such relation 
the actual denotation of the words. | 

In fact, that subordinate element which really aiiis in the Raja, 
is that upon which the operation of the word (in ‘Rajapurushah’) is 
based. That subordinate element really exists. Because the Raja, pro- 
viding for the subsistence of the Purusha (his servant), comes to be 
endowed with the subordinate character; and as for his ‘lordship’ over 
the man, he comes to assert it later on; and the way in which he may be 
spoken of (either as the Lord or the subordinate) depends upon the wish 
of the speaker (in whichever character he may wish to represent him). 

That is to say, if what is meant to be spoken of is the * Purusha 
(servant) qualified by (belonging to) the Raja,’ then, it must be admitted 
that what is meant to be indicated by the compound is the fact of the 
Raja according such aids (to his servant) as the providing for his subsis- 
tence, as this would be exactly in keeping with the actual denotation of the 
words. When, on the other hand, the Raja is meaut to be spoken of as 
one that is helped (served) by his servant, theu it would be necessary to 
take the fact of the Raja being the qualified, as indicated by the word ; 
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and in that case, the Purusha (servant) comes to be indicated as his 
qualification, carrying out his orders; and in that case the expression 
used should be in the form of ‘ Purusharajah. Thus then, while the use 
of the two forms (‘ Rajapurushah’ aud ‘Purusharajah’) is found to be 
conditioned by the two meanings shown above as those desired to be 
conveyed, why should we have recourse to the complicated alternative of 
having the use of them conditioned by the mere desire to express, as based 
upon the help accorded to the action to be spoken of afterwards ? "Thus 
then, when the use of a word is found to be brought about by a previ- 
ously existing cause, we conclude that in the case of the word ‘ Rájapuru- 
shah, the subsidiary character (of the Rājā) that is meant is that based 
upon the fact of his helping (the servant). Though, in the case of such 
possessions as the Cow, the born slave aud the like, the subsidiary 
character (of the Master) is absolutely non-existing, yet such character 
should be taken as imposed upon him by the possibility of his extending 
his helping hand to them. 

It may be argued that in such cases as that of the word : Rajapura- 
shah,’ with a view to establish the superiority of the Baja, we can explain 
' upasarjana? (the character whereof is attributed to the Rājā) as * Helper,’ 
and not as ‘Subsidiary.’ But even then, the character of the helper 
would be more proximate to the Subsidiary, whose function tends to 
‘helping, aud not to the Primary ; and hence the ‘helping’ also would 
only establish the subsidiary character of the Baja. 

In the case of all such words as ‘ pàcaka' and the like, ‘inasmuch as 
the very existence of the word is due to the action of helping (by cooking, 
etc.), we accept the existence of this helping in the actions (of cooking, f.i.), 
which thus become endowed with the character of the Subsidiary, and 
not with that of the Primary, which could be jjj -o on " fact of 
their being something to be accomplished. i 

Objection: ‘In that case, in the sentence n = aie 
“ musalabhyam, etc. (‘by means of the ulëkhala and musala duly washed, 
“ ete.’), the washing would become subservient to the substance (pounded ).”’ 

Reply: Who denies that fact ? (We quite readily admit it.) 

Objection: “Then, the consideration of the question as to whether 
“or not the said washing is for the purpose of threshing, pounding, etc., 
“ would be wholly incompatible." 

Reply: Why should it be incompatible, specially when the fact of 
something tending towards the accomplishment of another is quite differ- 
ent from its being for the sake of that ? For instance, the accessory, 
though being for the sake of the substance, yet tends towards the accomplish- 
ment of the action; and under the circumstances, it is only natural that 

there should arise the question as to whether the particular accessory- 
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detail (of washing) tends towards the accomplishment of the intervening 
action of threshing and pounding, etc., or to that of the much remoter 
Apürva (of the Sacrifice). And as for the consideration of the question 
as to for whose sake we have the washing, that could not be very well 
carried on, without a reference to the Ulikhala and the Musala,—-the 
question to be considered being whether the washing is for the sake of 
the capability of the Ulakhala and the Musala to bring about the actions 
of threshing and pounding, or to that capability of these which tends to 
bring about a certain transcendental result (Apirva). 

Then again, though the hidden objective character of a certain 
thing would not include the action, yet, when the Nominative character 
becomes manifested, as located in (manifested by) the Verh, this 
latter would certainly include it. That is to say, those kdratas (the Accu- 
sative, etc.) that are denoted by krdantas (nouns formed by krt affixes), 
being hidden (not explicit), could not take up the action as being for 
their own sake; those, however, that residein Nouns and Verbs proper, 
are quite manifest, and would be capable of taking up the action. 

It has been argued above that, “as in the case of the singleness of 

the animal, so, in the case in question also, if the Action, that has got rid 
of the relationship of being for the sake of the Agent, were taken as 
pertaining to the Sacrifice, there would be nothing objectionable in 
this.” Mura a m o -— 
To this we make the following reply: Inasmuch as the singleness, 
ete, are included in the Xàrakas, they would be for the sake of the 
Action, because of their being amenable to the divect denotation of the 
Kürakas; and this would set aside the idea of those (singleness, etc.) being 
subsidiary to the substance. That is to say, it would be solely on the 
ground of proximity (consisting of the fact of its beiug expressed by the 
same word) that the number could be taken as subsidiary to the sub- 
stance ; but it is taken up and connected with the Action by the karaka, which 
is the predominant factor, being more proximately related to the number 
(inasmuch as the kāraka and the number are denoted by the same case- 
euding, while the number aud the substance are denoted by two distinct 
parts of the Verb). In the case of the denotations of Verbal Roots, 
however, they ave not shown, by any other more authoritative means of 
knowledge, to pertain to the Sacrifice, which could reject the fact of those 
root-meanings being subsidiary to the Nominative Agent. 

Then again, an argument that has been urged is that, “inasmuch 
as the character of the Nominative Agent is in the shape of the Subsidiary, 
even though it be denoted as the predominant factor, it all the more 
comes to be established as the Subsidiary." 

But this is not correct; in the matter of actions mentioned in the 
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Scriptures, it is only intelligent agents that are entitled ; consequently, 
there could be no injunction of actions for such agents, unless it were 
accompanied by a distinct definition of the Result (to follow from the 
performance of those actions). 

That is to say, though the character of the Agent generally consists in 
that of his being the performer, yet, for all intelligent performers, the 
performance is always accompanied by a definite idea of the result to 
follow from it; and, as a matter of fact, it is only such intelligent per- 
sons, and not non-intelligent ones, that are entitled to the performance 
of actions laid down in the Veda; and all these actions are conuected 
with certain Injunctions,—even Prohibitions being based upon the pres- 
ence of the Injunctive affix; and, as a matter of fact, there can be no 
Injunction, unless there is something desirable by man to be accomplished 
(by the action enjoined). Consequently, when the Man comes to be 
spoken of as the ‘performer’ of a certain action, he at once comes to the 
conclusion that the action is calculated to accomplish, either directly or 
indirectly, something desirable for himself; and so long as it is possible 
to have the help accorded directly, it is not right to assume an indirect 
help. Nor is the performer wholly incapable of undergoing preparatory 
purifications, because, being meant to be the substratum of the result of 
the Sacrifice, his purification would serve a distinetly useful purpose. 
As for the particular help that could be accorded to him by the action, 
we can, at the first instance, take it to be a mere help in general; as 
this would be enough to set aside the idea of the action being for the 
sake of the Sacrifice; and when this has been done, then we can go 
on assuming, as we wish, the particular helps accorded to the performer 
(by the action in question); but this seeking after particular helps 
would be of no use in the present connection, as the mere fact of the 
action according some help to the Performer would be enough to show that 
the action cannot be for the sake of the Sacrifice. (That is to say, in case 
the Verb be accepted to be denotative of the Performer, the Nominative 
Agent). ^  - 217 toc COD a a 

Even though the mere denotation of the Nominative Agent would 
not express his predominance, which is not included in the former 
denotation,—yet, the apparent inconsistency of the former denotation 
would necessarily imply the fact of the predominance also being signified 
by the same Verb. As for instance, even though the word ‘ svargaka- 
mak’, which denotes a particular Person, does not denote the fact of the 
svarga being the object to be attained, yet this latter is assumed (on the 
strength of the apparent inconsistency of the previous denotation) (as we 
Shall show in Adhydya VI). Iù- the same manner, the ‘lordship’ of an 
intelligent person (over a certain action) would be signified by the cog- 
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nition of the nominative character being based upon the presence, in that 
person, of a desire for the acquiring of the results (to proceed from that 
action). And then again, in the case of the Deity, which is the reci- 
pient of the offering made in the action, we find that its predominance is 
recognized only as leading toits being cognised as instrumental in the com- 
pletion of the Sacrifice, and not with the sole end of merely establishing 
the said predominance; and similarly in the case in question, the sub- 
sidiary character of the Agent should be taken only as calculated to estab- 
lish his predominance (consisting in the fact of his being the possessor of 
the result following from the action). 

Then again, the subsidiary character of the Nominative Agent is not 
recognized as referring to the significations of the verbal roots, (but as 
with reference to the Bhavana); and when the Agent comes to be known 
as subsidiary to the Bhavana, do not you even then admit the significa- 
tion of the verbal root to be subsidiary to him ? 

Thatis to say, even for one who holds the Nominative Agent to be 
denoted by the Verbal Affix (7.e. for the Vaiyakarana), it is absolutely 
necessary to admit the existence of the Bhavana, on the strength of its 
actual cognition. And then, inasmuch as it is the Bhavana that is denoted 
by the same Verbal Affix, and is the predominant factor in the denotation 
of that affix, it naturally takes with itself the Nominative Agent as its 
subsidiary; and as such, the Agent does not become subsidiary to the 
signification of the verbal root. And hence, the Agent, being engaged 
with the Bhavana@ which he cannot turn aside to any other purpose, comes 
to take up, as his subsidiary, that which is signified by the verbal root 
(connected with the affix that denotes the Bhavani and the 
' Agent). 

Nor is there any incongruity involved in the fact of the Agent having 
the twofold character (of being subsidiary to the Bhavana, and yet the 
predominant factor in comparison to the signification of the verbal 
root); because the two are two subjects totally apart. If the Agent 
were taken as also subsidiary to the Root-meaning itself, then even 
a single such signification would be self-contradietory. As a matter 
of fact, we find that, in the case in question, it is with reference to the 
Bhavana that the Agent is regarded as the subsidiary, while with reference 
to the Root-meaning, it 1s the predominant factor ; and as such there cau 
be no self-contradiction in this. Because, if a thing that is naturally 
endowed with a twofold character, should be denoted by words also as 
having both of those characters, —what incongruity can there be in this ” 
Or it may be that while one of these characters is expressed directly by 
the word, the other is implied only indirectly ; and thus, too, there can be 
no self-contradiction, 
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And thus, inasmuch as there is always a possibility of the nomina- 
tive agent being the predominant factor, that which is signified by the 
verbal root would certainly become subservient to that Agent (if he be 
admitted to be denoted by the verbal affix). 

There is yet another point of difference deserving of notice; it is 
this: The words ‘ pacaka’ and the like are recognised as connected with 
another action; and hence in the case of such words the mere denotation 
of the word would make the root a qualification (of the Agent). 

That is to say, we have the following point of difference between the 
subservient character based upon verbal denotation and that based upon the 
nature of things:—In the case of the sentence—' pacakam rajapurusham 
ca d@naya’ (‘Fetch the cook and the King’s-servant’)—we find that the 
action of cooking and the hing become subservient to the Man that is 
connected with the action of fetching (i.e. the man that is to be fetched) 
merely through the peculiar character of the denotations of the words 
(‘pdcaka’ and ‘rajapurusha’); and so it is just possible that the two 
(the cooking and the king) may not go so far as to become the actual 
auxiliaries (to the Man and the action of fetching). On the other hand, 
in the case of such sentences as ‘ndnrtam vadét, we find that the words 
do not make a mention of the connection of the nominative agent with 
any other action (than that of ‘telling’ f.i.); so that we do not stand in 
need of a subservient character based upon the mere denotation of words ; 
and consequently, we are led to accept the subservient character of the 
root-meaning (the Action of telling) as based upon the nature of things ; 
and this character can be none other that of being the auxiliary. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that, in the event of the 
Agent being accepted to be denoted by the verbal affix, there is a dis-. 
tinct authoritative means of knowledge pointing to the fact of the 
Action siguified by the verbal root being subservient to the Man. 

Objection: *' But, even if the Agent were not denoted by the verbal 
* affix, then too, inasmuch as he would be indicated by the Bhavana that 
“is denoted by the same word (as the Agent, i.e. by the verbal affix), 
“it would be he that would be most nearly related, by Context, to the 
“ verbal root; and hence, in this case too, when the Action signified by the 
“verbal root would come to look for its purpose, this want would be 
4 “ sappii by the said Agent; and hence in this case also, just as in the 

‘case of the Agent being denoted by the verbal affix, the Action would 
“be subservient to the Agent." 

Reply: This objection does not quite apply to di case ; — - 
that word can be takeu in its indirect indicative sense, which is not 
capable of affording a seuse by direct denotation ; and when the word 
has once afforded this direct denotation, it is then that the Indication 
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appears as its concomitant (and hence it is that this latter cannot have 
a preference over Direct Denotation ). 

That is to say, if the Agent were denoted (by the verbal affix), thou, if 
he should happen to be spoken of, in a general way,—withont having his 
specialities pointed out,—by Direct Deuotation,—then, he would cer- 
tainly be able to fulfil all the requirements of every one of the actions that 
he would perform; and as such, in no case, would he fall off from the 
sense of the Scriptures. On the other hand, if he is only indicated (by 
the Bhavana), then, from the very beginning, we would have the idea 
that what is cognized is not in keeping with the sense of the Serip- 
tures. And certainly we cannot attaeh any importance to that which is 
not mentioned by the Scriptures. Consequently, if we could find out 
some seriptural authority pointing to the fact of the Agent being indi- 
cated by the Bhàávana, then alone could we accept it as being in keeping 
with the Scriptures, and hence admissible. But as a matter of fact, we 
find that all the words of the Scripture betake themselves to the indirect 
method of Indication only when their direct signification is not found to 
be of any use with regard to the Action; and in the case in question we 
find that the Bhavana@ is of use (in the Action), only in the shape in 
which it is directly denoted (by the verbal affix). But it is not possible 
for the verbal affix to operate, at the same time, both directly (with 
regard to the Bhavana) and indirectly (with reference to the Agent). 

Consequently, just as in the case of the utterance, ‘ Pürvo dhavati’ 
(‘the former is running’), though the ‘latter’ is also implied as the 
correlative of the ‘former,’ yet it is not connected with the action (of 
running),—so, in the same manner, the fact is that the expression in 
question (i.e. the verbal affix) being really given to something else 
(the Bhavana), the Agent is simply implied as the correlative of 
this Bhavana; and as such, this implied Agent is not cognized as of any 
use with regard to the Action in question. Then, as for the mere cogni- 
tion of the Agent by Indication, that would be possible only when the 
Agent would be a subordinate factor, and hence the said Indication 
could not point to the fact of the Agent being the predominant factor. 
And then the upshot of the whole affair is that, for the sake of its 
own accomplishment, which would not be otherwise possible, the Bhavani 
implies the Agent, only as a subordinate, and not as a predominant 
factor; and hence an idea of his predominance would be wholly un- 
founded. Specially as the Bh dvand would not be able to imply the Agent, 
if he were the predominant factor. Consequently as soon as the Agent 
begins to bring itself forward to a predominant position, and we look for 
an authority for this latter position, we find both the word (the verbal 
affix) and the Bhivana wholly indifferent on the point; and as a matter 
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of fact, there can be no other right means of the cognition of the said 
predominance (which thus becomes wholly unfounded). 

. Thus then, we find that the consideration of the question, as to 
whether, or not, the Agent is denoted (by the verbal affix), —has a vem 
important bearing upon the main point of the Adhikarana. 

- And upon this question we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ The sentence—' nanrtam vadet'—must be taken as prohibiting the 
“ telling of lies that the man does for his own sake, on account of the 
“ general tendency of speech to be false; that is to say, it lays down the 
“ prohibition of telling lies for the sake of saving man from a grievous sin. 

“ (1) Because the word ‘ vadét’ directly denotes the Man (as the no- 
* minative agent); (2) because it is only when taken in this manner 
“ that the Injunction is found to serve a useful purpose; and (3) because if 
“it pertained to the sacrifice, it would be altogether useless. 

* That is to say, in the first place, the connection of the action of 
* *telling' with the Agent is directly denoted by the fact of both of them 
“ being denoted by the same word (the ‘telling’ by the root ‘vada, and 
“the Agent by the verbal affix, in the word ‘vadét’); and this connection 
“sets aside the indication of the Context (which is the sole authority for 
“ connecting the ‘Telling’ with the Sacrifice). Secondly, the operation 
“of the Injunctive (in ‘vadét’) also is found to serve the distinctly 
“useful purpose of laying down something not mentioned before (i.e. the 
“ prohibition of the telling of lies for the sake of Man); while if it were 
* meant to be for the sake of the Sacrifice, then, the Injunctiveness would 
“rest wholly in that which is signified by the root (i.e.—the mere 
“< telling’), which would be brought up by the declaration of the per- 
“ formance of the sacrifice as a whole; and as such an actual injunction 
“to the same effect would be absolutely useless, This is what is meant 
“by the Bhashya,—Otherwise, the meaning of the word *vad&t' comes to 
“ be merely that ‘telling is’ ; aud the use of the word ‘vadét,’ which denotes 
“the nominative as well as the Injunction, for expressing the mere = 
“ that ‘ telling is,’ would be absolutely useless. 

“Thus then, inasmuch as all Injunctions are for the sake of Man, 
* Prohibitions also, following in the wake of Injunctions, must be taken 
“as being for his sake (and not for that of Sacrifice); and the 
"sense of the sentence in question comes to be that, ‘for the sake of 
“helping himself a Man should not tell lies.’ 

“To explain the Sütra—lInasmuch as what the sentence is found to 
“express has already been previously laid for the Man by the Smrti, at 
" the time of his Upanayana, long before he became entitled to the per- 
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“formance of the Darca-Pirnamiasa,—the same declaration made for the 
"sake of Man, in connection with this sacrifice, must be taken as merely 
“descriptive of that which has permanent existence (for the Man, ever 
“since his Upanayana). 

“ Question: ‘When the Prohibition is for the sake of Man, why 
“should the Sutra speak of connection with a sacrifice ?' 

“ Answer :—What is meant to be set aside by the Stra is that (1) 
“which the Siddhànti takes to be connected with the sacrifice, (2) which is 
* spoken of as connected with it, and (3) which is indicated, by the Context, 
“as being thus connected; the meaning of the Stra would thus be this: 
“ That which is meant by the Siddhanti to be related to the sacrifice, or that 
“which is spoken of as related, to it, or that which is indicated by the Con- 
“teat to be related to it, —inasmuch as all this would really pertain to the 
* Man, the sentence in question must be taken as merely descriptive of what 
* already exists. 

“ Objection: ‘ The sentence in question, which is a Cruti, must be taken 
“as the basis for the Smrti-text that prohibits the telling of lies at the 
“Upanayana. That is to say, it has already been shown (in the Smrti- 
* páda) that all Smrtis are authoritative only by reason of their being 
"based upon corroborative Cruti texts; and consequently, inasmuch as 
“the sentence in question is found to be expressive of the same thing as 
“the Smrti text (prohibiting the telling of lies) found in connection 
“with the Upanayana ceremony, the former should be taken as the basis 
“of the latter (and not as merely descriptive of it). That is to say, if 
“the authority of the Smrti rested in itself, independently of everything 
“else, then, on the strength of this fact, the Cruti-sentence under con- 
“sideration might have been taken as merely descriptive of what has 
"always existed (on the strength of the aforesaid Smrti-text). As a 
*" matter of fact, however, in the case of all Smrti texts, it is necessary 
“to trace the corroboration of a Grauti-text. And in the case in question, 
“the only alternatives at our disposal are —(1) to assume some other 
** Cruti-text as the basis of the said Smrti, and take the one under consi- 
*deration as merely descriptive, or (2) to take the sentence under consi- 
“ deration as the basis of that Smriti. But so long as we actually find 
“the necessary corroborative Cruti-text in the shape of the one under 
* eonsideration,— there can be no ground for assuming one that does not 
* exist (or, at least is not as easily perceptible). In fact, such an assump- 
‘tion would involve two unjustifiable things—the rejection of the text 
*that already exists, and the assumption of that which has no existence, 
“ Consequently we cannot take the sentence in question to be a mere 
“ descriptive declaration.’ 

“The reply to the above as given by the Bhāshyu is this: (If the 

164 
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“Smrti rule were based upon the Cruti-text in question, then) the 
4 Smrti should have mentioned the Darga-Pirnamasa sacrifice ; as a matter 
“of fact, however, we find the Smrti rule being taught at the time of the 
“ Upanayana ; consequently the sentence in question cannot be taken as the 
“ Vedic basis of the Smrti rule. : 

“To this answer, however, some people object as follows: ‘In the 
* Bhashya, there does not appear to be any connection or relevancy of 
“that which follows to what has gone before. Because if the sentence 
“in question were taken as pertaining to Man, being taken apart from 
“the Context,—then in that ease, inasmuch as the sentence would have 
“the same meaning as the Smrti rule,— why should not. in that case, 
“ the sentence in question, be taken as the basis of the Smrti? That is 
“ to say, if the sentence under consideration were meant to pertain to the 
“ Sacrifice, and thus serve as the basis of the Smrt:,—then, in that ease, 
“as it would be necessary for the basis and that which is based upon it to 
“be of the same nature, and as the two (the basic Grut and the based 
“ Smrti), in this case, would not be similar in character (the Cruti per- 
“taining to the Sacrifice, while the Smrti pertains to Man), the one 
“(the Cruti sentence under consideration) could not have served as the 
“basis of the Smrti rule. When, however, the indications of the 
‘* Context are set aside, and the sentence under consideration is taken as 
“ pertaining to Man, then, inasmuch as this also would come to pertain 
" to the time of the Upanayana (and thus being exactly similar in charac- 
“ ter to the Smrti rule), wherefore should not the Pürvapakshi have 
“ admitted the fact of the Smrti being based upon the sentence in ques- 
“tion? Why too would it be necessary for the Smrti rule to have 
“ mentioned the D«rca- Pürnamüsa (when both the Smrti and its corrobo- 
“ rative Cruti-text in the shape of the one under consideration would 
“ come to pertain to Man)? For these reasons, we conclude that the 
" denial (in the Bhüshya passage under consideration) of the fact of the 
“ sentence in question being the basis of the Smr/i rule was ill-advised.’ . 

** But this objection is not quite admissible ; because in the present 
" Adhikarana, the Bhashya puts forth three distinct Pūrvapakshas ; 
“ from among whom, the first can admit of the fact of the sentence 
“ under consideration being the basis of the Smrti rule, while the other 
“ two insist upon the former being taken merely as descriptive of what 
“ has been laid down in the latter. 

“ That is to say, if the only declaration of the Piérvapaksha were that 
“ in regard to the sentence pertaining to Man, then the Bhashya passage 
“ under consideration would have been irrelevant. As a matter of fact, 
" however, the existence of this very passage in the Bhashya shows that 
" the author of the Bhàshya had in view three distinct Parvapakshas 
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“ which are as follows:—(1) First of all is one that is wholly indepen- 
“dent of the Sütra,—anud this is that the sentence in question pertains 
“to Man; and in this case, the Smrti rule is not brought forward at 
“all; and if it were absolutely necessary to bring it forward in this 
* ease also, then, there would be nothing to prevent us from accept- 
“ing the Sri; to be based upon the sentence under consideration. 
“ And in the case of this Pitrvupukshu both of these (the Cruti and the 
* Smrti) would be accepted as free from all doubt as to whether they 
“are Injunctive or Descriptive (as both would be admitted to be Injunc- 
* tive).—(2) But finding the two Sütras (12 and 13) not connected with 
* one another in regard to the above Péürvapaksha, the Bhashya, with a 
* view to put forward the theory of the sentence being a Descriptive 
“ Declaration (which Pdérvapaksha would be in keeping with the 
* Siddhanta Sütra 13), takes up the view that the sentence in question 
“ pertains to the Man as connected with the Sacrifice; and hence makes 
“the declaration—The telling of lies wus prohibited at the time of 
“the Upanayanu. And the objector, taking his stand upon the first 
* Pürvapaksha, objects to the declaration of the sentence in question 
“ being merely descriptive, when it should be taken as forming the very 
“ basis of the Smrti rule. And in reply to this objection, the Siddhanti 
“ (of the Pürvapaksha) denies the fact of the sentence in question being 
“the basis; and in doing this he practically accepts the second Pūrva- 
* paksha ; his meaning being that we have not admitted the sentence to per- 
“tain to the Ma» by himself, but to him us connected with the Sacrifice, 
“just like the Abhkikramana, in accordance with the Sutra III—iv— 15 ; 
“ and certainly this would not apply to all men, or even all through the 
“ life of one man even. This view would be in keeping with Direct 
* Declaration (which connects the telling with the Man as well as with the 
* Context (which connects it with the Sacrifice). And thus the Smrti 
* rule, which has a universal application, could not have all its require- 
* ments supplied by the Cruti-text iu question, which has a limited scope 
" of application, applying to one man ouly, and that too, only during 
“ the time that he may be engaged in the Dargu-Purnamasa; consequent- 
“ly the Smrti would certainly point to a Cruti-text exactly like itself 
* (that could serve as its basis) ; aud when this latter has been assumed, 
‘the Prohibition (of telling lies) in connection with the Darga-Purna- 
“ māsa sacrifice, being found to be a part of that contained in the as- 
** sumed sentence, comes to be taken as merely descriptive. For certainly, 
* that which serves as a Prohibition, from the very day of the Upunuyuna, 
“would act as one during the Dargu-Pirnamésu also Thus then, inas- 
* much as the Davga-Pürnam:a would fall within the time between one’s 
“ Upanayana and his death, the sentence that speaks of the prohibition 
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* of telling lies during these Sacrifices must be merely descriptive of 
“the wider Prohibition pertaining to the man's whole life; and it 
* could not form the basis of the Smrti rule. The sentence in the 
* Bhüshya—' epica purushadharmam évopodigantz '— (which appears in the 
“ course of this second Puirvapaksha)—should be taken along with the 
* former; as it speaks of the Prohibition pertaining to the Man.—(3), 
* Or, this very seutence—‘ apica etc.’ —may be taken as putting forward 
“the third theory of the Piürvapaksha. And in this case the sentence 
* would not be taken as referring to the question of the Prohibition 
“pertaining to the Man or to the Sacrifice; but the question being 
“as to whether the Prohibition of telling lies, that we find in 
“ connection with the  Darga-Pürnamüsa, is the Injunction of some- 
* thing never laid down before, or it is only descriptive of what has been 
* previously laid down,-—we have the Péárvapaksha that, because of the 
“ Prohibition being contained in the Smrti, it is merely descriptive of 
“ what already exists. 

“ Objection: ‘The connection of the Prohibition as found in the 
* Smrti is wholly different from that found inthe sentence in question ; 
* because in the former it relates to Man, while in the latter it relates to 
* the Sacrifice (and hence the one could not be merely descriptive of the 
* other).' . vm 

“ Reply: True, itis so; and yet the sentence in question is merely 
“ descriptive of what already exists; because, even in the sacrifice, the 
* telling of lies must belong to the Man, and not to the Sacrifice; conse- 
* quently that prohibition of the telling of lies, which relates to the Man, 
“ would apply to the Sucrifice also. 

“That is to say, though it is true that the Prohibition relating to 
“the Sacrifice is something different from that relating to Man, yet the 
"former could not have the true character of the Injunction,—as it 
“would certainly be implied by the impossibility in the former. For 
* certainly, itis not possible that a Mau should avoid the telling of lies 
“for his own sake, and go on telling them for the sake of the Sacrifice. 
“Thus then, inasmuch as the prohibition of telling lies for the sake 
“of the Sacrifice would be included in that of telling them for the sake 
' of the Man himself, the former could not but be taken as merely descrip- 
“ tive of the latter. , 

“In this latter Pürvapaksha, there would be no question as to the 
“ Prohibition forming the Vedic basis for the other; because the 
“Smrti rule relates to the Man (while the Çruti one relates to the 
" Sacrifice). 

* Or the portion of the Bhashyu, from the beginning of the passage 

‘under consideration, down to *'dargapürnamüsayoritó hi smaryeta’, 
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“ should be taken as containing the answer ; the sense of which would be 
“that, inasmuch as the sentence in question is only descriptive of what 
“ has been already laid down ina Smrti rule based upon another Vedic 
“text, it only serves the purpose of eulogizing the sacritices (of the 
“ Darca-Pürnamása),—the form of the eulogy being that, ‘inasmuch as 
“this Sacrifice becomes connected with even such Prohibitions as 
“really pertain to other things, it becomes endowed with many 
* accessories ; and as such it is very praiseworthy.’ 
“« And thus the sentence comes to be a mere ‘Arthavada.’”’ 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (13): It is an Injunction; because of the connection 
being wholly different. 


First of all, the Bhashya takes the argument herein propounded, 
viz, the difference of connection--as against the first Parvapuksha, that 
the Prohibition relates to the Man by himself. 

In the Smrti, we find the rule ‘One should tell the truth 
(‘ Satyam briyat’),—enjoininy the telling of truth asa source of Dharma 
(Virtue); while the sentence in question—‘ nānrtam vadét’—lays down 
the Prohibition of telling lies; and thus there is a distinct difference 
between the subject-matter of the two rules. And as a matter of fact 
we know that the mention of one thing cannot be descriptive of that of 
a totally different thing; consequently the sentence in question must 
be tuken as un independent Injunction. 

Objection: “ There are only two ways in — a man can speak, 
" —the telling of the truth, and the telling of untruth; consequently 
“the restriction of telling the truth would naturally involve the prohi- 
“bition of the telling of the untruth; and thus the latter would 
“certainly be descriptive of the former.” 

Reply: lt is not so; becuuse of the difference of connection, That is 
to say, that sentence alone can be taken as descriptive of another, which 
is found to serve exactly the same purpose as the other does. In the 
ease of one being an Injunction and the other a Prohibition, there is a 
distinct differenee between the purposes served by them, specially as 
the results brought by the two are so wholly different. For instance, 
whenever the Injunction operates, it operates towards the fulfilment of 
something desirable, while the Prohibition operates in a wholly different 
manner, serving the purpose of setting uside from a sin. 

That is to say, in the case of the Injunction ‘one should tell the 
truth’, we find that when the resultant Bhavana stands in need of 
a purpose, this latter is found to consist in the form of Heaven, ete., 
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because of the fact of all Injunctions relating to something desirable to 
Man; thus then, the meaning of the Injunction comes to be that, ‘it 
being possible for man to tell the truth as well as the untruth, if he 
sticks to the telling of the truth, he comes to be endowed with some- 
thing desirable’; and hence one who would tell the truth would attain 
to Heaven. But the Injunction says nothing as to whether the telling 
of untruth constitutes an excellence or a defect. In the same manner, 
the Prohibition contained in the sentence ‘one should not tell lies’, 
simply declares that the telling ef lies leads to Hell; and it says noth- 
ing as to whether the telling of truth constitutes an excellence or a 
defect. And thus inasmuch as the meanings of the two sentences are 
wholly different, any one of them cannot be taken as a mere repetition 
of the other; and hence the sentence in question must be taken as an 
Injunction (of Prohibition). 

Objection: “The ‘connection’ of the sentence in question would 
* have been ‘different’, if the declaration of the Smrti had ended 
“with ‘one should tell the truth. As a matter of fact, we find that 
“the Smrti contains also tle Prohibition of telling lies, exactly like 
“the Injunction of telliny the truth; and thus in view of this Prohibi- 
* tion, the connection of the sentence in question cannot be said to be 
* different from that which is found in the Smrti.” | mam 

Reply: Inasmuch as the said Smrti Prohibition is found in course 
of the ‘ Observances laid down for the religious student’, it must be 
taken as an Injunction (of telling the truth) by contraries (Puryuddsa), 
on the same grounds as those shown in connection with the sentence ‘ one 
should not look upon the rising sun.’ "l'hatis to say, all that the Prohibi- 
tion, under the circumstances, means is that ‘ one should say what is not 
untrue. And thus the connection of the sentence in question—‘ nanrtam 
vadet ’—would certainly be different from any that may be found in the 
Smrti. l ci aiii 

In the case of the latter Prohibition ‘nānrtam vadét’, which is 
found in connection with the Darca-Pürnaoamüsa, we find none of the 
reasons that could justify us in taking this also as a Paryudasa (i.e. an In- 
junction by contraries) ; the only two reasons capable of this are—-(1) the 
use of the word ‘observance’, and (2) the chance of optional alter- 
natives. As for the latter, an optional alternative is possible only in 
a case where what is prohibited is something the performability of 
which is pointed out by the Scriptures themselves, aud not in that 
where what is prohibited is only that which one would perform for 
& certain end of his own, (because in the former case both what is 
prohibited and the Prohibition would have the support of Scriptural 
authority, while in the latter case, the Prohibition alone would have 
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this authority ),—as we shall see later on. (And in the ease in question, 
the felling of lies that is prohibited is not based upon any Seriptural 
text.| Consequently, the sentence in question must be taken as an 
Injunction. 

If, however, the opponent should urge the argument, that —“ we 
find, in the Smytis, many Prohibitions of telling lies, apart from the one 
found in the course of the ‘ observances of the religious student’ (and 
the sentence in question could be taken as descriptive of these),"—then, 
in that ease, we would explain the ‘Difference of Connection’ in the 
following manner: That which is mentioned in the Smrti is mentioned 
for all men, with a view to the fulfilment of certain desirable ends; 
whereas that which is mentioned in the sentence in question is for the man 
engaged in the sacrifice (of the Davrga-Pürnamasa), with a view to a 
distinct result (in the shape of an Apirva). 

Objection: “ This very reason would show that while the former 
"has a universal application, the latter is very limited in its scope,— 
“and as such this latter could certainly be taken as merely descrip- 
‘tive of the former.” 

Reply: It is not so; because there is a difference in their results, 
as just shown above. For instance, all that the Prohibition contained 
in the Smr/i shows is that, ‘with a view to remove sinfulness from 
himself, the Man should not tell a lie) And hence if a person per- 
forming the Dürca-Pürnam?/sa sacrifice should come to infringe this 
prohibition, he would, by that, be infringing something that is 
wholly apart from the Sacrifice; and hence all that such an infringe- 
ment would do would be to bring upon him a sin; and it could not 
cause any discrepancy in the sacrifice itself (if we did not attach any 
distinct significance to the Prohibition that we have found laid down 
in connection with the Sacrifice. Because we know it as a fact that 
the infringement of such Duties as pertain to the Man only (apart from 
the Sacrifice does not cause any discrepancy in the Sacrifice. For 
instance, if one, in the course of the performance of a certain Sacri- 
fice, should eat of the flesh of the animal killed by a poisoned arrow, 
that would cause no discrepancy in the Sucrifice itself, which would be 
aeeomplished, all the same, exactly in accordance with the Injunctions 
laid down in regard to it. 

That is to say, as a matter of fact we find that all sacrifices stand 
in need of certain Injunctions and Prohibitions, relating to them- 
selves; and hence whenever any of these Injunctions or Prohibitions is 
infringed, this infringement causes a discrepancy in the Sacrifice. While 
those Injunctions, etc. that relate to the Man are, in relation to one sacri- 
fice, just as if they were related to a distinct Sacrifice; and they are wholly 
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indifferent to these ; consequently, inasmuch as those have never come to be 
known to be accessories to that Sacrifice, the Sacrifice does not come to 
be regarded as the least deficient in its accessories, by an infringement of 
such foreign Injunctions and Prohibitions. 

For these reasons, the sense of the Smrti rule would come to be 
this: ‘One who would tell a lie in course of the JDarga-Pürnamüsa 
would go to hell, but he would obtain the results of the Sacrifice all 
the same.’ And as for the Gruti-rule (the sentence in question), it 
applies to the Man connected with the particular context of the Saeri- 
fice; and hence the meaning of this would come to be that, ‘The Darga- 
Pirnamasa Sacrifices bring about their true results, only when per- 
formed by persons who do not tell a lie in course of their performance.’ 
In this latter sentence, we find that the telling of lies has been pro- 
hibited, with a view to the instrumentality of the Man towards the 
accomplishment of the Apérva,—this instrumentality being indicated 
by the context; and hence an infringement of this would cause a dis- 
crepancy which would stand in the way of the due accomplishment of 
the Apürva (the transcendental result) of the Darca-Pürnamüsa; but it 
would not cause any Sin in the Man, for even if we were to assume the 
appearance of a sin, at the time, that assumed sin could not attach 
itself to the Man independently by himself. 

Thus we conclude that the connection of the sentence in question 
is different from that of the other; and hence it must be admitted to 
be an Injunction. 

In the same manner, in the case of the theory that the Prohibi- 
tion pertains purely to the Sacrifice, the fact of the connection being 
different should be explained on the ground of the difference between the 
sin accruing to the Man and the discrepancy appearing in the Sacrifice. 

And thus, it becomes established that the sentence in question is 
not merely descriptive of what has been already declared elsewhere. 

As for the difference in the two theories—that the Prohibition 
relates to the Sacrifice, and that it relates to the Man performing the 
Sacrifice—this will be explained later on. Inasmuch as in both these 
cases, the Injunctive character of the sentence remains untouched, a 
consideration of the difference between them would be of no use in the 
present discussion. 

Says the Opponent : “ We admit that the sentence is an Injunction ; but 
"we hold that it is an Injunction relating to Man, for reasons that 
"we have shown above. This brings up the other two alternative 
“ Pürvapaksha theories: (1) that the sentence relates to Man, and is 
“an Injunction, because of the connection being different; (2) that it 
‘is an Injunction relating to the Man performing the Sacrifice.” 
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To both of these we offer the following reply: We do not admit any 
Conjugational Affix to be expressive of the Nominative agent; and as for the 
idea of the Nominative that is found to follow from the Conjugational Affixes, 
that must be attributed to a different relationship (‘t Sumyogantarat’). 

That is to say, in all cases, when the utterauce of a word is found 
to give rise to the cognitions of a number of things, this does not 
make all these things ‘denotable’ by that word; because the assump- 
tion of the denotative potency of the ord with regard to an object 
depends upon the apparent inconsistency of the concomitance between 
them (the word and the idea of the object); aud only that object is 
known as ‘denotable’ by a word, with regard to which the denotative 
potency of that word has been duly assumed, And such assumption of 
the denotative potency that is not perceptible, is allowable only in 
those cases where, without such assumption, we could not explain a 
certain use of the word and the cognition actually brought about by it; e.g. 
we assume such a potency of the words (denotative of classes) with 
regard to Individuals, and that of such words as ‘Lion’ and the like 
with regard to the ‘Boy’ etc. (ie. in the cases of recognised Indica- 
tive signification). 

Now then, in the case of such verbs as ‘ Pacat?? and the like, we 
find them giving rise to ideas of the following things: (1) the Bhavan, 
(2) the Root-meaning, (3) the Nominative Agent, (4) the number of this 
Agent, (5) the fact of the personal results accruing to the Agent (in 
the ease of the Atmunepada), (6) a particular point of time. And 
among these we cannot easily distinguish which is actually denoted 
by the word (and which is implied or indicated) ; specially as the only 
definition of the ‘directly denoted ' is that it zs not implied or indicated. 

Of the Bhavana, in the first place, we do not find any other denota- 
tion than the word itself ( pacati"); specially as the Time, ete. are not 
found to be invariably concomitant with the Bhavand, as these are found 
to exist even without the Bhavana (hence this latter could not be indi- 
cated by Time and the other factors signified by the word). Nor can it 
be urged that the Bhavana would be implied by the Nominative Agent and 
the Root-meaning (both of which are among the factors signified by the 
verb), because in that case, the Bhavana would not be the predominant 
factor, exactly as in the case of nouns formed with Art affixes. That is to 
say, if the Bhavana were implied either by the Nominative or by the Root- 
meaning, then it could be cognised only in a subdued form, just as it is 
in the case of such words «s ' pacuku’ and the like. But as a matter of 
fact we find that the Bhavana is always cognised as the predominating 
factor (in the verb); and from this we conelude that it is denoted directly 
by the verb itself, 
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Then again, the Bhavana does not indicate the Time, ete., because it 
is found to be present with other Times, other Numbers, other Root- 
meanings and other Personal results (than those signified by the 
word ‘pacati’; and hence not being invariably concomitant with these. 
particular Time and the rest, the Bhavan’ cannot be taken as indicating 
them). In the same manner, inasmuch as Time, Number and the rest 
are not found to be invariably concomitant with one another, they cannot 
be spoken of as indicating or implying one another. We find, however, 
that the Bhavana is not possible without its accessory Nominative, in the 
shape of one that is signified by the verb; so that we conclude that the 
Bhavana is capable of indicating the Nominative agent, either by the said 
apparent Inconsistency or by Inference. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as the Bhavana is related to the other 
“ Karakas (the Objective, etc.) also, it cannot be invariably concomitant 
* with the Nominative, and as such it should not be accepted as denotative 
“of this latter.” 

Reply: Not so; because the mere fact of being related to something 
else cannot be admitted to necessarily establish the non-concomitance of 
the Bhàvanà with the Nominative. There are two ways in which an 
object can be related toa number of objects—(1) some objects renounce 
their connection with everything else before being connected with another 
thing; (2) while others take to new relatives, without renouncing the 
previous ones. And among these, that which is of the former kind is not 
invariably concomitant with any one of its relatives, and hence it could 
not denote them; e.g. T'aliness is not accepted to be denotative of the 
Man. But in such cases, the reason for non-concomitance does not lie in 
the fact of being related to another, but in that of the one being found 
to have an existence even without the other. In a case, however, where 
the thing in question, even when existing elsewhere, does not totally 
abandon its former relative,—we cannot take them to be non-concomi- 
tant; e.g. the class ‘Czngapa’ with the classes, ‘ Tree’, * Earthy’ * Sub- 
stance’ and ‘ Entity’; because every one of these is found to have, intact 
within itself, the requisite denotative potency. In the case of Bhavana 
also, we found that it subsists in the Karakas, not alternatively, one 
by one, but in all of them simultaneously. And certainly this simul- 
taneous subsistence in all cannot be called ‘ non-concomitance’; because 
even when existing in another, the Bhavana does not abandon its former 
substrate. Consequently it must be admitted as an indubitable fact, 
that the Bhavana indicates all the Kürakas. Though in certain cases 
—as those of the Intransitive Verb, where there is no Objective to be 
indieated, and that of the Dative and the Ablative, which do not form 
integral parts of the Verb—it might be argued that the Bhavana 
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does not indicate these Kārakas, and as such is non-concomitant with 
them; yet even this doubt could be raised only in regard to those 
other Karakas, aud never in regard to the Nominative ; because there 
is no such Verb (or Action) as ever exists without the Nominative ; 
as it is this that forms the very source of the Action. And as a matter 
of fact what we require here is the concomitance of the Nominative 
(with the BAàvana); and while the other Kürak«s are found to be non- 
concomitant with it, this fact strengthens, all the more, the capability in 
the Bhavana, of indicating the Nominative. 

This requires special justification and proof, for the sake of estab- 
lishing the fact of the Nominative being singularly fitted for being 
related to the number (which is one of the factors signified by the Verb). 
In the case of such Roots as ‘Asi’, ‘Stha’ and the like, we find that 
they do not need the Instrumental; in the case of the roots ‘cala’ 
and ‘pata’ we find no need of the locative substratum ; in the case 
of Intransitive Verbs, there is no Objective; and in that of ‘Ssi’, 
‘Stha’, ‘pata’ and the like, there are no Datives or Ablatives ; 
(while in all these the Nominative is always present); hence finding 
the Nominative alone to be invariably present in all Bhàvanüs, we 
conclude that it is that (Nominative) alone which is singularly capable 
of being related to the Number, Specially asit is a fact perceptible to 
all men that in the case of all Verbs (‘ pacati’ and the like) the Number 
is always cognized as determined by the Nominative, and not by any 
other Karaka. 

At this stage of tle discussion, the Vaiyakarana might argue thus : 
“All Karakas being equally indicated, why should the Number be 
“ connected with the Nominative alone, and not with the Instrumental 
“and the rest ? ” 

To him, however, we offer the following explanation: It would be 
80 for us, just in the same way as it is for you. 

He might retort thus: “ For us, the Nominative and the Number are 
“ both denoted by the same word (i.e. the Conjugational Affix), and as such 
“they qualify each other ; and hence it is only natural that the Number 
“should be set aside from the other extraneous Kürakas, which are 
“ not similarly denoted, and joined to the Nominative (while the Szddhànti 
“does not admit the Nominative to be denoted by the Conjugational 
“ Affix; hence the same grounds are not available for him)." 

But then, we should reply as follows: When all Kdrakas are equally 
constituted, what reason is there for you that the Nominative alone 
and not the Instrumental, etc., are denoted (by the Conjugational) Affix ? 
There is no other way out of this but the assumption of a peculiar potency 
in the denotative word in question, pointed out by certain perceptible 
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facts resulting therefrom,—on account of which potency, we could 
have the cognition of that particular thing by the word. And this 
assumption would be as available for us as for you. For inasmuch 
as we actually perceive the Number as always belonging to the Nomina- 
tive,—from this very fact we could, quite reasonably, infer the existence 
of the necessary potency in the conjugational affixes. 

Question: “ All the Kàrakas being equally indicated by the Bhavana, 
“what reason could there be for restricting the assumed potency (to 
“the Nominative alone) ? " 

Answer : We have already said that our reason for restrieting the 
potency (of connecting the number with the Nominative) would be the same 
that the Vazyàkarana has for restricting the potency (of the Conjugational 
Affix) to denote the Nominative only, though all the Karakas are equally 
constituted. And further, no objections can rightly be raised against 
the potentialities of things; specially as we have already explained that 
they have to be inferred from certain perceptible facts which are found 
to be explained only as the effects of those potentialities. 

Further, for you it would be necessary to assume the potency (in 
the Conjugational Affix) of indicating the number of the Nominative, over 
and above its potency to indicate the Nominative itself. (While for 
us the potency necessary to be assumed would be that of the Verbal Affix 
io indicate only the nwmber of the Nominative, this latter itself being 
only implied by the Bhavana). 

Objection: “ The potency necessary for the indication of the number 
"of the Nominative would be based upon the fact of both of them 
"(the Nominative and the Number) being indicated by the same term 
"(the Conjugational Affix); and hence no assumption of any second 
“ potency would be necessary for us. "' 

Reply: But without the assumption of several potencies, how could 
you have the desired restriction ? That is to say, it would certainly be 
necessary for you to assume a potency in the Conjugatioual Affix, whereby 
this latter could indicate the Number of that alone which is denoted 
by the affix (v.e. the Nominative), and not of the other Kārakas, even 
though every one of these latter is equally capable of being related 
to the number. In fact, without such an assumed potency, the effect. 
would be quite contrary to what you desire, the idea beiug to some 
such effect as—' for the very reason that the Nominative is denoted, 
it is not necessary that its number should be expressed; in fact it would 
be much more reasonable to distinguish, by means of this number, 
those (Karakas) that are not distinctly denoted. Specially as the mere 
fact of being denoted by the same Affix can be sufficient reason for 
the said restriction (of the Number to the Nominative) ; because we 
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find that though the Bhāvanā, Time, the Personal Result and the Person, 
are all denoted by the Conjugational Affix, yet they are not connected 
with the Number; and in fact, if the mere fact of being denoted by the 
Affix were the sole ground for being connected with the Number, then 
the Bhavana, as being the most predominant factor among those deuoted 
by the word, would be more entitled than any other factor of the 
Nominative and the rest, to a connection with the Number. If this 
connection of the Bhavana be denied on the ground of its inherent 
incapability for such connection, then the same might be said (by us) 
with regard to the other Karakus (the instrumental, etc.) that are also 
similarly denoted. 

The following argument might be urged here: “ The other Kàrakas 
“are quite capable of being connected with the Number; and as such, 
“ they could very well be connected with the Number denoted by another 
“word” 

But in reply to this we could urge that the capability of being 
conuected with the Number is present in the Bhāvanā, etc., also, which 
are denoted by such words as ‘ Bhüvaná and the like. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as we do not find the number present in 
"these (Bhavana, etc.), we cannot admit of the existence of the said 
“capability in them.” 

Reply: This is scarcely proper; as the question of the absence 
of number in these is still an open one (being still under consideration) ; 
for the ‘absence of Number’ is nothing other than the 'éncapability 
of being connected with it’ (and it is this latter that we are still con- 
sidering). Consequently, it must be admitted that, that number, or Bha- 
vana, etc., which are denoted by such and such a term (the Conjugational 
Affix f.i.), are not capable of being connected with one another. And 
this would be equally applicable to both of us. Because the number 
that is denoted by that word would be incapable of being connected 
with the other Kdrakus (except the Nominative). To the question 
" How do you know that it would be incapable ? "—we would reply— 
exactly as you do in the case of Bhavana and the rest. 

Objection: “ As a matter of fact, we have found the Objective 
"quite capable of being connected with the Number signified by the 
" Coujugational Affix ; and hence the Number could be taken as connected 
"with that,—in such sentences (in the Passive form) as ‘pacyaté 
* odanah '. " 

Reply : It is not so; because, as a matter of fact we find that though 
signifying the objective in certain cases (7.c. in sentences in the Passive 
form), the Conjugational Affix does not signify it 1n others (where we have 
the sentence in the Active form); and in the same manner, the Number 


1318 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH, I1—PADA IV—ADHI. (4). 


of the objective also would be limited (in its relationship) by the poten- 
tialities of the words used, 

The opponeut apparently thinks that, because in certain cases 
he has found the Objective capable of being connected with the Number 
signified by the Conjugational Affix, it must be so in all cases. But, 
if we were to argue thus, then the fact of the Objective being, in certain 
cases, denoted by the Verbs with Conjugational endings, would lead 
us to the conclusion that it is always denoted by such Verbs!! If there 
be some ground for limiting the denotability of the Objective in this 
latter case, then we could have a similar ground for restricting the 
connectibility of the Number with the Objective. And hence it is 
scarcely right for the opponent to urge the above objection against us. 

The following argument might here be brought forward by the 
Opponent: “The number that is qualified by the Nominative could not 
“be spoken of without speaking of the Nominative also.” 

Reply: Though it is true that the qualified cannot be cognised with- 
out the cognition of the qualification, yet this general dictum says 
nothing as to the qualification being directly denoted or mot; that is 
to say, it is true enough that, unless the qualification is cognised, there 
can be no cognition of the qualified, and as such due importance should 
be attached to the cognition of the qualification; but there can be 
nothing objectionable in this qualification not being directly denoted ; 
for certainly, when we find that even when not so denoted, but simply 
indicated indirectly by some means or other, the qualification is quite 
capable of bringing about the cognition of the object qualified by it,—why 
should we stick to the assertion that it is actually denoted ? 

Thus then, in the case in question, we find that the Nominative is 
capable of serving as the Nominative only when it is indicated by the 
Bhavana itself; and as such it does not stand in need of being actually 
denoted. With regard to all qualified cognitions we have laid down 
the general law that ‘that alone out of the various factors cognised is 
to be taken as denoted by the word which is not found to have been 
expressed by other means’ (vide Sütra I—iv—9). Consequently, when- 
ever we have a qualified cognition, and proceed to consider the question 
as to which out of the qualification and the qualified is denoted directly 
by the word, and which is indicated by other means,--we come to the 
conclusion that wherever the qualified is found to be indicated by other 
means, the denotative operation of the word pertains to the qualification, 
and where it is the latter that is found to be indicated by other means, 
tne ‘operation of the word pertains to the qualified, In fact, in all cases, 
i is by means of the Apparent Inconsistency of the qualified cogni- 
tion itselÑtțhat we admit of the denotative operation of the word pertain- 
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ing either to the qualification alone, or to the qualified alone, or to both 
of them; and this Apparent Inconsistency is possible only with regard 
to that factor (in these two) which is not otherwise attainable (i.e., which 
cannot be indicated by any other means). 

Thus then, in the case in question (in the verb ‘vadét’) we find 
that the singleness (which is found to be expressed by the Singular 
Affix), whether it be the qualification or the qualified, is not found to 
be indicated by any other means; and as such this cannot but be regarded 
as denoted by the word. If the Nominative were capable of indicating 
the said Singleness, then in accordance with the law relating to the ‘class’ 
(by which the class is taken to be directly denoted by the word, and, in 
its turn, to indicate the Individual), the Nominative would be taken 
as directly denoted, while the singleness would be taken as indicated 
by it. Asa matter of fact, however, we find that the cognition of the 
Nominative is invariably concomitant with that of Singleness; and hence 
the former cannot be accepted as capable of indicating the latter; conse- 
quently we must admit the Singleness also to be directly denoted by 
the word. And the denotative potency of the word being thus trans- 
ferred (to the singleness), the Nominative comes to be the object of Indica- 
tion; and as such, even though recognised as the qualification (of single- 
ness), it cannot be accepted as being denoted by the word. When it is 
the singleness that is recognised as the qualification, then too it is this 
that should be the first to be denoted by the word; and when this has 
been denoted, the denotative potency having been spent up in this, it 
looks out for the indication of the qualified Nominative by some other 
means; and as a matter of fact, this is found to be indicated by the 
Bhavana (which consists of the functioning of man towards a certain 
action); and consequently, there can be no ground for assuming a 
potency, in the word, for the direct denotation of the Nominative. 

Though there are other Karakas also that are found to be cognised 
(through the Bhavana), yet a cognition or non-cognition of these is not 
of any consequence, either one way or the other, in the matter under con- 
sideration. In any case, all that we need (for the sake of the Bhavana 
itself) is the Nominative; and there is no doubt as to this latter being 
actually cognised ; and then, if in the wake of this, something else also be 
cognised, what harm does that do us? It is only the non-cognition 
of something that could have troubled us, and not the cognition of some- 
thing over and above what is actually needed. And as a matter of fact, 
even though the Instrumental, etc. ave cognised, yet the peculiar potency 
of the word is such that they are not taken up by the Number which 
stands in need of the Nominative only. Nor is it necessary that the 
Number should take in every factor that happens to be cognised. In 
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all eases, there are three causes that combine in making a thing taken 
up; these are—(1) Cognition, (2) Requirement, aud (3) Capability; 
and in the case in question, we find that the faet of the Number being 
related to the Nominative is admitted by both of us ; and hence it does 
not become related to the other Kdrakas, simply because it does not 
stand in need of these latter, and because these themselves are in- 
capable of such relationship; aud conversely also, these Karakas do 
not stand in need of the Number denoted by the Verbal Affixes of Con- 
jugation; because they are qualified by that number which is denoted 
by the Declensional Affixes. The Number in question also, cognised only 
in a general way, does not stand in need of any other relative (than 
the Nominative); specially as we have already shown above that the 
only difference between the Word and the Sentence lies in the fact 
of the cognition of the meaning of the former always preceding that 
of the meaning of the latter. 

Consequently, in the case of a Verb (* pacati’ f.i.) as soon as we have 
cognised the meaning of the Verbal Root (‘paca’), it is at once concluded 
that there must be a Bhavana and a Nominative with it; and the Nomina- 
tive being cognised beforehand, when the Number comes to be subsequently 
denoted by conjugational (the Verbal Affix itself), it is found to be capable 
of being taken either as qualifying, or qualified by, that Nominative. 

Or again, the Nominative is the very first factor to be indicated 
by the Bhavana; and there can be no reason for the Number to pass 
over this (Nominative) and connect itself with something else. 

That is to say, though all Kàrakas are equally related to the Bha- 
vanü, yet, it is the Nominative that is the first to be sought after and 
taken up by this latter, specially as its relationship with the other 
Karakas is dependent upon that (ie. the Nominative). It is for this 
reason that the Bhavana, which consists of the functioning in general 
of the Nominative agent, indicates most particularly, the Nominative ; 
whereas the other Kārakas come up only as distant relations, either 
through their connection with the meaning of the Verbal Root, or through 
their forming parts of the method (of action) which forms the most 
subordinate element in the Bhavana. And there is no reason by which 
the Number should pass over the Nominative, which is the first and 
the most predominant factor to be indicated by the Bhavana, —and be- 
take itself to the other Karakas. c 

Then again, even the teachers of Valido 1—Patanjali f.i.— declare 
the Nominative to be that particular Karaka whose intermediate fuuc- 
tioning the Verbal Root denotes as the most predominant of all; and 
hence it is also held that the signification of the Root also takes no 
notice of the other Karakas together with their functions, and points 
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to the previonsly manifested Nominative only; and it is for this reason 
that it is this latter that becomes connected with Number, and appears 
as if it were actually denoted, in its pa! ticular form (by the Conjngational 
Affix). In the other Karatas, however, we do not find any such thing; 
even though they are indicated, they are considered of no consequence, 
and as such appear as if they did not exist at all. But when we 
come to look into the real state of things, we find that all the Karakas 
are equally indicated by the Bhavana,—with which they are equally con- 
comitant ; and it is for this reason that they are not neglected altogether. 

Objection: “ In that case (i.e. if the Number belongs to the Nomi- 
"native exclusively), we could not have the number pertaining to the 
“ Objective, as we have iu the sentence 'Odunah pacyatim  tvayà '. 
* Beenuse in this sen'ence the action of the Rice (that of being cooked) 
“ ig not spoken of as the principal factor; for if it were, then what would 
“be denoted would be the Nominative character of the rice and not 
“the Bhavana. 

“That is to say, in the sentence cited, the action of the Rice is not 
“spoken of as the principal factor, on account of which the number could 
“be cognised as belonging to the Objective (Rice) cognised in the parti- 
“cular form (of the Nominative). If it were so, then alone could the 
“ Rice lose its Objective character, and become the Nominative; but as it 
“is not so, it is not the Nominative; and as it is not the Nominative, 
“its functioning would not constitute the BAaàvanà; «nd as such there 
"would be no particular indication of the Objective by the Bhavana. 
“As a matter of fact, it is necessary that the action of the human agent 
.“ should be spoken of as the principal factor (in all [njunctions) ; it 
“would not be possible for him to be directed to the performance of 
“an action that belongs to something else (the Objective, fi.) (and such 
"would be the case if the principal factor spoken ot by the Injunctive 
"sentence were the action of something other than the Nominative). 
“ And further, the Nominative character too, not being expressed by the 
“ Conjugational Affix (in the sentence cited), could not apply even to that 
“(*you’) which is spoken of by « distinct word (*tvayà'); and then we 
“vould not have the Instrumental in */vaya' (as this Instrumental is 
"expressive of the Nominative, which has been found to be inapplicable 
"to *tvam'). And as the Objective (Rice) too would not have its 
“operation subdued by the action of the Nominative, it would cease 
'* to be something that is qot at, and thereby losing its Objective character, 
“it would acquire that of the No ninative, specially on aecount of 
"having its action duly brought forward (by the word ‘ pucyutam’); 
“and on account of this it wouid sever its connection with its own number, 
“and become connected with that of the Nominative. 
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“And thus we would find that, as in the case of the word ‘pacati’ 
* (Active,) so in that of ‘pacyaté’ (Passive) also, the Number signified 
“by the word, not being subdued by that of any other, would come to 
“belong to the Nominative, and not to the Objective (as is really the 
* ease). " 

Reply: The above objection applies also to one who holds the Karaka 
(Nominative or Objective) to be denoted (by the Conjugational Affix) ; 
and as such applying to both parties, it should not have been brought 
forward against any one of them. Because, in any case, the Number, 
which we hold to be denoted by the Verbal Affix, belongs to the very 
same Nominative or Objective that you hold to be denoted by the 
same Affix. Consequently, if even in the case of sentences iu the Passive 
‘Voice (lit. those in which the Conjugational Affixes appear in relation 
to the Objective), the Number signified by the Affix comes, for us, 
to belong to the Nominative (which is absurd),—then for you also, it 
would be the Nominative (and not the Objective) that would be signi- 
fied by that Affix (which would be equally absurd, as the sentence is 
in the Passive Voice). And if you could have some means of avoiding 
this absurd denotation of the Nominative, then the same would be 
available for us, for avoiding the denotation of the number belonging 
to the Nominative; and as such we are no more open to the above 
objections than yourself. 

Thus then it becomes equally incumbent upon both of us to set 
aside the said anomaly ; and this can be done in the following manner : 
In all cases, inasmuch as the Objective is that which is most desired 
(by the Nominative), it is, by its very nature, the predominant factor, . 
in comparison to the other Kdrakas (the Instrumental and the rest) ; 
and as it is the object to be accomplished, its action forms part of the Bha- 
vani. Consequently, when the speaker wishes to show the predominance 
of the Objective by means of the Verbal Affix itself,—even though 
it is the Nominative, which, verbally, has its action, in the general 
as well as in the particular form, signified, as the most predominant, by 
means of the Conjugational Ending and the Verbal Root (respectively), 
and as such it attains to the position of the Nominative,—yet, inas- 
much as what is meant to be spoken of is the predominant character, in 
the nature of things, of somethiug else (the Objective), the Conjuga- 
tional Endings are used iu relation to the Objective (according to us) 
or to its Number (as held by the Vaiyākarana) (ie. the Verb is used 
in the Passive Voice pacyaté). When, however, even though existent, 
the predominance of the Objective is not meant to be spoken of, 
—or when the particular Root used indicates that that predominance 
does not exist,—and what is meant to be spoken of is merely Verbal 
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predominance, —then, the predominance of the Objective is accepted 
to be manifested by the Accusative Declensional Ending (in the noun, 
‘olanam’ f.i.), and the Conjugational Ending is brought in in relation 
to the Nominative (according to the Vaiyakarana) or to its Number 
(according to us) [ie. the Verb used is in the Active Voice— pacati ']. 
As for the other Karakas, the Instrumental and the rest, they can 
have no sort of predominance, either verbal ov real; and as such there 
can be no desire to speak of the predominance of these,—and hence 
these are always spoken of by words other than the Verb (and they 
do not, in any way, affect the form of the Verb). 

Some people declare as follows: “ When the potentiality of words 
“is ascertained to be in some such form as that,—‘such and such a 
“word (the Active) is capable of denoting the number of the Nomina- 
“tive, while such other (the Passive) is capable of denoting only that 
“of the Objective, '—then, in that case, the Bhavana would be expressed 
“by some other word ; and the said Number, being denoted as not belong- 
“ing to any other thing, would betake itself to the Nominative. 

“ For instance, in the case of the word ‘Cona’ (which, though signi- 
“fies Hed, is yet applied only to the Red Horse), we find that even 
“when the Horse is not mentioned by any other word (in the shape 
“of ‘Agva’ and the like), the word 'Cona', expressing a property 
“belonging to the Horse, comes, by itself, to indicate the ‘ Horse’ also. 
“And in the same manner, all things, such as the Cow and the like, 
“ would cease to be denoted (by the words ‘Cow’ and the like). Because 
“the word ‘Cow’ (like the word ' Cona') could be taken as expressing 
“such properties of the Cow as its particular Gender, Number eto. ; 
"aud these properties, being denoted by the word, would subsequently 
“come to indicate the animals themselves. That is to say, if the 
“sole potentiality of the word were to lie in the fact of its denoting 
“the properties of a certain object, then, there would be no use for 
“ assuming any further potentialities for it; as all usage would be carried 
“on through that single potentiality. 

“If, however, it be held that in the case of Such words as ' Cona ' 
“and the rest their relationship is limited by the fact of both (the 
“Property as well as the Object) being denoted by the same word, 
"and not by any such peculiar potentiality in the word itself,—then 
“similarly in the case of the Number, etc. of the Nominative also (it 
"may be held that the connection of the Number with the Nominative 
“is due, not to any potentiality in the Verbal Affix, but to the fact 
"of both being expressed by the same Affix); and thus, in this way, 
“there would be no harm done to the denotability of tho Nominative. " 

To the above, other people make the following reply: The word 
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‘Cona’ also can never denote the properties belonging to the Horse, until 
it has denoted the Horse itself; because we have never found any cogni- 
tion of a thing appearing without taking in the properties belonging 
to it. While the class ‘Horse’ remains unexpressed, how could the word 
‘Cona’ be used to denote the Redness qualified by the Class ‘Horse’ ? 
Because the ‘Gona’ is nothing more than a particular form of Redness. 
Nor can it he held that “the property (Redness) would imply that 
object to which it belongs (the Horse)" Because the Redness exists in 
the Cow also. Thatis to say, it is only that which is invariably con- 
comitant with something else, that can indicate this latter; while, as 
a matter of fact, we find that Redness is not invariably concomitant 
with the Horse; consequently all that the word ‘Cona’ could indicate 
would be the ‘substance,’ with which latter alone is Redness invariably 
concomitant, and not any particular substance (in the shape of the 
Horse). Thus then, inasmuch as both Redness and Horse are non- 
comitant with one another, they cannot indicate one another; and 
then, inasmuch as it would not be possible for either of them to take 
up the other,—and this latter would be brought up by something 
else, —we must admit the fact of the word 'Cona' actually denoting the 
Red Horse (and not denoting mere Redness which would indicate the 
Horse). ; | ! ; 

But in this case, there is nothing to show that what is invariably 
concomitant (with the word ‘Çona’) is the ‘Horse’, along with many 
other things, While in the case of the Nominative, we find that it 
is absolutely the only factor that is invariably indicated, and that too, 
in a particutar form, by the Bhüvanà; as explained above (and hence 
there can be no real Analogy between the case of the word ‘Cona’ 
indicating the Red Horse, and that of the Verbal Affix denoting the 
Bhavana, which would indicate the Nominative). 

Or, we can even admit that what the word ‘Cona’ denotes is only 
the Property that coinheres in the same substrate (i.e the individual 
Horse) with the Class ' Horse.’ 

Question: “ How could we have a cognition of the qualified (Redness) 
“until we had that of the qualifying (Class * Horse’) ? ” 

Answer: We do not admit the Class ‘Horse’ to be a qualification 
of Redness (‘Conatva’); because ‘Redness’ is a Quality, and as such 
forms a Class wholly distinct from the Ol«ss * Horse, and it is by a 
mere chance that it has become connected with this latter Olass. 

That is to say, if the word ‘ Cona’ had denoted mere Redness, then 
it-could have stored in need of either a qualification by the Class ‘ Horse 2 
or a distinct potentiality whereby it could denote only that Redness 
which would coinhere with itself in the same substrate. As a matter 
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of fact, however, we find that, just ^s the word is not denotative of 
‘Sutta’ (Being) or the Class ‘Quality’, so also it passes over the more 
extensive Class of “ Relness" (in general), and restricts itself to the 
denotation of a particular kind of Redness. And this peculiar kind of 
Redness belongs only to the Horse, and not to the Cow and other animals ; 
and it is for this reason that the word * Cona* is found to be indicative 
of the Horse precisely, and not vaguely i doubtfully), as in the 
ease of the generic word ‘ Red’. 

Question: “ Which peculiar Redness is that which, being different 
"from the Redness belongiug to the Cow, etc. inheres in the Horse, 
“and not in anything else P " 

Answer: It is a fact known to all people that there is a distinct 
property for each Class; and this property is spoken of, sometimes in 
general, and sometimes in particular words. 

That is to say, in all Classes, we distinctly perceive distinct proper- 
ties of Blackness, Whiteness, Redness, etc., in keeping with the Individuals 
of each Class. And in some cases, there being no words expressive 
of the particular shade of the property meant, the property is 
spoken by the general word, the specification of the property being 
left to be done by something else;—while in other cases, there being 
words, like ‘Coma,’ expressive of the particular grade of the property, 
this is mentioned in its particular form ;— while in a third case, the 
particular grade of the property is expressed by certain words of the 
Vernacular peculiar to each country;—e.g. we have the expression 
‘Rawhinika guuh’ for the ‘red cow’; and the word ‘ruahinika’ would 
never be used in connection with the red horse, the red cloth, or any 
other red thing. For these reasons, it must be admitted that the ‘Conw’ 
(the Red Horse, i.e. the Chestnut Horse), the ‘ Karaka’ (the Horse born 
in the Karaka country), the ‘Gaura’ (‘Fair’) etc. are distinct classes 
of properties, belonging to the Horse, the Man and other things; and 
heuce when pronounced, they indicate these latter also; just as the Class 
‘Cow’ indicates the individual animal with the dewlap, etc. But this 
would not justify our speaking of the Horse and the rest as directly 
' denoted’ or ‘expressed’ by those words (‘ Gona,’ etc.). 

The same reasoning holds respecting such words as ‘ Kumara’ 
(‘ Boy’), ‘ Karabha’ (* Elephant-cub '), * Kalabha’ (* young of the Camel’), 
' Vatsa’ (‘Calf’), ‘Varkara’ (‘Kid’) and the like,—all of which are 
expre:sive of a certain age in the various animals, Man, Elephant, Camel, 
Cow and Goat respectively, —aud though indicating these animals, they 
can never be admitted to be directly expressive of them, as has been already 
explained. That is to say, in all these words, though the element of 
youthfulness is common to all, yet each word marks that age in each 


1326 ^ TANTRA-VÀRTIKA. ADH, Lt— PADA 1V— ADHI, (4). 


different animal, as evinced by the youthful ways a to penal 
class. — 

It has been argued above that, “ In the case of the Cow also, inas- 
"much as the word ‘gawk’ would only denote the Number, Gender, 
'^etc. belonging to the animal,-—and as the particular Class would be 
“ pointed out by these, —the Class itself would not form the denotation 
* of the word.” 

To this we make the following reply: l'he Number does not vary 
in each different Class, in the way that we have found in the word 
* Gona' ete. ; and the word by itself, for that very wwe cannot denote 
both (the Number and the Class). | 

That is to say, if the idea of singleness in the Horse were recognized 
as different from that in the Cow,—in the same way as the Redness 
of the one was recognized as different from that of the other, —theu what 
you say could have been admissible. Then again, in the case of thie 
word 'Conah', we have found that the basic noun ‘Çona’ by itself 
as one composite whole, becomes expressive of both the Property (of 
Redness) and the Class * Horse’; aud hence in order to avoid the con- 
sequent assumption of a multiplicity of denotative potencies in the 
word, we take it to be directly expressive of one of the two only; 
and then finding that it is not invariably concomitant with the 
" Horse", we conclude it to be expressive of the Property of Red- 
ness, with which it is found to be invariably concomitant. And we 
could say the same with regard to the word ‘gauk’ also, only if, iu 
ihe same manner, we found that the Olass ‘Oow’ and the Number 
(Singular) being denoted by the same word (*gwah'), it was oue 
of the two only (ie. either the Class only or the Number only) that 
formed the direct denotation of the word, on the ground of that alone 
being invariably concomitant with it. Asa matter of fact, however, we 
do not find this to be the case, because, the Number being a universal 
qualifying factor, we cannot perceive any difference in it (with reference 
to any particular Class). Nor can the word alone in its basic form 
(‘Go’) denote both (the Class ‘ Cow ' and the Singular Number); because 
by invariable concomitance aud non-concomitance, it is found that the 
word in its basic form denotes the Class, while the case ending denotes 
the Number. Nor could there be anything objectionable in accepting 
& multiplieity of denotations, when there is more than one denotative 
agent (in the shape of the basic noun and the case-ending). In fact 
when there is more than one denotative agent, if we did not admit 
of more than one denotation, then the use of one of the former (either 
the basic noun or the case-ending, f.i.) would be wholly superfluous. 

Nor is there an invariable concomitance between the Number 
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and the Numbered, by which one of these being denoted, it would neces. 
sarily indicate the other; for instance, there is no number in the world 
that does not qualify (or belong to) the Cow, etc.; nor is there any 
Number which, while belonging to one object, does not belong to another 
(and thus there can be no invariable concomitance between the Cow 
and any particular Number). 

Objection: “(What you s»y may be quite truo as regards the 
“Number) but the Gender is always denoted by the basic noun itself, 
"and as such this would be distinct with each Of/ass; and hence being 
“invariably concomitant with it, it could denote that Class, exactly 
“like the word ‘Cona’.”’ 

Rep'y: It is not so: (1) because, in the case of inanimate objects, 
the Gender cannot be distinguished; and hence your reasoning could 
not set aside the fact of the Class * Vrksha’ (* Tree’) being directly denoted 
by the word ‘ Vrkshah’ (instead of the Gender of the Tree, as you 
would have it); and (2) similarly, in a case where the feminine 
character is denoted by the feminine affixes, ‘fap’ and the rest, we 
would bave the Class denoted by the word, prior to the addition of 
that affix. | | 

That is to say, in the case of such words ‘afã’ and the like (= ‘ aja’ 
+ ‘t@p’), the affixes ‘tap’ etc. being merely indicative of the feminine 
character, they do not become distinct denotative words by themselves ; 
but all that they do is to create, in the previously existing word, a 
fresh potency (expressive of the feminine character). And yet, prior 
to ihe addition of these feminine affixes, we still find the word in a 
definite form (‘ aja’ f.i.) ; and while we have yet to recognize its Gender, 
we come to recognize its capability of denoting the Class ‘Goat’; and 
this capability once recognized can never be set aside. 

Similarly too, in the case of those words in which the Masculine or 
Nenter character is manifested by the case-termination (the words 
' Sádhuh' and ' Madhu’ f.i.), we would have a denotation of the Class, 
prior to the manifestation of the Gender. 

In the case of those words, however, in which, even before the 
addition of the case-endings, or after the elimination of these, the 
pure basie form of the word gives an idea of the Gender,—e.g. the 
words ‘Hasti’, ‘Na’, ' Dévadatta’, ‘Gri’, ‘Sarit’, ‘Toya’ and ‘ Vari’ 
—if we admit what you say, there would be nothing objectionable in it. 
Or even in the case of these words, inasmuch as the meaning would 
be correctly recognized, even without a differentiation of the word 
(into its basic form and the case-ending).—it is the Class (aud not 
the Gender) that should be regarded as the very first to be cognized, 
by a process of differentiation known to all men. 
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Then again, Masculinily etc. are properties belonging to the Indivi- 
duals; and as such there can be no cognition of these before the Indivi- 
duals have been cognized. While the Class is so intimately connected 
with the denotative potency of the word, that unless that is cognized, 
there is no cognition of any such potency in the word. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that it is the Gender that 
is indicated by the Class, aud not vice versa. Specially as the Gender 
is always recognized as the subordinate element, and hence it could 
never set aside the denotability of the Class which is found to be 
denoted as the predominant factor. As a matter of fact too, we find 
that in the case of the words ‘go’, ‘pagu’ and the like, there is no 
manifestation of any Gender, as there is that of the Class. Conse- 
quently it is the Class that should be admitted as forming the denota- 
tion of the word. And in a ease where it would not be incompatible 
with the Gender, it would indicate this latter also; and in a case where 
the Class is not compatible with the Gender, and this is cognized by 
some other means, it is this latter means that would serve as its 
indicator; or it would be either tle Class as aided by the other means, 
or the basic form of the word itself,—we could assume anything we 
liked. 

For these reasons, the case of such words as ‘Go’ and the rest (that 
denote the Class) cannot be said to be similar to that of the word ‘ona’, 

In the case of the words ‘pacati’ etc. also, if the Number were 
cognised as separate from all the other Kdrukas, as following in the 
wake of the Nominative only,— like the character of ' Gonutva, which 
resides in the Horse only,—then, in that case, we could very well admit 
the fact of the Nominative being indicated by that Number. But that 
too would leave the Nominative wndenoted (by the Conjugational Affix). 
As a matter of fact, however, we are cognizant of a difference in 
Nwmber; and certainly we could not very well go on assuming the 
existence of an endless number of *singlenesses', with regard to each 
single Individual that we might come across; and hence we cannot 
but accept the fact of the Nominative being indicated only by the 
Bhüvanà and the Root-meaning. 

Then again, in the case of the assertion ‘Gono dhávati' (‘the Ches- 
nut is running’), we find that there is no other word (except 'ConaA") 
giving us an idea of the Class; and it is for this reason that in this parti- 
cular case, we have admitted of the aforesaid complicated process of inter- 
pretation. That, however, cannot be admitted in the case in question. 
That is to say, if we had another word pointing to the ‘horse’ (in the 
case of the sentence * Cono difvati'), then we could not have twisted this 
same word ‘Conah’ so mercilessly. In the case of the Number, however, 
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we have the Bhávanü and the Root-meaning that would bring forward 
(and indicate) the Nominative related to it; and hence there is no need 
for twisting the Number itself (iuto giving us (he idea of the Nominative). 
And the special reasons, that we have for believing the Nominative 
to be indicated by the Bivaná alone, we have already explained before. 

Thus then we find that, even when the Nominative is directly 
denoted (by the Verbal Affix) it is quite capable of bearing (to the 
Number f.i.) the relationship of the qualifieation and qualified; and 
consequently we conclule that the assumption of the denotability of 
the Nominative is wholly groundless. 


The denotability of the Nominative having, in the above manner, 
been shown, by reasonings, to be groundless, the Va‘yikurunt proceeds to 
show the incompatibility of the view thus arrived at with the scriptures 
(i.e. the Rules and Maxims livid down in the Gram nitical Scriptures). 

* Inasmuch as we have the teacher's declar«tion that the basic word 
“and the affix conjointly express the denotution of the Affie, w: must 
“admit that what is actually denoted by the Conjugational Affix is the 
* Nominative, and also the Objective. That is to say, we have Pénini’s 
*Sütra III—iv—69 laying down that the Conjugational Affixes denote 
*the Objective, as well as the Nominative; aud then again, inasmuch 
* as the Substitute resembles that for which it is substituted (in accord- 
“ance with the Sūtra [—1—56), the affixes ‘tip’ and the rest would 
“ algo denote the Nominative and the Objective. 

Objection: ‘The Siddhänta theory having been shown to m con- 
“tradictory to the verbal authority of the Sütra itself (Satra III—iv 
* —69), the bringing forward of the popular saying—prakrtipratyayau 
« pratyayartham, etc., is wholly irrelevant. ’ 

“ Reply: How can it be said to be irrelevant, when is is necessary 
“for the Pürvapakshi to establish the fact of the Nominative beiug 
“the predominant factor (and it is only the Assertion quoted, and not 
“the Sutra, that has any bearing upon that point). And heuce what 
“is meant by citing the authority of both is to show that there are 
“ Smrtis in support of the theory that the Nominative is direetly denoted, 
“as also that it is the prelominaut factor. Thus then the sense of the 
“whole comes to be this: Inasmuch as the basic word aud the Affix 
* eonjoiutly perform the work of denoting the meaning of the Affix, 
“ which latter is declared (in Sutra III ~iv—69) to consist of the Nomina- 
“tive as well as the Objective,—it must be admitted that what the 
“Verb denotes is the Nominative aud the Objective as qualified by 
“the Action (denoted by the Verbal Root); and as such there is a 
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* distinct contradiction between Direct Declaration (which connects the 
* (telling of lies’ with the Nominative Ageut) and the Context (which 
“ connects the same action with the Sacrifice). 

“The Sūtra IfI—iv—69 (of Pānini) lays down only the denotability 
“of the Nominative and the Objective. While the Sūtra ‘ Kurtari gap’ 
“ (Pānini III—1—68) shows, in the first instance, that the Nominative is 
“actually found, iu usage, to be spoken of as denotuble; and secondly, 
“it also uses the form * Kartari’ with the sequential Locative ending ; 
‘and inasmuch as, ina number of words, the Nominative Agent itself 
“ cannot find a place in a sequential order, the sequence (signified by the 
“ Locative) comes to be recognized as pertaining to the word (denoting 
“the Nominative),—in accordance with the Stra ‘ Anarthakyat tadan- 
“ geshu’ (III—i—18) ; the sense of the Sutra thus coming to be that, 
* * when the Comey ationnl Affix denoting the Nominative is preceded 
* by, etc., etc.” : 

"s ln any case we find that the Teachers (of Gradi mo distinctly 
* laid down that the Nominative is denoted by the Conjugational Affix ; 
“and hence any reasoning to show that it is not denotable is most 
* improper." 

To the above we make the following reply: The Teachers of 
Grammar say nothing as to the relationship of the Denotative and the 
Denotable (ie. they do not say anything as to certain things being 
denoted by certain words); this is inferred from actual usage, through: 
the Apparent Inconsistency (of this usage). 

That is to say, the incompatibility of Verba! Anii could be 
rightly urged only in that case where the Reasoning and the Verbal 
Authority both pertain to the same subject. In the case in question, 
however, we find that while the Reasoning treats of the question as 
to what is directly denoted, and what is indirectly implied (by the Affix), 
—the grammatical authorities cited treat of a wholly distinct question, 
as to which among a nuinber of synonymous words is correct, and which 
incorrect, in form. And certainly when tw» things treat of two wholly 
distinct subjects, one cannot set aside the other, even though this latter 
may be weaker in authority; and a rejection is all the more improper 
when what is sought to be rejected treats of the wholly different subject 
of the denotation and implication by the Verbal Affix, and is as well 
known to all men as any fact of ordinary sense-perception, 

Thus then, even if the Teachers of Grammar had actuall y made the 
declaration that *the Nominative is denoted by the Conjugational Affix,’ 
we could not attach much importance to such a declaration in the present 
connection, whieh deals with a wholly different subject. As a matter 
of fact, however, we find that they do not make snch a declaration. 
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Objection: “But we have just cited tho Sūtra III--iv—09 (which 
distinctly declares the fact of the Nominative, as well as the Objective, 
being denoted by the Conjugational Affix).’’ 

Rep!y: True, you have cited that Stra; but in citing it you have 
looked into one part of the Sütra-text and not into the whole of it. And 
certainly you cannot reasonably bring forward against one theory the 
incompatibility ot the verbal authority of certain Stras tho import whereof 
has not been fully considered in all its bearings, Beeanse all scriptural 
texts give correct teachings, only when they are taken along with the 
other portions of the Context in which thev occur. 

If one could rightly bring forward the incompatibility of Verbal 
Authority, only in view of a portion of the Context, then, (1) in the case 
of the sentence ‘shinhd not drink wine.” w^ could take out only the two 
words ‘drink wine,’ interpreting them as enjoining the drinking of wine; 
and iu that case one not drinkiug wine could be hauled up for disobeyiug 
this Injunction; and thus doing something aginst scriptural authority ; 
(2) we could take the sentence ‘one should perform the Agnihotra all 
through his life,’ by itself, apart from the other sentences found in the 
same Context; and in that case, even if one, who had passed though the 
ceremony of [nitixtion, should omit to offer the Aguthotra sacrifice, we 
could accuse him of having committed a grievous sin (as the sentence cited 
by itself makes the life-long Ayucthotrs as necessary for the Uninitiated as 
for the Initinted) ; (3) in fact, in Grammar itself, if we took the Sūtra 
'melérgunah! (Panini VlI—iii —82) entirely bv itself (without taking it 
along with the other Sätra I—i—5, which limits the applic:tion of the 
former), then the form ‘ Minna,’ without the guna (broadening of the 
vowel), would have to be pronounced ungrammatical. Consequently, it is 
not right for you to bring forward, against our theory, the incompatibility 
of any one di-jointed part of the Grammatical Sütras. 

In support of our contention we have the following declaration : 
‘Any single part of the text, when taken independently by itself, expresses 
something wholly different from what is expressed by it when taken along 
with the whole, together with all its accessories and auxiliaries.’ 

Specially is this the case with the text of Grammatical Sütras; 
because, in this, we find almost the whole Bight Adhyàvas of the Sütras 
operating in the formation of a sinzle word. Consequently it ix neces- 
sary to avoid an incompatibility with that which is expressed by the 
Sütra ‘Lihkurmani, etc. (Panini III—iv—69) when taken along with 
all its auxiliary Sutras. 

For instance, in the cse in question, the fall Injune ion with regard 
to the Conjugational Affixes is completed by the following Sütras:— 
IHI—i—1, 2, 3, 4, 91, 92, 93, 94; III—ii—123; IlI—iv—67: II —iv— 
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69, 77, 78; I—iii —12, 78; I—iv—106, 107, 108, 101, 102, 21, 22; and be- 
sides these many Sütras relating to Nomenclature and Definitions, dealing 
with eliminations, additions, modifications of letters, ete, ete. And all 
these have to be taken as syntactically connected (forming a single 
sentence), laying down all that is necessary in connection with the 
Conjugational Affix (‘ tip’ f.1.). And this syntactical connection is possible 
only when one Sūtra is taken as qualifying the other; and this relation- 
ship of the qualification and the qualified, between words having the 
same case-endings, is either by coextensiveness or its contrary; and is 
of the nature of that which subsists between the Action and the Agencies 
(Karakas) pertaining to it, or that between the Primary and its Sub- 
sidiaries. 

In the case in question, however, we do not find some of the above 
Sütras to have any useful bearing ; and hence we take up for consideration 
only the following Sutras—‘the Conjugational Affixes appear in the sense of 
the Nominative and the Objective’ (II1[—iv—69', * when there is only one 
Nominative we have the Singular Affix, when there are two we have the 
Dual, and when there are many we have the Plural’ (I—iv—21, 22),—in 
connection with which we shall consider whether the relationship of the 
qualification and the qualified among them operates by coextensiveness 
or otherwise. 

First of all, then, in these Sütras, we find that the words ‘one,’ ‘two’ 
and ‘many’ are denotative of Numbers; and unless they denote these Num- 
hers, they cannot be applied to any objects, as we have shown under the 
Akrtyadhikarana (I—iii 30 et seg.). In fact, in the Mahübhüshya of 
Patanjali, we find that he puts the question, in connection with the 
Sutra ‘ Bahushu bahuvacanam’ (I—iv—21),—‘ Késhu bahushu?’ (‘what 
are those that are meant by bahushu in the Sūtra ?’),—and then, having 
put forward the objections to the wording of the question, he comes to 
the conclusion that the words ‘bahu’ etc. (in the Sutras, ‘ Bahushu bahu- 
vacanam’ and the rest) signify Numbers; specially as we find him explain- 
ing the words ‘ bahushu’ and ‘dvyékayoh’ (in the Satras) as ‘bahutvé’ 
and ‘dvitvatyakatvayok’ respectively. Then he proceeds to put another 
question—‘ In the absence of an abstract affix, how can the declaration 
have an Abstract Noun for the predominant factor?’ And to this 
question he gives the answer—‘ This is quite possible, when, in the very 
first tm the Nn ty is meant to be spoken of in its due — 
nance.’ | i i 

The sense of this reply is as follows: There are three ways in which 
a Property is spoken of—(1) in certain cases it is mentioned, in the very 
first instance, independently by itself; (2) some Properties are mentioned 
as accessories to a certain substance; and (3) there are some which, 


PROHIBITION OF TELLING LIES PERTAINS TO SACRIFICE. 1333 


though really belonging to certain substances, are spoken of as nbstracted 
from these substances. i 

That is to say, (1) in a case where, in the very first instance, the 
Property is meant to be spoken of independently, as a predominant 
factor by itself, —there is no appearance of the Abstract Affix, and the 
Property becomes connected with the substance, even without coexten- 
Biveness;—e.g. in the expression ‘patasya guklah’ (where ‘ Cukla ' — 
4 Cuklatva 'Ü. (2) Ina ease where the Property is meant to be spoken of 
as subordinate to the substance, and no separation or abstraction is meant, 
—we have coextensiveness,—e.g. in the expression ‘ Guklah patah? (3) 
Lastly, in a case where the Property is meant to be spoken of as subor- 
dinate to a substance, and its abstraction from it is desired subsequently, — 
we have the Abstract A ffixes ‘tva’ or ‘tal’ attached to the word denoting 
the Property;—in accordance with the rule that, ‘ when a word denotes 
that Property the existence whereof in the substance makes the word 
applicable to it, then that word takes the Abstract Affixes fva and tal’; 
and in this case we have the expression ‘ putasya cuklatvam.’ In a case, 
however, where the Property is meant to be spoken of as an independent 
predominant factor by itself, the Property is not a qualifying Property 
at all, but an independent substance by itself ; and hence there can be no 
applieation, through this Property, of the adjective expressive of it, to 
the substance ; and as in this case, the Property does uot affect (* bha- 
vayati’) the use of the word denoting the substance, we do not find it 
spoken of by means of the Abstract Affixes (‘tva’ and ‘tal’). Specially 
because, inasmuch as the Property has been already abstracted beforehand, 
the useof an Abstracting (or Abstract) Affix would be wholly superfluous. 

Objection : “ If such be the case, then in all cases, that to which the 
Number would belong would always be in the Genitive Case.” 

Reply: It is quite true that such would be the natural consequence ; 
but, just as in certain cases, the Adjective, with a view to point to the Sub- 
stance to which the Property (denoted by that Adjective) belongs, becomes 
coextensive with the word (substantive) denoting that substance,—so, in 
the same manner, there is the coextensiveness, with the Adjective, of the 
Substantive which is used with a view to express the Property to which 
the Substance (denoted by that Substantive) is subordinate; specially as 
in both cases we have the same grounds for taking both (the Adjective 
and the Substantive) as non-different, or one of them as indirectly indi- 
cating the other. But even though such an expression would be correct in 
form, yet, inasmuch it is never found in actual usage, it does not become 
comprehended as quickly as it should be. If, however, it happens to be 
met with, in a certain case, then it should be explained in the manner 
shown above; this is all that we mean by putting it forward. 
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For these reasons, it must be admitted that even without the use of 
the Abstract Affix, we can speak, quite intelligibly, of a Property (Num- 
ber f.i.) as the predominant factor. And it is only thus that we could 
justify the Dual number in the word ‘ duyékayoh ' (in the Satra T—iv— 
29). For if ‘two’ and ‘one’ in the Sätra meant ‘two things’ and ‘one 
thing ' respectively, then the total of these being three, we should have 
had the Plural Number, and in that case we should have had the form 
‘duyékéshu, if it referred to the objects qualified by the Numbers. 
That is to say, if the expression were meant to speak of the Substances 
qualified by the Number, as the predominant factors, then in that csse, the 
‘two’ Substances together with the ‘one’ Substance would make up three, 
and thus necessitate the use of the Plural ending. When, on the other 
hand, it is the Numbers that are meant to be spoken of as the predomi- 
nant factors, then, inasmuch as * Dulity' and ‘Singleness’ would be the 
predominant factors meant to be spoken of, they would take their own 
Numbers ; and as such there would be only two factors (those of * duality 
and ‘singleness’), and we would have the Dual ending; and as snch the 
form * dvéyékayoh’ would become justified. 

Question: '* How is it that the Abstract Affix does not denote the 
“ substance qualified by the Property ? "' 

Answer: The chief reason for this lies in thè fact of the wish of 
the speaker being of varions kinds. Or, if the Sūtra ‘ Bahushu bahuva- 
canam! (Pánini I—1—21) meant that * we should have the Plural Number 
whenever we have bahutva'— then we would have the Plural Number in 
cases where the word ‘bahu’ is used in the sense of great, large quantity, 
big, extensive, etc., as in the case of such expressions as ‘ bahuk samudrak,’ 
*bahwrodanah'; ns also in connection with all numbers above ‘two,’ 
which have the common character of ‘ being above two.’ [Both of which 
would be inadmissible; as in the former case, the expression itself would 
be absurd; while in the second the Plural applied to the Numbers over 
twenty would be wrong, as all such numbers are laid down as to be used 
always in the Singular.] Asa matter of fact, however, we find that the 
Sütra uses the word ‘bahushu’ (and not ‘ buhutvé’), with the sole view of 
showing that the Plural ending should be used only for the denoting of 
that number which depends upon diversity among the individuals. And 
thus it is that we have the expression ‘bahwrodanah’ [without the 
Plural; simply because there is no diversity among the individual grains 
of the rice]. 

We find in the Mahabhashya that, against the theory of the Number 
being the predominant factor, has been raised the objection that in 
accordance with that theory, we conld not have the expression *8:é many- 
anté,’ because ‘éka’ signifying singleness as the predominant factor, it 
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shonld have had the Singular ending; but this objection has been met 
by showing that in such expressions the word ‘eké’ means ‘ others’ (and 
as such is capable of taking the plural ending). 

Thus it becomes established that what the Sütras * Bahushu bahuva- 
canam? etc. (I—iv—21, 22) mean is that we have the Plural ending where 
there is multiplicity (*many-ness'), and the Singular and the Dual 
endings, where we have Sin,leness and Duality respectively, 

Thus then, in connectiou with the Injunction of Conjugational Affixes, 
we have the following two declarations: —(1) Inasmuch as the affix ‘tip’ 
is substituted in the place of the Conjugational endings, it should be taken 
as used in the sense of the Nominative (in accordance with the Sutra 
'lahkarmani, etc.’ III—iv—09). (2) Inasmuch as the affix ‘tip’ is 
called a ‘singular affix,’ it appears only when there is Singleness. ‘hus 
then, we have two alternatives: (a) that the Nominative and the Single- 
ness are both related to tho ‘tip,’ without being related to each other,—in 
this case the sense of the above two declarations being that ‘the tip affix 
appears either in the sense of the Nominative, or in that of Singleness’ ;— 
and (b; the meaning of the two declarations is that ‘the //p affix appears 
when there is Singleness of the Nominative, —in this case, the Nominative 
and Singleness bearing to each other the relationship of the qualification 
and the qualified. 

The former alternative is untenable ; as the tip caunot be related to 
auy one of them unless they are specified (or qnalified) by the other. 
Because, in accordance with this alternative, we would have the tip affix 
even in a case where we have more than one Nominative; as also when- 
ever there would be Singleness, even in any of the Karakas. 

Tnt is to say, if it be held that the tip affix is laid down as to be 
used, in connection with the Nominative, or with S ingleness, each of these 
being independent of the other, then, at the time of actual usage also, we 
would have the same independence; and hence we would have the ‘tp’ 
also in cases where we have two or more Nominative agents; as also 
when we have Singleness, even in connection with the other Kārakas. 

Consequently (in order to avoid these anomalies) we should, at the 
very outset, admit of the fact of the Nominative and Singleness being 
related to each other by the relationship of qualification. 

And this relationship is by coextensiveness, because of the two taking 
the same case-ending (the expression being ‘ékusmin kurtart' .. And as 
for the relationship by Vatyyadhikaranya (difference in the substrata), 
inasmuch as no such relationship is directly expressed by the words, it 
could only be due, either to the process of indirect Indication (by one or 
the other), or to the modifying of the case-endings (the form being 
changed into ‘Kartuh ékatvam'), In fact, in the case of the said 
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coexteusiveness also, for the sake of the established predominance of the 
Number, it is the word * Kartr' (Nominative) that betakes itself either to 
the indirect indicating (of ‘kartrguna,’ the property of the Nominative), or 
to the attributing of non-difference (between the Nominative and the 
Number relating to it) ; —and not so the word ‘ēka’; because if this latter 
did so, then the Substance related to the Number would become the 
predominant factor. And hence we conclude that in the expression 
‘kartuk ékatvé’ we have the Genitive (in ‘kartuh’) in the subordinate 
factor, simply with a view to show, by direct deuotation, the objeet that 
is related (to the predominant factor of the Number) by coextensiveness. 
Or, we may explain the expression ‘kartwrékatvé’ in the following 
manner: Inasmuch as the two words denote two distinet things, they 
cannot be coextensive; and when there is no coextensiveness, they 
cannot have the same case-ending; nor could the desired relationship be 
expressed by any other ending save the Genitive; and without such a 
relationship, the sense that is desirel to be conveyed would not be 
possible. Aud hence, the changing of the case-ending of one of the two 
being inevitable, inasmuch as the Number has already beeu shown to be 
the predominant factor, and as it is in connection with the qualification 
that we always have the Genitive ending,—it is the case-ending (the 
Locative) of the word ‘kartari’ that is changed into the required Geni- 
tive,—and this process gives us the expression 'kartwrekatve' (in the 
place of * ekasmin kartari `). 
In any case, there is not the remotest possibility of m —— 
of the case-ending of ‘ékatvé’; as any such modification would give us 
the idea of a wholly different object; because if we have the expression 
‘ &katvasya kartari karmani ca,’ then the sense would be something wholly 
different, viz: ‘One who does the Singleness, and whose action that is '! 
Thus then, the upshot of the whole set of Sütras comes to be that the 
Numbers—Singleness ete. as qualified by the Nominative or the Objective— 
are denoted by the Conjugational Affixes; and hence there is no incompati- 
bility in our theory with the verbal authority of the said grammatical rules. 
The said Sutras being explained in the above manner, the conclusion 
that we have arrived at by a course of reasoning—viz., that ‘ there is no 
denotation of the kdrakas because of their being indicated by the Bhavana’ 
—vwould be found to be quite iu keeping with the sense of the Sutras. 
And the words of the Sütras also—such f.i. as ‘dvyékayok’ and the like 
—would have their scope limited by the said reasonings; aud as such 
would be in keeping with the reasonings relating to the qualifications, the 
qualified, etc. etc. 
The sentence in the Bhàshyo-—' Laukikanyüyanugatagca sutrürtlah '— 
may be explained in a different sense also, which would be as follows: In 
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ordinary experience we find that the Number (denoted by the Conjuga- 
tional Affix) is always recognized as qualified by the Nominative or the 
Objective ; and the sense of the Sütras would be in keeping with this fact 
of ordinary experience, if these were explained in the way shown above. 
Otherwise, if each Sūtra were interpreted by itself, independently of the 
other, the Sūtra would come to mean that the Conjugational Affix denotes 
the Number and the karaka, each independently of the other, which would 
be totally contrary to the aforesaid fact of ordinary experience. - 

Nor would this be all; in fact the sense of the Sutras would become 
incompatible with those reasonings that are put forward by the Vazyi- 
karanas themselves. While if the Number is taken to be denoted (by the 
Conjugational Affix) as qualified (by the Nominative or the Objective), 
then all things become duly reconciled to one another. 

Against what has been said above, the opponent might bring for ward 
the following Objection : “ The above interpretation of grammatical rules 
“is the mere outcome of the ingenuity of the Mimānsaka, who is excep- 
“tionally clever at the manipulation of sentences and their constructions 

“and interpretations. The view that ins V aiyakaranas masia take 
“is not such as has been shown by you." 

Reply: The authority of the Grammatical writers also dom to: the 
same conclusions that we have arrived at; the declaration of Patanjali himseif 
being to the effect, that ‘ When Singleness etc. form the denotations of Affixes, 
the Objective and the rest become their qualifications. The sense of this is 
that in treating of ‘ Plurals,’ and ‘ Anabhihita Nominatives and Objectives,’ 
the authors of both the Vart:ka and the Bhashya, having discussed, in 
great detail, the two theories of the ‘Objective’ and the ‘Singleness ' 
(being the denotation of Affixes), are found to have come to the following 
flawless conclusions: What is denoted by the Affixes are Singleness, etc. ; 
otherwise, we could have the Plural Number in any and every word 
(without restriction) ; and further it would not be necessary to lay down 
the rules for the use of the Nominative and the Objective terminations on 
the condition of the Nominative and the Objective being ‘ not expressed ’ 
(‘ Anabhihita’) for the appearance of the Nominative or Accusative 
terminations; as even in other places (i.e. where we have not these 
terminations, but only verbs, like ‘ pacati, which latter, according to you, 
would denote the Nominative or the Objective), we would not have the 
denotation of that which has been already denoted. For if the Objective 
were already denoted by the Conjugational Affixes, Nominal affixes or 
Compounds, then there would be left no reason for any further denoting 
of the Objective by the Accusative (or the Nominative terminations), with 
a view to which we should have had the conditional Sütra ‘ Anabhihite’ 
[preceding the Sütras laying down the case-terminations]. On the 

168 
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other hand, when the Objective etc. are not denoted (by the Conjugational 
Affixes, etc.), then, unless we had the Sätras specially laying down 
the Accusative terminations, with reference to the Singleness, etc. of that 
Objective, we could not have the Accusative ending in such cases. {And 
hence it is only in accordance with our theory that we can justify the 
conditional Sūtra ‘anabhihité’|. Specially as it makes no difference in 
reasoning, whether the Objective etc. are or are not denoted. 

It is in view of these facts that, in recapitulating the position taken 
up by the author of the Vàrtika (Katyayana), Patanjali has declared— 
‘Tt is only when the Singleness, etc. are denoted by the Conjugational 
Affix, etc. that the conditional Sūtra ‘anabhihité’ becomes necessary ; 
while if the Objective, etc. were denoted by them, the Sutra would be 
absolutely meaningless.' 

Objection: “ In the Mahabhashya, we meet also with this declaration 
** (to the contrary): ‘When the Objective, etc. are denoted by the Affixes, 
“then the Singleness etc, appear as qualifications’ [and hence we cannot 
“admit the fact of the Mahabhashya lending unqualified support to the 
“ position taken up by the Mimansaka],” 

Reply: The sentence quoted by you represents the position opposed 
to Patanjali's own; and though, as such, it did not deserve a place in the 
Mahabhashya, yet Patanjali has put it forward, simply by way of admit. 
ting the opponent's view, for the sake of argument. The sense of the 
whole being that, even when the Objective etc. happen to be the objects 
qualified (by the Number), and as such, being the predominant factors, 
form the denotations of the Affixes, — even then, Singleness etc. are actually 
denoted, as their qualifications; because they could not serve as qualifica- 
tions, unless they were themselves fully denoted (or expressed); and as 
for the qualified factors, they are got at by other means; and it is a 
well-known fact that, under such circumstances (where the qualified is 
got at by other means) the Injunction betakes itself to the qualifying 
subordinate; as we find in the case of the Injunction ‘ lohitoshnisha 
rivijah pracaronti’ (where the Rtviks and their pracarana being found to 
have been laid down elsewhere, the Injunction contained in the sentence 
is taken as applying to the subordinate factor, the ‘red turban’ only). 

Or, we can take the word ‘artha’ (in the phrase 'vibhaktyarthah ") 
as signifying ‘purpose’; the sense being that ‘when they (the objective 
etc.) constitute the purpose, then the case-termination is used for the sake 
of them.' 

Or again, inasmuch as both the above declarations of Patanjali are 
equally in keeping with the nature of things, we can take both of them 
as equally true, but limited in their scope,—the former pertaining to the 
Conjugational Affixes, and the latter to the Declensional Affixes ; and 
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certainly we do admit the denotability of the Objective etc. by these latter 
affixes. 

Objection: “ Inasmuch as the rules regarding the Plural etc. are the 
“same with regard to both (the Conjugational and the Declensional 
“ Affixes), there must be an uniformity in them; and hence just as the 
" Conjugational Affix (according to the Mzmünsaka) would denote the 
“ Number qualified by the Objective etc. and not the karakas themselves,— 
“so would it also be in the case of the Declensional Affixes. And in that 
“case, your theory would be incompatible with such expressions as— 
“‘yatkaranabhidhayinya trtiyavibhaktya samyujya nirdigati, * tadágame 
“hi tad drgyaté, ‘tasya jànam etc. (which are found in your own 
“ Bhashya).” 

To this some people make the following reply: Inasmuch as we find 
that itis quite possible for the same rule to be taken differently, in 
accordance with the different purposes served by it, with regard to 
different objects,—and that the nature of the qualifying relationship is 
found different in different cases, —we speak of the Number as the qualified 
factor, in the case of Conjugational Affixes, and as the qualifying factor 
in that of the Declensional ones. 

If however this explanation should not satisfy you, we offer you 
another: Though the Rules do not accept the denotability of the Objec- 
tive etc., yet they speak of such denotability, only for the sake of the 
accomplishment of that which has been accepted as the denotable (i.e. the 
Number), 

That is to say, we find that the grammatical rules often speak of 
the * denotability ' of certain factors, merely as a conventional technicality, 
for certain definite purposes. But this mere technicality can justify our 
acceptance of such denotability, as an actuality, in ordinary parlance. 
Nor have we any rules laying down that the Objective and the rest are 
never denolable; what they do lay down is that these Objective etc. are the 
qualifications of the Numbers, Singleness etc. which ave the actual denota- 
tions (of the Conjugational Affixes),—as we have already explained above. 
Hence it must be admitted that the Objective and the other kàrakas always 
serve as qualifying subordinates (in the case of Conjugational Affixes). 
Thus then, in a case where the Objective etc. are not found, either by 
reasonings, or by Verbal authority, to have the said denotability,—they 
are at once recognized as absolutely undenotable. In that case, however, 
where it is found that unless themselves denoted, they could not serve as 
qualifications, —we must, for this reason, admit them to be denotable. Or 
again, on the ground of the Apparent Inconsistency (of the denotability 
of the Number, which would not be quite possible without a denotation of 
its qualifying subordinate, in the shape of the Objective etc.), we can 
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accept the denotability of these to be laid down by the grammatical rules 
also. — 
In the case of Conjugational Atfixes, however, we find that the Nomi- 
native (or Objective) is indicated by the Bhavana, and as such, quite cap- 
able of serving as the qualification (of Number) ; and hence, in this case 
(there being no Apparent Inconsistency) it is not necessary to admit its 
actual direct denotability. But in the case of the Declensional Affixes, we 
find that either the denotations of the basic words, or the Singleness etc., are 
' not invariably concomitant with the ka@rakas,—inasmuch as they appear 
both with and without these latter; and hence their capability of indi- 
cating any of the kürakas is set aside (by the said non-concomitance) ; 
then again, in this case, we do not find the word denoting either the 
Bhavana or the Root-meaning, or any other factor indicative of the 
kürakas; hence, inasmuch as without the denotation of the ka@raka itself, | 
it would not be possible to have the denotation of the Number qualified by 
that kàrako, we must (on the ground of this last Apparent Inconsistency) 
accept the karaka also to be directly denotable. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as the Noun is never used by itself, it is 
“ necessary that it should always be accompanied by a Verb; and as this 
“ Verb would denote a Bhavana, it would be as indicated by this Bhavana 
“that the kürakas, in this case of Declensional Affix also, would be 
* connected with the Number denoted,—exactly as in the case of the 
* Conjugational A ffixes."' 

Reply: How could it be so, when, as a matter of fact, we find that in 
sentences, whereof the order of sequence among the words is not fixed, 
the Noun is used before the Verb, (e.g. in the sentence ‘ Vrksham chin- 
dhi'); and in this case we find that the cognition of the karaka—‘Vrk- 
sham’—appears before that of the Verb; and certainly this cognition (of 
the kāraka) would not be p unless the aval were denotable, inde- 
pendently by itself. 

Objection: * Even in this case, as the küraka would not be a true 
“ küraka, unless connected with the Verb, the küraka-endings would not 
“appear until the relationship with the Verb were distinctly shown. 
. * And hence in this case also, the kürake would be preceded by the Verb 
3 — hence the conditions would be exactly the same as me in the 

' ease of the Conjugational Affixes ).” -— | 

Reply: This is quite true, as regards the — (ot the sentence 
‘Vrksham chindhi’); but as regards the person to whom the sentence is 
addressed, at the time that he hears the first word ‘ Vrksham, he has no 
idea of any Verb or of its connection (with the word heard) ; consequently 
what he does is to recognize the küraka alone as expressed by the word 
(* Vrksham’),—and then, through Inference, or through Apparent Incon- 
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sistency (of the karaka-character which is not possible without a Verb 
denoting an action), he comes to have an idea of the Verb which the 
speaker may have previously determined upon. 

If it were not so, there would be a mutual inter-dependence. Because 
the Verb would indicate the kàraka, and this latter would indicate the 
Verb; and neither of these would have an independent basis of its own. 
In all cases of two things related together, it is necessary to accept one of 
them to have a basis independent of the other. But in the case in ques- 
tion, if the karaka were to be indicated by the Verb,—then it would be 
necessary to explain by what the Verb is indicated. Then, we find that 
the basic Noun ‘Vrksha’ (in the sentence ‘Vrksham-chindhi’) cannot 
indicate the verb; because what the word denotes is the Olass character- 
ized by the presence of branches etc. Nor could the denotation of the 
basic Noun indicate it; as this is quite possible even without the action 
expressed by the verb (and as such there could be no Apparent Inconsis- 
tency justifying the indication). | 

The following might be urged by the opponent: * There is no such 
“ thing as is absolutely devoid of some sort of an action; consequently in 
“the case of all Nouns, we would always have the indication of some such 
* Verb as ‘is’, ‘exists’ and the like. Or again, the indication of the 
* Verb would be by means of the küraka, which is always accompanied 
“by a Verb, in accordance with the rule that ‘the Verb zs in the Present 
“ Tense Singular is always understood even where it is not actually 
^ uttered.' "' 

But this is not possible; because even when such intransitive verbs, 
as 'is' and the like, are actually uttered, what they indicate is only the 
Nominative (which alone is its necessary concomitant), and not neces- 
sarily the Objective and the other kàrakas. That is to say, the Verb 
that is indicated by the denotation of the basic Noun, is only some such 
generic one as ‘is’ and the like; but this Verb is not capable of indicating 
all the karakas ; consequently we should look out for some other agency 
for the indication of the Objective etc. Then, we find that the case- 
endiugs do not signify the Verb, by which the Objective could be indi- 
cated. Nor is the Number (denoted by the ending) capable of indicating 
any particular Verb or küraka, as we have explained before. Conse- 
quently, we can find no other indicator of the Verb, save the idea of the 
küraka itself. And such being the case, if the Verb also were to be the 
indicator of the kāraka, then this would be a clear case of mutual inter- 
dependence, which would make both (the idea of the Verb, as also that 
of the kàraka) equally devoid of a foundation. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that, iu the case of the 
Declensional Affixes, it is the kdraka (Objective or Nom native) that is 
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denoted by the Affix; and the karaka indicates the Verb, in keeping with 
its own character, through the relationship borne by them to each other. 

| Objection : “ In the case of a sentence in which the Verb precedes the 
“Noun (e.g. 'chindhi vrksham’),—inasmuch as the Verb, capable of 
“ bearing the relationship of the kàraka, would be recognised before this 
* Jatter,—and as in this case the Verb would have the capability of indi- 
“ eating the kavaka,—the Affixes would denote the Number only." 

Reply : Such would certainly have been the case, if the sentences had 
always begun with the Verb. As it is, however, we find that there is ne 
fixity in the order in which the words of a sentence might occur; as we 
have sentences in the form of ‘gam pagya, as well as in that of ‘ pagya 
gam.” 

Hence it cannot be denied that, in the case of Declensional Affixes, 
the Objective and other kárakas are denoted by them. 

Objection: “ If such be the case, then there would be no fixity in the 
“ denotative potency of Affixes (as it would vary with the order in which 
* the words in the sentence would be found)." 

Reply: This could not be; because when the denotative potency 
(that of the Affix with regard to the kárakas f.i.) will have been once 
definitely ascertained, in connection with the sentence in which the Noun 
precedes the Verb,—could it ever be set aside in the case of another 
sentence? Specially as the relationship between words and their deno- 
tations is not transitory; and it has already been shown above that this 
relationship is conditioned by the mutual limitation imposed by the 
potentialities (of the Word and its Denotation) upon each other. 

The opponent might briug forward the following counter-argument: 
* When, in connection with the sentence in which the Verb would precede 
"the Noun, it will have been definitely ascertained that the Affix is 
"incapable of denoting the karakas,—imasmuch as it would be necessary 
“ for the potency of the Affix to be of one kind only, it would follow that 
“the Affix is absolutely without the capability of denoting the karakas.” 

But this is not admissible; because, as a matter of fact, there is nothing 
incongruous in the fact of a potency, though existing, being inoperative ; 
as such inoperativeness may be due to its purpose having been already 
fulfilled. On the other hand, when the potency does not exist, it would 
be absolutely useless to seek for its effects. : 

That is to say, in all cases we find that a certain sae! may = exis- 
tent or non-existent. And as it would not be possible for both existence 
and non-existence to be accepted at one and the same time, we must 
accept only one of them ; and under the circumstances, it is the ewistence 
that should be accepted; because when something exists, even if we do 
not perceive any of its effects, there would be nothing incongruous in this ; 
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as it is quite possible that this absence of its effects may be due, either to 
certain obstacles in the way of its due functioning, or to the absence of 
ihe necessary auxiliary causes, or to the fact of the effects having been 
already brought about by other causes. When, on the other hand, the 
thing does not exist, even when its supposed effects would appear, it could 
not be got at even by the gods themselves; and as such we would have 
to admit the appearance of an effect without a cause (an absurdity),—as 
we have already explained in course of our explanation of the eternality of 
the relationship (between words and their denotations; vide Cloka- 
Vartika, section, * Sambandhükshépápavihàva '). 

Consequently when the denotative potency (of the Affix with regard 
to the kárakas) has been definitely ascertained, it will operate, to its 
fullest extent, in the case of the sentence in which the Noun precedes the 
Verb; while it will be indifferently inoperative in the case of the 
sentence where the reverse is the case (i.e. where the Verb precedes the 
Noun); or even in this latter case, it would serve the purpose of setting 
aside the idea that the kārāka is inferable, and not directly denotable, by 
words. 

Thus then, it is established that the Declensional Affixes denote the 
Objective etc. 

As for the Conjugational Affixes, inasmuch as their order of sequence 
is always fixed, the Nominative and the Objective are always indicated 
by the Denotation of the Root and the Bhüvanü; and it is only subse- 
quently that those two (the Nominative and the Objective) come to be 
connected with the Number (denoted by the Conjugational Affix); and 
there is no occasion for admitting of any denotative potency with regard to 
the k@rakas (the Nominative, the Objective and the rest). Consequently 
it 1s fully established that the Nominative and the Objective are always 
the objects of Inference (or Apparent Inconsistency) [in the case of 
Conjugational A ffixes. | 


At this stage of the discussion, a -certain Vaiyakarana, very 
clever at ingenious argumentation, comes forward with the following 
arguments :— 

“Inasmuch as we find a verb in the Singular when there is one 
“Nominative Agent, in the Dual when there are two, and in the Plural 
“ when there are more than two,—we must conclude that it is the 
“ Nominative that is denoted by the Conjngational Affixes. That is to say, 
“as a matter of fact we find that the verb—‘ pacati? f.i.—always follows, 
“in all things, the word—‘ Dévadattah’ f.i.—that is used to point ont the 
“particular Nominative Agent; and this could only he due to a 
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“ eoextensiveness between the two; coextensiveness too is possible only 
« when the two factors concerned pertain to the same object. Conse- 
“ quently, in the case in question, the necessary coextensiveness could be 
* obtained only if the word ‘pacati, in general, denoted the Nominative 
“ Agent, Dévadatta. 

‘old might be argued that the word ‘pacati’ may indicate the 
* Nominative, in the way shown under the Akrtyadhikarana (1—iii—33 
“ et seg.) and the Arunadhikarana (I1I—1—12 et seq.). 

“But this could not be, because the Nominative (in the sentence 
*  Depadattah pacati?) could not be indicated by the ‘ cooking’ (‘ Paka’) 
* which subsists in the Rice; in fact the ‘cooking’ could indicate only 
“the singleness etc. inhering in the Rice, and not a thing that inheres 
“in another substratum. 

“The following might be urged: ‘Inasmuch as the actions of 
* laying the pot on the fire and the rest (that go to make up the action of 
“ cooking) inhere in Dévadatta, these actions might be taken as meant 
“by the word ‘pāka’ (* cooking ' )." 

“Tt is true that these actions are called ‘cooking’; but the co- 
* ordination (between Devadatta the Nominative and the Verb) could 
“not be through those actions. The case of the Arunadhikarana is 
“different from this; because in this latter we found that the class 
**eow' and the Property of Redness brought about, in regard to the 
“object qualified by them (i.e. the individual cow), ideas in keeping 
“ with their own characters; and hence we admitted the Elimination of 
“the Possessive Affix (by taking ‘aruna’ aa ‘arunavat’) and the Im- 
* position of Identity (of the class on the Individual); and it was on 
“account of these two causes, that the words were found to have 
“brought about the necessary coordination. In the case in question, 
“ however, we find that the sentence does not give rise in us to any idea 
“of such actions of Dévadatta, as the laying of the pot etc.; and hence 
“we cannot admit of any such facts as the Elimination of the Possessive 
“ Affix and the Imposition of Identity. Consequently, just as we never 
“ find the word ‘ Danda’ to be coextensive with ‘ Devadatta’, in any such 
‘sentence as ‘ Dando Dévadattah’,—or just as we have no such expression 
“as ‘ Adhigrayanddayo Dévadattah’, or ‘ Pako Dévadattah,’—so, also, we. 
“ could not have the expression ‘pacati Dévadattah ! ' 

"Thus then, we have the following (inferential) arguments in sup- 
* port of our view: 

"(1) The word ‘pacati’ is denotative of the Nominative and the 
“ Objective, —because it is coextensive with the word expressive of these, 

“ —just as in the case of the words ‘ paktā’ and pakvah ! 
.“ By the expression t enégtensive with the words expressive of these' 
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“we mean the ‘identity of substrates.’ The sense of the Instance is that: 
"in the case of the Nouns formed by kr? affixes,—which are admitted 
“by all parties to be denotative of the Nominative, etc.,—e.g., in the 
“sentences ‘paktā Devadatiah,’ * pakva odanaA and the like, —we actually 
“find what we hold to be the case with the expression ‘pacati 
 Devadattah.’ 

** (2) In a case where there is no word denotative of the Nominative 
“or the Objective, we do not find any coextensiveness; e.g. in the case 
“of the word ‘pākıh’ (i.e. we have never such an expression as ‘ pako 
“ Devadattah’ ; which shows that the very presence of the expression 
‘“‘ í pacati Devadattah' shows that there is a coextensiveness between the 
“ denotations of these two words, and that therefore the word ‘pacati 
‘‘ must be taken as denoting the Nominative). 

“(3) Then again, the word ‘pacati’ must be denotative of the 
‘“ Nominative,—because it is found to follow the changes of Number that 
"are made in the word expressive of the Nominative, — just as is the case 
“ with the two words cited above (‘pakta’ and ' pakvah’). 

“That is to say, we find-such expressions as ‘pacati Devadattah,’ 
*'pacato Devadatiayajiiadatiau, ‘pacantd Devadattayajnadatiavishnu- 
“dattak’; and from these we infer that the Number of the Verbs is 
“exactly the same as that in the words expressing the Nominative. 
“Wherever we find such to be the case, (i.e. such keeping in accordance 
“with the Number of the Nominative word) we find the word to be 
“actually denotative of the Nominative ; e.g. in the case of the word ‘ pakta,’ 
“in connection with which also we have such expressions as ‘paktā 
“ Devadatiah,  'paktàrau  Devadattagyajfiadattau, and 'paktarah Deva 
' dattayajfadattavishnudattàh. So also in the case of the Nominative, 
“we find the expressions ‘pacyaté odanah, ‘ pacyété odanacakau,’ * pakva 
“odanak, ‘pakvau gakaudanau, and so forth,—all of which serve as 
“instances similar in character to the minor term of the syllogism (t.e. the 
“ word ' pacati"). 

“ (4) [The word ‘ pacati’ denotes the Nominative and the Objective] 
“ Because it is found that the rules of grammar lay down the dropping 
“off of the Nominative and the Objective endings, on the occasion of 
“these being denoted (by other words—e.g. the verb) ; for the corrobora- 
* tive instance of similarity, we have the same that have been brought 
“forward before; while that of dissimilarity we have the sentence ‘ Déva-- 
“ datténa pacyate.' à 

“That is to say, for the following reason also the Verb must be 
“regarded as denotative of the Nominative and the Objective: Because 
“we find a dropping off of the case-endings whose appearance is 
“conditioned by the fact of the Karakas being ' not-denoted,—e.g. ‘pacati 

169 
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“ Devadattah and *pacyate odanah. If the Verb were not denotative of - 
‘the Nominative, then there would be nothing to justify the dropping 
u off of the affixes laid down by such sūtras as * anabhihité karmani dvitiya, 
“ (Panini), 'kartrkaranoyostrtiya* (Panini) las the Nominative, etc. 
“would always be 'anabhihita, not being ‘abhihita’ or denoted by any 
“other word, such as the Verb];—such as we find in the expression 
«< pacyatë Devadatténa,’ ‘pacatyodanah.’ As a matter of fact however, in- 
*asmuch as we find that these affixes are actually dropped off, we con- 
? elude, from this, that, like the words ‘paktā’ and *pakvah, the Verb 
“ (‘pacati’) is denotative (of the Nominative and the Objective). This 
“instance of similarity having thus been shown, it becomes necessary 
"to show that of dissimilarity ; and this we have in such sentences as 
* * pacyate Devadatiena, etc., in which we find that, inasmuch as the Verb 
“ does not denote the Nominative, there is no dropping off of the Nomina- 
* tive ending. 

* (5) The Verb denotes the Nominative and the Objective ;—because 
“it expresses the qualifications of these,—just as the Ear, being the 
‘indicator of the letter ‘a,’ is indicative of Sound in general, 

“That is to say, if the word ‘pacati’? did not denote the Nominative 
“and the Objective, then how could it denote a particular qualification of 
* these, in the shape of Number (which you also accept as denoted by 
“the Verb)? To assert that it does not denote them, and that it denotes 
“their qualification, would involve a self-contradiction. For instance, 
“the Ear is not found to be non-indicative of Sound in general, and yet 
* indicative of the particular sound of the letter ‘a.’ And for words, 
* there can be no other indicativeness than that of being denotative. If 
* the Nominative were indicated by the Bhāvanā, then the indicator of the 
* Nominative would be something (ie. the Bhavana) which is itself 
* denoted, and not a word. And for this reason also, the Verb must be 
“regarded as denotative of the Nominative and the Objective. 

*(6) Lastly, the Nominative and the Objective are denoted by the 
“ Verb,—because of the connection of these with qualifieations,—as that 
“ which is itself not denoted could never be connected with its qualifica- 
“ tions, : "bc c "X a 

‘That is to say, for the following reason also, the Verb must be 
“regarded as denotative of the Nominative and the Objective: Because 
“we find these connected with their qualifications, —e.g. in the sentences 
tf eobhanah pacati, 'cobhanah pacyaté. Whenever we find them con- 
“nected with their qualifications, we find them to be denoted; e.g. in the 
"expressions 'gobhanah paktā, ‘ramaniyah pakvak.’ On the other 
“hand, where there is denotation of these, there wè do not find them to 
“be connected with any qualifieations,—e.g. in the expression ' gobhana- 
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“ müsyaté' (where the Verb does not denote either the Nominative or the 
Objective). Nor could the connection with qualifications belong to 
“that which is indicated (by the Bhàvana, fi.); e.g. though the word 
“< smoke’ indicates the Fire, yet it does not indicate it as connected with 
“the qualifications of Heat, Brightness, and the like. 

* All these arguments the Bhashya has indicated in the single argu- 
“ment—‘nanu karturékatvadékavacanum, etc; and hence it has not 
‘shown them in detail. The sense of the Bhashya-argument is that the 
“relationship of the Nominative with the number of the Verb could not 
“ be possible, unless there were, between them, coextensiveness, ete., etc, 

“Tn view of the above arguments, it must be admitted that the only 
* reasonable theory admissible is that the Nominative (and the Objective) 
“are directly denoted by the Verb." 


To the above, we make the following reply : It has been urged above 
that ‘the word pacati is denotative of the Nominative and the Objective, 
because of its coextensiveness with these’ (I and II). 

(1) lf by this argument, you seek to infer the existence of the 
partieular denotative potency,—then, iuasmuch as the way, to such a 
potency, of all means of right notion is blocked by the aforesaid 
explanatiau of Apparent Inconsistency, you would be contradicting the 
authority of Negation. And it is a well-known fact that of all potencies, 
Apparent Inconsistency is the only means of cognitiou; and inasmuch as 
in the case in question, this Inconsistency is capable of being explained in 
another way (i.e. by means of Bhavana), it could not justify the assump- 
tion of a distinct potency. 

(2) Your argument is also contrary to the following Inferential 
arguments :—(a) The word ‘pacati > is not denotative of the Nominative 
and the Objective,—because it denotes something with which they are 
invariably concomitant (i.e. the Bhavand),—and that which denotes 
something with which another thing is invariably concomitant can never 
denote this latter,—e.g. the word ‘ gingupa,’ being denotative of the class 
‘gincapa ' which has the class ‘tree’ for its invariable concomitant, does 
not deuote the latter. (b) Similarly, the Nominative and the Objective 
are not denotable by the Verb,—because the Verbal Affix does not abandon 
its own denotable object; (c) also because they are coguisable, even 
without the operation of the Verb,—just like the substance; or like the 
class * Tree’ by the word ‘ çiùçapā. (d) They are not denotable by the 
Verb,—because they are küárak4s,—like the Instrumental and the rest. 
(e) The word with the Verbal Aftix is not denotative (of the Nominative 
and the Objective),—because it is a Verb,—like the word ‘ asyaté.’ 
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It might be urged here that—'* Your arguments are as opposed to uni- 
versally recognised facts as the assertion that ‘the moon is not-moon.'": 

But it is not so; if we had absolutely denied the fact of the Verb 
signifying the Nominative, etc., or that of these latter being signified by 
the Verb, then alone could we be accused of asserting something contrary 
to universally recognised facts. As it is, however, what we do is to deny 
the absence of the capability, in the Verb, of directly denoting the Nomi- 
native and the Objective, and that, in these latter, of being denoted by the 
Verb; and certainly in this denial there is nothing incompatible with 
any commonly recognised facts. Because ordinary people rest contented 
with the fact of having the mere idea (of the Nominative and the Ob- 
jective) brought about by the Verbal Affix; and they do not take the 
trouble to make any distinctions as to what is directly denoted, indicated, 
implied and what forms the subject (of the Verb). 

If what you have sought to prove, by the aforesaid series of argu- 
ments, be the mere fact of the verb giving some sort of an idea of the 
Nominative and the Object,—then all your effort is absolutely super- 
fluous; as we also admit of a cognition of these being bmc about by 
the Verb, through the Bhavana. ^. - 7 | 

In fact it is your theory that is — y to — — Beso 
what is got at by any other means, is never attributed, by ordinary men, 
to the action of denotation; for instance, the form of the word, being 
cognised by the Ear, is never held to be denoted (by the word itself). 
[Hence inasmuch as the idea of the Nominative, etc. is found to be got at 
through the Bhavana, people cannot attribute it to the denotative action 
of the word ]. 

The other fallacies, pertaining to the conclusion, could also be 
brought forward against the Vaiyakarana, by putting forward the various 
alternatives as to the denotation of word being based upon the letters 
themselves, or upon the sphota, or upon the class, etc.,—and also as to 
whether the denotable object consists of the potency of the word, or the 
substance, or the kaárakas,—and lastly, by putting the question as to 
whether the denoted is different or non-different from the denotative 
word,—as we have explained before (in the Clokavartika). 

" Then again against each — ential pete we can — for m 
the following objeetions:— ^ ^. Coe n x 

I. As regards the ‘ —— urged in ile first — we 
ask,—is this coextensiveness (a) directly denoted or (b) a ~ indi- 
cated ? 

(a) As for its being directly denoted by the Verb, such cannot be 
admissible for either of us. “ Why so?" Well, because, for us all that. 
the Verh denotes is the Bhavana; and for vou, the küraka is nothing 
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more than a mere potency; as it is only such words as ‘ Dévadatta’ and 
the like that denote substances, and not potencies; consequently, if the 
Affix would denote the kāraka, it could denote it only in the form of the 
potency, and in that of the substance, as the substance is not the karaka; 
while for one, who holds the karaka to be the substance, it would be neces- 
sary to admit the potency as its necessary qualification;—as without 
potency, there can be no functioning of the substance. Consequently, in 
accordance with the Akrtyadhikarana (I—iii—30), the denotation must be 
accepted to be that of the potency (and not of the substance) ; and as such 
no ‘coextensiveness’ with substance would ever be possible. 

Nor do we find any word, mentioned along with the Verb, that could 
denote the potency,—and with which word there could be a directly denoted 
‘coextensiveness.’ Because such a word could only be in the form ending 
with a case-ending ; while as a matter of fact, we find no such case-ending 
in the case in question. 

In the case of one who holds the káraka to be a substance, that sub- 
stance, which, somehow or other, would be recognised as having the 
character of the k@raka, would wholly lose its character, and would, 
therefore, pervade over all the karakas that there might be in the sentence, 
-—just like the Class (which pervades over all individuals) ; and as such 
it could be spoken of as all these other kürakas also. Nor can it be urged 
that “the same would be the case, even if the denotation consisted in the 
potency.” Because when a number of potencies exist in a certain sub- 
stance, each of these is expressed, or not expressed, in accordance with 
its appearance and disappearance (and hence in this case there would be 
no possibility of all of them being expressed all at once) ; while as for 
the substance itself, inasmuch as it can be of one form only, there can be 
no ground for the exercising of any option with regard to it; and as such 
there could never be any chance of its being spoken of in any other way 
(and thus the objection urged above does not apply to our case). 

If words with the Conjugational and the Declensional Affixes be 
accepted as denotiug substances, then, on account of their being connected 
with definite genders, etc. they would have the character of ‘ Sativa’ 
(£e. a * Being’ or ‘ Entity’ which is defined as that which is capable of a 
definite Gender, etc.),—just like the words with the krt affixes. That is 
to say, just as in the case of the word ' Pacuka’ (which is formed with a 
kri affix), we find that, inasmuch as its denotation consists of the 
substance as the principal factor, we have the notion of its being an 
‘Entity, —so would we also have in the case of the words with Conjuga- 
tional and Declentional affixes (if these also had the substance as the 
principal factor in their denotation). And hence, just as we have such 
ex pressions as ' pücakam brühi,' ‘pacakéna krtam,’ * pacakdya dehi' etc., the ` 
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word ‘pacaka’ taking many other kürakas (case-endings),—so also we 
would come to have in connection with the sentence * pacati odanam ' (the 
word ‘pacati’ also taking along with it all the k@raka endings, which is 
an impossibility). 

Consequently in accordance with the theory of the denotation (of words 
with the two kinds of affixes) being that of the karaka with a certain 
potency, it must be admitted that the Conjugational and Declensional 
. Affixes denote the factor of the potency alone, as abstracted (from the 
denotation of the whole word). 

And in that case, when the substance will have been taken up by one 
potency that will have appeared first, it could not, at the same time, be 
connected with any other potency. And thus it becomes established that 
the Verb ‘pacati’ differs from the word with the kr? affix, which has the 
substance for the principal factor in its denotation,—on account of the 
following facts: (1) It is not capable of taking up more than one Karaka 
nt a time (while the latter is); and (2) it is devoid of Gender and 
Number. 

Thus then, it is proved that the directly-denoted ‘ Coextensiveness ' 
is not possible for any of us. 

(b) If, on the other hand, the ‘coextensiveness,’ upon which your 
premisses are based, be one that is indirectly indicated, or without any 
qualifications,—then inasmuch as even in the case of such expressions as 
‘the lion of the boy ’ we find such a ‘ coextensiveness,' though that does not 
make the word ‘lion’ directly denotative of the Boy,—the * coextensive- 
ness’ could not be accepted as invariably concomitant with ‘ denotative- 
ness’; and thus your premiss would be ‘ too wide.’ 

Then again, even in the case of the directly-denoted ‘ coextensive- 
ness, we would ask—what do you mean by this ‘ coextensiveness’? It 
means ‘sameness of substrate’; and this must mean ‘sameness of 
denotation’; as in no other way could the denotation be the sub- 
strate of the word; as in reality, the word can have no substrate 
(according to the Mimünsaka); or, even if it has, it can have only the 
Akaca for its substrate (according to the Nazyàyzka and others). As for 
the denotation, it is spoken of as the ‘substrate’ (of the word), because 
it is cognised as its object. And this (‘substrateness’) also will have to 
be qualified by the epithet ‘primary,’ with a view to preclude such 
indirect significations of it as indication and the like. And thus the word 
‘coextensiveness ’ (‘ Sámünüdhikaranya') comes to signify ‘the fact of 
the directly-denoted substrate being the same,’ which means that the 
‘object ’ or * denotation' is the same. 

For these reasons your argument comes to mean this: * The word 
pacati’ is denotative of the Nominative Devadatta,— because it is synony- 
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mous with the word ‘ Dévadatia,’—1.e. because it denotes Devadatta ” ; 
and this reasoning would be exactly like-—‘ Sound is transient, because it 
is transient, —the premisses being contained in the conclusion (thus in- 
volving the fallacy of Begging the Question, Petitio Principii). 

(c) In accordance with the Zadbhütadhikarana (I—i—25), and the 
Adhikarana at the close of Adhyaya VI,—we can raise the question as to 
whether the ‘coextensiveness’ meant is that of the two words (‘ Deva- 
datta’ and ‘ pacati’), or that of their denotations,—at the time of the 
actual utterance (of the sentence ‘ Devadattah pacati’); and then we can 
show that neither of these alternatives being possible, the premiss becomes 
absolutely uncertain (or impossible) ; and also that, the words in question 
not being different in character from the words ‘ Go, ‘ Acva, etc. the 
premiss would be too ‘ wide.’ 

(d) Then again, by the same reasons that have been shown above, in 
connection with the inferences brought forward against those of the 
opponent, it can be shown that ‘ coextensiveness' in the primary form is 
impossible ; and this also would make your premisses absolutely uncertain. 

IIT. Then again, we may show your reasoning to be subject to 
another fallacy,—that of baving coor arguments to the contrary 
(which shake its validity). - 

Ill. As regards your Instance also,—(a) if it be taken as cited with 
regard to the denotation of the potency, then it becomes inapplicable to 
the Major Premiss (of your syllogism); because the words ‘ pacaka’ and 
the rest (that have been cited as instances) do not pertain to any potency ; 
they pertain to those possessed of the potencies, because they are incapable 
of being connected with any other potencies,—as we have already 
explained above. 

(b) If the words ‘pacaka, etc. pertained to potencies, then, the 
instance would not be applicable to your Middle Term,—just as has been 
found to be the case with ‘ coextensiveness ' in its primary form, 

(c) If the case of the word ‘pacati’ were similar to that of the word 
‘pacaka, etc. then, like these latter, it could not denote the potency that 
forms the principal factor; and hence your argument would prove quite 
the contrary of the particular property (in the word) that you seek to 
prove. 

IV. And further, inasmuch as the directly-denoted * coextensiveness' 
is impossible, while the indirectly-indicated is found to exist in the case 
of non-denotative words (e.g. in ‘lion of the boy’),—your argument would 
be *eontrary' (to what is sought to be proved). Specially as we have 
shown, under Sūtras I—IV —23 and III—ii—1, that there is no denota- 
tive potency either in the case of indication, or in that of secondary 
signification, 
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Thus then it cannot be said that your argument is unchallengeable. 

The fallacies shown above, in connection with your first argument, 
may be shown to relate to your other arguments also. 

(a) For instance, with regard to your third argument, it may be 
shown that, the taking up (by the Verb) of the Nwmber (of the Nomina- 
tive) is not possible, in connection with the potency (in which the Karaka 
consists). That is to say, no one accepts the nwmber as belonging to the 
Küàrakas which have been shown to, consist of certain potencies; as 
" numbers always belong to substances (and not to potencies), If then, it be 
held that the Verb would be denotative of that substance whose number 
it would take up,—then there would be a contradiction of what has been 
admitted before; as there is no Vaiyükarana who admits of the fact of 
the Verb being denotative of a substance. 

(b) If then, the ‘taking up of the number’ be meant to be that of 
the number belonging to that which is zndzcated by the Noun, either by 
an imposition of identity, or by the process of secondary signification ;— 
and as such, your premiss be one that is to be taken in its secondary 
signification, —then, inasmuch as such would be the case with the 
words ‘lion’ and ‘boy’ also,—as we have such expressions as ' Simho 
Devadattah, ‘ Simhaw Dévadattayajnadattau,’ and * Simha Divadeiiogahtite 
dattavisnumitrah, — your premiss would become too ‘ wide.’ 

(c) In the case of the word ‘pacakah,’ (that has been cited as an 
instance in support of this argument also), we find that that part of it 
which denotes the nominative of ‘pacati’ (i.e. the basic noun), does not 
take the varying numbers of the noun (‘ Dévadatia’); as does the affix 
(and not the basic word) that signifies the Simha. And thus your 
instance does not apply to your Middle Term. 

(d) And that part of the word which does take up Te varying num- 
bers,—7.e. the Affix,—is not found to be denotative of the Nominative ; 
and thus, in this case, the instance is inapplicable to the Major Term. 

(e) For these reasons, it is necessary that a certain word with the 
instrumental ending should be cited as the corroborative instance of your 
syllogism. But this too would be open to all the objections that have 
been urged above, against ‘ Coextensiveness '; and so this too could not 
serve your purpose. 

(f) There is yet another * uncertainty’ attaching to your argument: 
As a matter of fact, we find that though the word *Go' does not denote 
the substance (but the class), yet it takes up the varying numbers of the” 
substance (as we find in the words ‘Gauh,’ ‘Gdavau’ and * Gavah’). [And 
this shows that if a word take up the varying numbers of a certain sub- 
stance, it is not necessary that it should be denotative of that substance ; 
as you seek to prove by means of your syllogism]. If you retort by saying 
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that thé instance (of the word ‘ Gio’) that we have cited does not go against 
your argument,—then (with a view to convince you) we shall explain to 
you the whole of the Akrtyadhikarana (I—iii—30) ;—wherein we have 
found that the Bhāshya has raised the question—which ones of the various 
reasons are capable of rejecting the Inference ?—and in answer to this, 
it has brought forward the presence of counter-arguments,—and thereby 
having shown the opponent’s argument to be uncertain, it has come to its 
own conclusion, in the words ‘just as the word in the denotation of the 
Class,’ etc. etc. : 

The fourth syllogism that you have brought forward is that based 
upon the fact of the Nominative and other affixes dropping off on account 
of their being denoted (by the Verb)—. (a) And if what is meant by 
the ‘dropping off of affixes’ be the dropping off of all affixes, then it is 
not true (as regards the sentence in question ' Dévadatiah pacati’); 
because the Nominative affix that we find (in ‘ Dévadatiah’) is a Denoted- 
Küraka-Affiv. (b) If, however, the ‘dropping off’ meant be that of any 
Affix, then, inasmuch as there is such dropping off of those affixes that 
serve the purposes of mere denial, and yet these are not denotative—the 
premiss would be too wide. And w$ find that, on account of the exclusion 
in the Sutra *ubhayapraptau karmani’ (Panini II—iii—66) the Genitive 
pertaining to the Objective does not denote the Nominative—though 
it does bring about the dropping off of Nominative-Genitive Endings, 
that are connected with the action denoted by the word with the krt affix 
[and thus the mere ‘ dropping off of affixes’ cannot serve as the reason 
for denotability of the Nominative]. 

It has been argued above that (in the sentence ‘pacati Dévadattah’ 
and Devadattena pacyaté odunak) we would have those Accusative and 
Instrumental Endings that are laid down as appearing in the case of non- 
denotation (of the Objective, etc, by the Verb). But this is not possible ; 
beeause as a matter of fact, we know that wherever an affix appears, it 
does so with the purpose of bringing about an idea, either of Number or 
of the Karaka; while in the case in question, we find that both of these 
(the Number and the Nominative) are fully established by the Bhavana 
and the Declensional affix. 

That is to say, in the sentence ‘pacati Dévadattah, the Nominative 
is found to be signified by the Bhavand; and as for the Number, it is 
signified by the verbal Conjugational Affixes ; and what.is then left un- 
expressed, for the sake of which we could have another Affix ? 

Question: “‘ When, as a matter of fact, there is quite a group of 
“ Kürakas (in the sentence under question), how is it that the Bhavana 
“should indicate only the Nominative character of Devadatta, and not the 
“character of any other küraka * "' 
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Some people explain thus: “This is due to the peculiar capability 
“in ' Devadatta, whereby he is recognised as the Nominative. That is 
* to say, he is capable of being the Nominative of ‘cooking,’ and not of 
* being its Objective or Instrumental, or any other karaka. And the 
“Verb is never related to anything that is not a káraka, and it is for this 
“reason that it is his Nominative character that is taken up." 

But this explanation would not apply to the case of the sentence 
‘kasthint pacanti’; because the ‘fuels’ are ‘ capable,’ not of the Nomina- 
tive character, but of the Instrumental, as is well known. [And hence 
the Nominative ending in ‘ kasthani’ would not be justified on the afore- 
said ground ]. | | " 

The following might be urged in favour of the aforesaid explanation :— 
“In the sentence ‘kasthani pacanti’ the küstha (fuel) is not indicated 
“ (by the Bhavana) to be the Nominative agent, (of the cooking), but as 
“the Instrumental, the said ground of ‘capability’; and this instrument- 
“ality being indicated by the Bhavana, the verbal affix (in * pacant?*) would 
‘signify the Number (plural) of that Instrument; and hence, (just as in 
“ the case of the sentence ‘ Dévadattah pacati"), the Nominative character 
“of * Dévadattah’ does not bring in its specific case-ending (that of the 
`“ Nominative-Instrumental, in the form of ‘ Dévadatténa’),—so in the same 
* manner, the Instrumentality of the * Fuel’ also does not bring in its own 
“ ease-ending (that of the Instrumental) [and the reason for this is that 
*the effect, in the shape of the indication of the number of the Karaka, 
“has been already brought about, just like the Nominative, by the 
“ Bhavana and the Verbal Affix]. In the same manner, in the sentence 
“< sthali pacati, the containing-character of the sthàl? (cooking pot) does 
“ not bring in the Locative ending; in the sentence ‘ tandula@h pacanti, the 
"objective charaeter of the ‘Rice’ does not bring in the Accusative 
“ending; in the sentence ‘ Kuçūlah pacati, the character of the ‘ Kugula’ 
“ (granary) of being the source from which the rice is got, does not bring 
"in the Ablative ending; and in the sentence ‘Brahmanak pacanté, the 
“ fact of the Brah manas being the recipients of the cooked rice does not 
“ bring in the Dative ending. In all these cases, it is only the capability that 
“ serves as the reason for the appearance of the particular case-endings." 

But this is by no means possible ; because in all the sentences cited, 
all men recognise the nouns as Nominatives. 

Says the upholder of the explanation in question: “In the sentences 
“cited, there is no cognition of the Nominative; the cognition that we 
“ have is of the various kürakas (the Objective, etc.) ; but this appears to 
“be the cognition of the Nominative, because, on account of the persist- 
“ing idea of the well-known character of the Nominative signified by the 
“Verbal Affix, there is an idea of all the nouns in question being co- 
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“extensive with the said Nominative. But when one comes to carefully 
“look into the matter, he can fully distinguish the presence of the several 
“ kürakas. For instance, even in a case where the ‘cooking vessel’ is cog- 
“nised as the Nominative (as in the sentence ‘ s£hàli pacat?' ),—the func- 
“tioning of the vessel towards the cooking is in no other way save in that 
"of containing the rice cooked. That is to say, that function, which 
“it performs while serving as the container of the rice, is exactly the 
“same which it performs while it is cognised as the Nominative. And 
“hence it is far more reasonable to accept it as simply spoken of as 
* Nominative, while it really serves the purposes of the container. 

* When, however, the Nominative is denoted by the Laküras (the 
“conjugational forms),—inasmuch as these forms do not appear in 
“connection with the Container (Adhikarana), etc.,—and hence no ‘ co- 
“extensiveness’ (of these with the Nominative) would be possible in 
“this case,—and as the Verbal Affix would not donote the Number (per- 
“taining to the sthali),—one would necessarily expect the appearance of 
*' the Locative ending, etc.; and hence it will have to be admitted that it 
"is only with a view to explain the actual presence of the Nominative 
“ending (in ‘sthalt’), that we speak of the Container and the rest as 
“having the character of the Nominative, signified by the verbal affix. 
“When, however, the Nominative is not denoted by the conjugational 
“forms, that which is meant to be spoken of as being related to the 
“number signified by the Verbal Affix would be duly cognised, even if it 
“did not bring in its special case-ending ; because it will have obtained 
"its result, and the Ending is only one such result; while the other 
“ kürakas (i.e. those that are not meant to be spoken of as connected with 
“the said number) would certainly bring in their respective case-endings. 

“Objection: ‘If such be the case, then, inasmuch as all the kárakas 
“would be indicatable by the Bhavana, aud equally capable of being 
* related to the number (deuoted hy the Verbal Affix), there could never 
“be an appearance of the Accusative and other case-endings.’ 

“ Reply: This objection does not apply to the case in question; 
“because, though the karakas, being indicated, in their forms, by the 
“ Bhavana, could not bring about their respective case-endings for that 
“same purpose (of indicating those forms),—yet the number signified by 
“the Verbal Affix becomes fully utilised by being connected with any one 
- “of the said kürakas; and hence for the sake of the other numbers (t.e. 
"those belonging to the other kürakas), it would be necessary to make 
* use of the other case-endings. 

“Objection; ‘That number alone, which is signified by the Verbal 
“ Affix, would be equally related to all the Karakas (and hence the use 
“of no case-enditigs would be necessary ).' 
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“ Reply: How could that number, being one only, be related to all? 
“ If it did become connected with all of them, different numbers would 
“ have to appear (in regard to each Karaka). As for the possibility of 
“the various numbers being optional alternatives,—we accept it as nothing 
‘undesirable for us. Because even this option would be limited by 
“actual usage; and the assumption could not be carried on just as one 
“might happen to wish at the time of using the word. Consequently, it 
" must be admitted that it is the word that has been used, at the very 

“ outset, with the Nominative case-ending, which is meant to be spoken of 
“as connected with the Number denoted by the Verbal Affix; and hence 
“the other words would stand in need of the case-endings belonging to 
“the several Küàrakas. | | 

“ Objection: ‘But in a case where the number desi by the Verbal 
“ Affix is the Plural, inasmuch as there would be enough numbers to be 
'" connected with every one of the Karakas,—there would be no necessity, 
“in this case of the case-endings pertaining to these Karakas.’ 

“Reply: This also is quite acceptable to us,—in a case where all 
the Kärakas are spoken of as equally related (to the Verb), as in the 
"ease of the sentence ‘ Küsthüdini pacant?' (where every one of the 
'** ' Kasthadz’ is similarly related to the action of cooking). When however, 
‘‘the Verbal Affix denotes the Plural Number pertaining to the Nomi- 
"native only,—while the other Kürakas are directly spoken of as mere 
‘‘subsidiariés,—then, inasmuch as, on account of the fact of the Nomi- 
“ native being the first to be mentioned, and also of its being the predomi- 
“ nant factor, the Number would be connected with the Nominative,—and 
“as there would be no reason for passing over this Nominative,—the 
“ Number could not betake itself to the other Karakas; consequently it 
“becomes wholly swallowed up in the Nominative ; and as for the Num- 
“bers of the Karakas, they are expressed by their own respective case- 

“ endings. i 

“ Objection : Tf such be the case, then in all cases, m Miner 
‘denoted by the Verbal Affix would never pass over the Nominative; and 
“in that case, how could we have the expression Sthàli pacati (where we 
"find the Number signified by the Verbal Affix betaking itself to the 
“ Qontainer (of the Rice) ?’ 

“In reply to the above, we put the question :—W hich of the folii 
“two alternatives is more reasonable to aecept,— whether that the Num- 
“ber (denoted by the Verbal Affix in Sthali pacati’), for some reason or 
“other, passes over the Nominative, aud betakes itself to the Container ? 
"or that the expression actually speaks of the 'Sthal;' itself. as having 
"the character of the Nominative, which is, by itself, capable of being 
“related to the said number ? 
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‘There can be no question as to the latter alternative being the more 
: reasonable of the two,—namely, that the ‘ Sthal?' is meant to be spoken 
“of as possessing the character of the Nominative. Because we do not 
"find any reason, by which the principal faetor (the Nominative) should 
‘be passed over (by the Number in question) ; and as for the Nominative 
‘character being meant by any person to be expressed, there cau be 
nothing objectionable in that. As a matter of fact, we find that where- 
‘ever two meanings are possible, it is only right that we should desire 
"the one or the other to be conveyed by the word; and in the case in 
‘question, we find that, all the Karakus are endowed with the character of 
"the Nominative, with regard to their own respective functions; specially 
“as the diversity of the Kürakas, with regard to the principal Verb, 
*eould not be possible, if they were wholly devoid of the Nominative 
"eharaeter, in regard to their own respective functions. Consequently, 
‘it is only right that this Nominative character should be accepted as 
"that which is desired to be spoken of (by means of the word ‘ Sthali ') ; 
“and as such the Verb (‘pacati’) cannot be taken as denoting the num- 
‘bers pertaining to the other Kdrakas. | 

* Thus then, the same reason would also apply to the case where the 
* Verbal Affix denotes the number of the Objective (e.g. in the sentence 
' *tandulah pacyaté’) [i.e. in this the Rice is endowed with the character 
*of the Nominative]. But the same reason does not apply to the other 
“ Karakas (besides the Objective and the Nominative); and as such there 
“is a distinct limit to the application of the said reasoning. 

“And thus, the ‘anabhihita’-rules would be explained as follows:— 
“© When we have the singleness, duality or plurality, of the Objective not 
‘mentioned, (then we have the Accusative Ending), etc., ete., etc.’ . The 
“ qualification ‘not-expressed’ (‘ anabhihita’) could rightly be applied to 
‘‘that alone with reference to which we find the case-endings laid down ; 
“and it cannot be applied to the qualification of this latter. Because no 
'" qualifications could apply to that which is the subordinate factor (i.e. 
"the Karakas). As a matter of fact we find that ‘singleness’? and the 
“pest are what are qualified, and as such, being the predominant factor, 
“cannot brook the connection of any other qualification. It is for this 
“reason that we have a declaration, in connection with compounds, to the 
‘effect that—‘ even if the Primary factor be wanting in certain elements, 
“it ean form a compound.’ Consequently the sūtra ‘ anabhihité’ (Panini 
*II—iii—l) must be explained as ‘when the singleness, etc. are not 
‘‘ explained,’ " 

But in accordance with this interpretation, we would have the 
Accusative Ending in both words, in the expression ‘ Krtah katah’; as in 
both of them we have the singleness of the Objective 'not-expressed. It 
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might be argued that inasmuch as the singleness is expressed by the 
Nominative Ending, there could be no Accusative Ending (* non-expres- 
sion’ being the necessary condition for the appearance of this latter). But 
this is scarcely correct; because the possibility of the appearance of the 
Accusative Ending precedes that of the Nominative. 

Then again, in the seutence ‘ Katam karoti bhigmamudaram dargani- 
yam,’ the number of the Objective having been ‘expressed’ by the Accu- 
sative Ending in ‘Katam,’ we could not have that ending in the other 
words (‘ Bhisma’ etc.). 

Objection: “The same might be urged against one who holds that 
* the Accusative and other endings denote the objective, etc. (because in 
“that case also, as the objective character will have been expressed by the 
* Accusative in ‘katam, the same affix could not — in connection 
* with the other words)." 

Reply: Not so; because he takes ‘ anabhihité’ as a eo sūtra, 
meaning that ‘ when the objective etc. are not expressed by Verbal Affives, 
or Nominal Affixes, or Compounds’; and in the case in question the Accusa- 
tive in * Katam’ is not included in any of these three; and as such the 
objective character expressed by it could not preclude itself from the 
other words. 

Objection: “For me also, the sūtra would serve the purposes of the 
“said preclusion.” 

Reply: This could have been possible, if the number were denotable 
by the Art and other affixes also (7.e. the affixes other than the Verbal 
and the Nominal). As a matter of fact, however, we do not find any such 
Affixes, either laid down to be expressive of the number, or actually 
expressing it, in any sentence. Consequently it is the Verbal conjuga- 
tional Affix only that can be accepted to be expressive of number (the Nomi- 
nal Affixes and Compounds not expressing the Number by themselves). 
As for the Objective, etc., on the other hand, they are expressed by all 
(i.e. the Verbal Affix, the Nominal and Kpt Affixes, etc., etc.) ; and this 
constitutes a great difference between the denotation of Nwmber and that 
of the Objective, etc. And hence it is quite possible for the Accusative 
Ending to appear in connection with such (krt) words as ‘krta,’ ‘pacaka,’ 
and the like. Consequently another explanation must be given (in regard 
particularly to the sentence * krtah katah’). 

And the only explanation that is possible is as follows :— 

In the sentence ' kríah katah ' also, the Objective character is expressed 
by the ‘kta’ affix (in 'krtah') ; and on this character having been ex- 
pressed, the mere Nwmber could not bring in the Accusative Ending (in 


katah’) (and hence there could not be any Accusative Ending in the 
sentence ]. 
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For one for whom the Kàárakas, the Objective, and the rest, are denoted 
(by the Verbal Affix),—as also for him who regards the singleness, etc. 
as qualified by these (Objective, etc.) to be denoted by it,—the fact of 
being ‘ not-expressed’ (‘anabhihita’) must be taken as qualifying the 
Objective and the other Karakas; the meaning of the sitras being—that 
‘when the Objective is not-eapressed we have the Accusative,’ or that ‘ we 
have the Accusative Ending in connection with the singleness, etc. that 
reside in the Objective that is xot-expressed.’ 

Though the Objective and other Kürakas are the subordinate factors, 
yet they become connected with qualifications. It is only when the 
subordinate factor forms part of a compound that it does not remain 
capable of any relationship with words outside the compound; when, 
however, it appears as a distinct part of the sentence,—as in the sentence 
‘Rddhasya ràjüah purusah —we do find the subordinate ‘ Raja’ being 
actually related to the qualification ‘Addha’ (Rich). This is what 
would constitute the difference between a compound and a sentence, As 
for the Objective, etc. we find them appearing in sentences; and hence 
even though they be the subordinate factors, yet they are capable of 
being qualified by the conditional *not-expressed' with regard to their 
own respective case-endings. 

Objection: ‘If such be the case, then, in the sentence ‘pacati Déva- 
“ dattah, we should have the Instrumental-Nominative ending for the 
* expression of the Number of the Nominative, which is not-expressed. It 
“cannot be argued that, ‘on account of the Number having been already 
“included in the denotation (of the word ‘ pacati °), it would not be neces- 
“sary to have the Instrumental ending.’ Because this reasoning would 
“not be compatible with the case of the words ‘bhismam,’ etc. (in the 
“sentence ‘ Kutankarotz bhismamudüram, etc.’), where it has been shown 
“that even though the Objective has been signified by the Accusative in 
**hatam, yet we have it also along with the other words (‘bhismam’ 
and the rest). Ifthe Instrumental Ending would not appear, for the 
“mere reason of the Instrumentality having been already indicated, 
‘then, inasmuch as the Number signified by the Nominative Ending 
“ would also have been already indicated, there should be no appear- 
“ance of the Nominative Ending. It might be argued that ‘the Nomi- 
"native Ending would appear, simply because the mere basic Noun 
“ could not be used by itself (without a case-ending). But this could not 
“ be; because in that case what we would have would be the In- 
‘‘strumenal-Nominative, which is the case-ending laid down as per- 
‘taining to the Nominative agent, —and not the mere Nominative End. 
o E 
Reply: The anomaly that you have brought forward is not through 
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any Reasonings, but through Verbal authority ; and a Reasoning that is 
contradictory to Verbal authority is not capable of doing anything. 

For these reasons the word * anabhihité’ (in the sūtra, Panini II—iii— 
1) must be taken in its secondary sense, indicating the fact of not being cog- 
nised in a particular form. Thus then, in the words ‘ pacati” and * pacyaté,’ 
we find that, on account of their paying special regard to the relationship 
of Number, we do cognise the Nominative and the Objective respectively, 
in their particular forms, and as such they do not take these case-endings 
—the Instrumental-Nominative in the case of the former word, and that of 
the Objective in that of the latter (as both these characters have been 
found to be ‘expressed’). As for the other Kürakas however they are 
never cognised in the aforesaid particular form ; and as such they always 
bring up their respective case-endings. 

We have already expressed before how, though all are equally 
‘ Kürakas, yet the Bhavana (denoted by a Verb) indicates only two of 
them, the Nominative and the Objective, and the Number too (that is 
denoted by the Verbal Affix) is related to Mani only (am not to the 
others). 

It has been a above that—“ in the case of such Impersonal — 
“as—‘néha bhujyata, *n&ha pacyaté,—we find that all that is denoted 
“by the Verbs is the mere action of ‘eating’ or ‘cooking, and there is no 
“ indication of the Nominative or the Objective; and as such the Root- 
“meaning and the Bhavana cannot be accepted to be invariably concomi- 
“tant with these (ie. the Nominative and the Objective); and as such 
“the Bhavana cannot be regarded as necessarily indicative of them.” 

To this we make the following reply: Inasmuch as this non-concomi- 
tance (that you bring forward) rests upon the word, it applies as much to 
our theory (of the Nominative being indicated by the Bhavan@) as to that 
of its being directly denoted (by the Verbal Affix); because the non-con- 
comitance of the Denotative is as undesirable as that of the Indicative. 
That is to say, you have shown that in the case of Impersonal forms the 
Verb is found to be non-concomitant (with the Nominative and the Objec- 
tive); and from this you have argued that it cannot be indicative of these 
latter, But, inasmuch as the word (Verb) does not denote the Objective, 
we would not have any de.otativeness in the case of the sentence ‘ odanah 
pacyaté. Even though non-concomitant, if the Verb, in this latter case, 
were yet to perform the denotative function, by being aided by some other 
agency,—then for us also, it could similarly perform the function of 
indicating the same thing. And hence, just as for the Vacyakarana, the 
denotativeness of the Verb is cognised through such agencies—as the Tran- 
sitive and Intransitive Verb, the presence of intermediate affixes other 
than ‘¢yan,’ and certain particular prefixes,—so would also its indicative- 
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ness (as held by us); and hence the above taunt could not be reasonably 
directed against us. 

Otherwise, we find that the particle ‘ tē’ (that we find in ‘ pacyate ") 
is found in all the three forms of Verbs—the Active, the Passive and 
the Impersonal, (e.g. ‘édhaté, ‘pacyaté,’ and ‘ bhiyaté’); and as for 
the particle ‘ yate, that too is common to all such forms, as that caused 
by the Intermediate affix ‘gyan’ (‘mrsyaté’), that due to the ‘Yak’ 
affix of the Atmanépada (* kandüyate'), the ‘kyan’ affix (krsndyaté) ; con- 
sequently, the signification of the Nominative would be extremely doubt. 
ful, if it were to be denoted by the Verb. 

For these reasons, both the theories, yours as well as mine, could be 
equally justified only in the way in which the denial of Concomitance and | 
Non-concomitance has been refuted before, under the T'adbhütadhikarana 
(I—i—25). But, in view of various other reasons shown above, adherence 
should be accorded to the theory that the Nominative is indicated (by the 


Bhavana). 
Or, we may take the word ‘ anabhihité’ in its direct denotative sense. 
Question: ‘ But, in that case, why should not we have the Instru- 


mental (Nominative) in the sentence ‘ pacati Devadattah' ? " 

Answer: Simply because its appearance has been negatived (t.e. 
precluded by the condition of being not-expressed). 

Question: “How has it been precluded ? ” 

Answer: It has been precluded by the fact of the Nominative having 
been expressed by the Verbal Affix. 

Question: “As you now admit the fact of the Nominative being 
“denoted by the Verb,—wherefore should you have taken all the trouble 
“you have, to show that it is not so denoted ?”’ 

Answer: We did that for the sake of (with reference to) ordinary 
parlance of the world, and for the Veda,—and not for grammatical 
purposes. 

Question: ‘‘ Are the purposes of grammar something different from 
those of ordinary life and the Veda? ” 

Answer: Certainly; for instance, such technical words as ‘ Vrddhi’ 
and ‘Guna’ are not found, either in ordinary parlance or in the Veda, to 
denote à£-acc and at-é% respectively. 

Question: ‘It may be possible for such technical names and postu- 
“lates as you have cited to be something unconnected with ordinary 
“parlance; but that cannot be said of the significations of Basic words 
“and Affixes; because these latter that are used in grammar, are not 
“wholly apart from ordinary parlance and the Veda.” 

Answer: How can you say that no such are used, when we find such 
assertions as ' Lah karmani ca, etc.’ (Panini), where we meet with the 
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word ‘ Lah’ used as signifying the Nominative and the Objective, while 
there is no such word either in ordinary parlance or in the Veda. 

Objection: “Itis only natural that the word ‘la’ should be used for 
* the ‘ ladécas '—the substitutes for ‘la, i.e. the affixes ‘tip’ and the rest; 
‘Cas it is a general rule that the attributing of a certain meaning to the 
“ original (i.e. ‘da’) is always for the sake of the substitute.” 

Reply: This is scarcely admissible; (1) because in that case by 
taking the letter as signifying the substitutes, we have recourse to the 
indirect process of Indication; (2) and it could be only an indirect Indica- 
tiveness that would pertain to the substitutes throngh the original. That 
is to say, though the word we hear is only ‘/a,’ yet, we would take it as 
signifying the substitutes; and this would involve a rejection of Direct 
Denotation. Then if the Objective and the rest also be said to form the 
denotations of the letter ‘Ja,’ then, inasmuch as they are not actually 
denoted by it, they could not be recognised as so expressed, until the 
substitutes had been brought in. And yet, all this would be quite contrary 
to reason. Thus then, it being absolutely necessary to assume a cer- 
tain unreasonable fact, it would be far better to assume that ‘la’ is the 
conventional technical name for the Nominative and the Objective; 
because what should be admitted as denotative of something with which 
it is invariably concomitant; for while in the condition of mere ‘la’ it 
could not denote anything, unless such denotativeness were conventionally 
and technically attributed to it. And thus when we come to consider the 
question,—as to whether the attributing of the particular signification 
to the letter ‘la,’ by the sūtra ‘luk karmani, etc., is done through the 
substitutes (‘ tip, etc.’), for the sake of ordinary parlance and the Veda, or 
only for the sake of certain technical uses to which the name might be 
put in the grammatical works themselves,—we find that we can accept it 
as being for the sake of ordinary parlance and the Veda, only if it could 
be shown, by proper reasoning, that even in such parlance and the 
Veda, the Nominative and the Objective are actually denoted by the 
Verbal Affixes; and if this cannot be shown, then it must be regarded as 
being meant only as a technical nomenclature adopted for use in gram- 
matical works alone. We have already shown above that the name in 
question does not serve any purpose in connection with ordinary parlance 
and the Veda; and hence it must be admitted that it is only meant for 
use in grammatical works. Thus then, the sense of the sūtra (‘lah 
karmani, etc.’) comes to be this: ‘For me, Panini, the Nominative and 
the Objective should be taken as denoted by the letter la.’ 

Question: “ What is the use of this nomenclature, when it is not 
utilised in ordinary parlance and the Veda ? ” 

Answer: Though it is not utilised in these, yet it does serve many 
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useful purposes in grammar itself. For instance, unless the Nominative 
and the Objective were accepted as to be denoted by the term ‘la, we 
could not have the preclusion of the case-endings relating to these, by 
means of the conditional sūtra ‘ anabhihité.’ 

Thus then, even though the Nominative and the Objective are not 
actually denoted by the Verbal Affix, yet, inasmuch as in grammar itself, 
they are technically admitted to be so denoted, the case-endings, whose 
appearance is conditioned by the Nominative and the Objective being ‘not 
expressed,’ could not come in. And thus we have shown that there is no 
chance of the appearance of other Küraka-affixes (i.e. of the Instrumental, 
in the expression ' pacati Dévadatiah '). 


Now, there remains the fifth syllogism brought forward by the Oppo- 
nent—viz: “The Verbal Affixes are denotative of the Nominative and the 
Objective, because they signify their particular qualifications.” But this 
reasoning is found to be too wide, in view of such words as ‘ ¢incapa’ and 
the like. Because, we find that the word ‘¢ingapa’ is not denotative of 
the classes, ‘tree,’ ‘ earthy,’ ‘substance, ‘ entity,’ ‘ cognisable,’ and ‘ know- 
able,'—though it is found to denote a particular phase of these, the class 
'eingapa. And just as in this case (1) we find that the denotation of 
the particular is not inconsistent with the non-denotation of the general, 
—(2) and as in the case of the Hye we find that its non-perceptiveness of 
the generic fact of ‘Impermanence,’ is not inconsistent with its percep- 
tion of Colowr,—aud (3) as according to you also, though the Verbal Affix 
does not denote the generic element of ‘substance,’ yet it denotes a particu- 
lar phase of it, in the shape of the ‘ Nominative character,’ —so exactly, 
in the same manner, even without the denotation of the Nominative itself 
(by the word ‘ pucati’) there would be nothing incongruous in the denota- 
tion of its particular qualification (in the shape of Number). 

As for the argument that—“ that which is indirectly indicated cannot 
be connected with any qualifications; and hence from the fact of the 
Nominative bearing certain distinct relationships, we must conclude that 
it is directly denoted,"—this must be rejected at once; simply because 
we find both of these facts actually occurring in experience, as shown 
under the Akrtyudhikarana (I—iii—30) and the Arunadhikarana (III—i 
—12). Then again, your argument becomes too wide, in view of such 
sentences as ‘ Madhuro rasah snigdhah cito gurugca. In this sentence we 
find that the ‘sweet taste’ being a property, and as such incapable of 
being related to other properties of ‘snigdha’ (soft) and the rest,—it is 
the sweet object indicated by the words * Madhuro rusah’ that is regarded 
as related to these properties; and certainly the word * rasah’ can never 
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denote the substance directly. Similarly, too, we often come across such 
sentences as * Agvasahasréna nagaram mushitam’ (‘The city was sacked 
by a thousand horses’), wherein what are connected with the action 
of ‘sacking’ are not the ‘horses,’ but the riders indicated by the word 
‘horse.’ The mere fact of a certain particular indicated object not being 
connected with qualifications,—as in the case of Smoke, or in that of 
Oslour,—cannot justify the assertion that such would be the case every- 
where, 

For these reasons, we conclude that the Nominative is not directly 
denoted by the Verbal Affix. 

And thus, inasmuch as (in the sentence ‘ nànrtam vadét’) the Nomi- 
native would not be directly denoted by the Verb, the connection of the 
Human Agent with the ‘telling of lies’ would not be directly expressed by 
the sentence; and as such there would be no Direct Declaration to set 
aside the indications of the Context, to the effect that the Prohibition of 
‘telling lies’ pertains to the Sacrifice—the Darga-Purnamasa. 

There has been another argument to the effect that if the Prohibi- 
tion contained in the sentence pertained to the sacrifice, then, inasmuch 
as it would have been laid down by means of the one Collective Injunc- 
tion of the Darga-Purmandasa, a separate Injunction for its sake (in the 
shape of the sentence ‘ nànrtam vadét’) would be wholly useless. 

To this argument we make the following reply: So long as the 
‘telling of lies’ has not been touched by the Injunction, there is no use 
for it; and in the absence of such use, the Root-meaning (of the word 
‘vadét’) would not be recognized as belonging to the sacrifice. "Thatis to 
say, a Root-meaniug, devoid of the Injunction, becomes itself the object to 
be accomplished; and thus, not being of any use to any other result (such 
as the Apirva of a sacrifice), it could not be taken up by the Procedure 
of the Darga-Pürnamüsa ; and not being taken up by this, it could not be 
included in the Collective Injunction of those sacrifices. 

Thus then, it must be admitted that the distinct Injunction serves, 
in the first instance, to point out, either directly or indirectly, the fact of 
the ‘Prohibition’ being of use to the human agent; and then, having 
recourse to the instrumentality of that which is denoted by the verbal 
Root,—and thus standing in need of something apart from that, as the 
object to be accomplished,—it comes to be recognized as related to the 
Darga- Pwrnamàsa sacrifices, which are mentioned in close proximity to the 
sentence in question, and as subsidiary to these. Otherwise there would 
be a mutual inter-dependence: the subsidiary character being based upon 
the Injunction, and the Injunction upon the subsidiary character. And 
thus we find that the Injunction of the subsidiary (Prohibition of telling 
lies) serves a distinctly useful pürpose. 


' 
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Thus then, the various factors of the Injunction (‘ndnrtam vadét ’) 
come to mean as follows : — 

(1) The word ‘vadét’ means that ‘a certain help should be accorded to 
the Darca-Pirnamasa sacrifices by means of ‘ telling or speaking. (2) The 
force of the word * anrta ' implies—' that which is to be done by speaking 
should be done by false speaking?’ (3) The presence of the negative 
(‘na’) signifies—' that the help should be accorded by false speaking is not.’ 
And thus we find that the sense of the sentence as a whole turns out to be 
the Prohibition of that falsity that is possible in the talking as done for the 
sake of the Darga-Piirnamdasa ; and this leads us to the general rule— We 
should avoid falsity in all the talking that is done for the sake of the sacri- 
fices.’ That is to say, when the Adhvarya priest has once said ‘make the 
cakes of barley,’ he should not contradict himself by saying later on— the 
barley will be of use in making the Saktu, make the cake of the Vrihi 
corn.’ 

In showing this use of the Adhikarana, the Bhashya says—‘ Vrihi- 
mayah sankalpya na yavamayah pradéyak’, and the word ‘ sankalpya’ indi- 
cates the saying ;—because the action of sankalpa (conveying of the 
offering) is always preceded by the saying of the words; or it may be 
taken to mean ‘ having, by his words, made the Adhvaryu priest to do the 
sankalpa’,—the word ‘ sankalpya' in this case being explained as formed 
by two causative affixes. 

Says the Opponent: “ Whether the sentence in question be taken 
“as descriptive of something laid down elsewhere, or as an Injunction, on 
“account of its connection being different,—in any case the factor in 
‘“ question—' should not tell lies’—would be equally present; and as such 
“ what is the use of the discussion as to whether the sentence is descrip- 
“tive or Injunctive? ” 

Reply: If the sentence were merely descriptive of what has been laid 
down in the Smrti, then the Expiatory Rite would be that which is laid 
down in the Smrtis; while if it be Injunctive, then, inasmuch as it 
would be an Injunction contained in the Yajurveda, the Expiatory Rite 
attendant upon its infringement would be one that is laid down in that 
Veda. [And in this discrimination of the Expiatory Rite lies the use of 
Adhikarana]. That is to say, if the sentence be merely descriptive, then 
the telling of les (during the Darga-Pürnamüsa also) would necessitate 
the performance of that Expiatory Rite, which is laid down in the 
Smrtis in connection with Lying; while if it were an Injunction, then 
as it occurs in the Yajurveda, its infringement during the sacrifice would 
mean a discrepancy in it through the Yajurveda; and hence the Expiatory 
Rite to be performed would be the pouring of libations into the Anvaharya- 
pacana Fire, with the Muntra‘ Bhuvah svd@ha’ (which is the rite laid down 
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in the Yajurveda, as Expiatory of Lying). As for the Smrt,—since we 
would not know in which particular Veda it may have its origin, there 
would be no certainty as to the Veda, in accordance with which the 
Expiatory Rite should be performed. Thus then, even if we grant that 
the sentence in question (‘nanrtam vadét’) is the origin of the Smriti- 
Injunction (‘satyam brūyāt’), as its meaning, as well as its infringement, 
will have been followed up by the Smrti, the a Rite too would be 
that which is laid down in the Smrtis. 

Objection: * When we would be sure of the fact of the Smriti being 
* based upon the sentence in question, which occurs in the Yajurveda, the 
* Expiatory Rite performed would be that which is laid down in that 
“Veda.” f 

Reply: It is not so; because the Rite laid down in the Yajurveda, 
pertaining to such sacrificial fires as the Ahavaniya and the like, distinctly 
relates to such a performer as ‘laid the fire’ (performed the Agnzhotra) ; 
while the prohibition of Telling lies (contained in the Smrti) pertains to 
all men; and as such would relate also to one who has not performed the 
Aynihotra; aud hence the latter would certainly stand in need of some 
other equally universally applicable expiatory rite laid down in the Smrti. 
And when this would be found out,—inasmuch as the occasion for the 
Rite would be the same, in the case of one who has performed the 
Agnihotra, as well as one who has not performed it, the former also would 
perform the Rite that is laid down in the Smrti; so that there would 
be no performance of that expiatory rite which is laid down in the Veda. 

And further, in the case of sacrifices, the Veda lays down distinct 
expiatory rites to be performed for discrepancy in any of the details of 
the sacrifice; and hence when there would be no discrepancy in any of 
the sacrificial details, there would be no occasion for those rites. 

That is to say, in all such sentences as * yadrkto yajíia ürtimiyàt, etc., 
we find that certain discrepancies in connection with the Sacrifice are 
laid down as occasions for Expiatory Rites. The sentences however 
occur in the context of the Jyotishtoma; and as such would appear, by 
Context, to be related to that sacrifice; but this Context would be super- 
seded by the superior authority of Syntactical Connection, in accordance 
with the Sutra III—iii—8; nor is there any reason for the said sentences 
abandoning all connection with the sacrifices other than the Jyotishtoma. 
And hence we conclude that even in the case of those Smrtis whose 
source in the particular Veda is distinctly traceable, if these happen to 
pertain to certain qualifications of the human agent, then their infringe- 
ment could not lead to the performance of the expiatory rite laid down in 
the Veda. 


If however, on account of avoiding the necessity of assuming a result, 
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and because of the indications of the Context, the Pürvapaksha stand- 
point be that such prohibitions as that contained in the sentence in 
question belong to the human agent as connected with the sacrifice,—then 
the corresponding Sddhánta would be that they belong to the sacrifice 
purely by itself. But in the case of both these theories, the expiatory rite 
attendant upon an infringement would be that which is laid down in the 
Yajurveda; and hence we should find some other use for the AdRAkarana 
than the one noted above. 

And in this case, the use of the discussion would be this: In the case 
of the Purvapaksha, the Injunctions too would become relegated to the 
region of ‘ Purificatory Rites’; and as such they would all pertain to the 
Yajamana, exactly like the actions of the kind of Initiation. 

That is to-say, in accordance with the Pürvapaksha, all the sacrifices 
of the Samit, etc. (as laid down in the sentences ' samidho yajati,’ ete., etc.), 
when performed in the course of other sacrifices, as also the Repetitions of 
the Hymns and Prayers (Stotras and Castras), would come to be puri- 
ficatory of the human agent; and as such, they would all pertain to the 
Yajamüna, in accordance with Adhikarana under Sūtra IIL—viii—4. And 
in the case of the Samit-sacrifices,—as sacrifices, they consist of the action 
of offering certain materials, and as such, like the Dzkshaniyà (Initiatory 
Sacrifice), they would, in any case, pertain to the Yajamüna; and hence 
even when there would be an increase in the number of Yajyamanas, the 
sacrifice would be performed once only, as tending, in common, to the 
purification of all of them,—(with regard to these, there would not be 
much of a difference between the Purvapaksha and the Siddhinta). But, 
in the case of the Stotragustra-japadi (the Repetitions of the Hymns and 
Prayers), these could, like the actions of cleaning the teeth and the like, 
pertain to the Yajamàna only, only after they had set aside the indications 
of the Names ‘ Audgatra’ and the like, which are quite capable of singling 
out the performer of the action, while quite incapable of putting any 
restrictions upon the principal action; and then too, in the case of an 
increase in the number of Yajamünas, they will have to be performed by 
each of them, —as, in this case there could be no performance, applying in 
common to all of them, as laid down in the law ‘ Fajamünavivrddhau 
südhàranadravyatyàgah. 

If in the case Prohibitions also, the element of Injunction (t.e. the part 
‘anrtam vadét’) be taken to mean ‘the telling of lies as helping the man 
related to the sacrifice,’ then inasmuch as the Prohibition would be of this 
telling as qualified by falsity, its meaning would come to be that—‘ what- 
ever benedictory declarations the Yujamāna makes for his own purifica- 
tion, —in these there should be no falsity, either as to any optional matters, 
or as to the actual forms of the utterance; but other persons, and the 
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Yajamüna also in other cases, could speak just as one likes.’ This is in 
accordance with Péürvapaksha. 

In accordance, on the other hand, with the Scddhànta,—that the Pro- 
hibition pertains to the sacrifice purely by ttself,—its meaning would be 
this: ‘In whatever speaking there is, in course of the sacrifice, tobe done by 
the Yajamana or by the Priests, all false utterances, that may be possible, 
should be completely eschewed, because all these persons are equally 
connected with the sacrifice. And hence, just as when the Yajamüna has 
once conveyed by words the offering of the Barley-cake, he should not 
offer, in deed, that of the Vrihi corn,—so, in the same manner, when the 
Adhvaryu and other Priests have once determined upon a certain course 
of action, they should not stultify themselves by actually taking up 
another course, for the sake of ease and comfort, etc. Even 1n regard to 
those few actions that are done for the purification of the human agent, 
the lying would be eschewed, on the ground of those actious also form- 
ing part of the Sacrifice. 

Objection: “As a matter of fact, in the Prohibition, the € agent 
“is the subordinate factor; and as such his agency would be conditioned 
“by the name ‘ Adhwaryava, by which the Prohibition in question would 
“ betake itself to the Adhvaryu priest only, exactly like the actions of the 
“ Pranitàpranayana and the like." 

Reply: True, it would betake itself that way, if the sense of the 
prohibition were something to be performed. As a matter of fact, it is of the 
nature of non-performance (i.e. not-telling) ; and as such it does not stand 
in need of any particular Agent (for its performance). We find that the 
Prohibition, expressed by Direct declaration, is connected with such condi- 
tions under which there may be a chance of what is prohibited being 
present; and as such it would betake itself to all such places, by its 
inherent capability; and in this it could not be stopped by the very 
much inferior authority of the Name (* Adhvaryava’). 

Objection: “The Name could certainly restrict the Injunctive 
“element in the sentence (‘ vadét’) ; and then, inasmuch as the Prohibition 
“also would follow in the wake of that Injunction, the latter too would 
be restricted by that Name." 

Reply: It is not so; because it is only when the meaning of the 
whole scriptural sentence has been completed, that there arises the 
question as to by whom is to be performed that which the sentence has 
laid down ; and it is only after this that the use of the Name comes in 
as indicating the performer. And in the case in question we find 
that the sense of the sentence does not end with 'vadét'; because this 
word serves the purpose of a mere reference (to speaking), in connection 
with the Prohibition meant to be conveyed ; and it is well known that that 
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which is thus a mere reference is not qualified, even by that which is 
directly declared, as we have proved under the Grahadhikarana (III—i— 
13 et seq.) ; and under the circumstances it is all the more improbable for 
it to be qualified by the Name, whose sole function lies in pointing out the 
relationship of the particular performer of the action that is enjoined. 
Thus then, inasmuch as ‘ telling’ is merely referred to, it cannot be taken 
as qualified (by the Name); while as for the Prohibition, that cannot be 
specified as belonging to any particular person. 

Thus the conclusion is that the present discussion serves useful pur-. 
poses in all cases; and as such, there can be no doubt that we did right 
in taking up this inquiry. 


ee ee 


172 


ADHIKARANA (5). 


[The actions relating to the ‘ yawning person’ should find a place in the 
Context. | 


Sūtra (14): “ They pertain to the human agent, as . 
“they are for his sake; and as such, like the Ahina, 
“(they should be taken apart from the Context).” 


In the foregoing Adhikaranas, we have dealt with the question of the 
contradiction, or non-contradiction, of Context by Direct Declaration. We 
now proceed to consider its contradiction, or otherwise, by Indicative 
Power and Syntactical Connection. 

In connection with the Jyotishtoma we find laid down the “ Tirtha- 
snüna" (Bathing at a sacred place); and in connection with the Darga- 
Pirnamasa, there is laid down the recitation of the mantra, * Mayi daksha- 
kratü, etc., as to be done with each yawning. And on the question as to, 
for whose sake these actions are laid down, we can have all the alternatives 
that we had in the Nivitadhikarana (III—iv—l1 et seq.). But out of 
these we picked out, in the foregoing Adhikarana, only three, as being 
more reasonable than the rest. These were—(1) that the action in ques- 
tion pertains to the Agent only, (2) that it pertains to the Agent as con- 
nected with the sacrifice, and (3) that it pertains to the sacrifice only. 
And on the present occasion also we take up the same three alternative 
theories. | | 

The conclusion of the foregoing Adhikarana pointing out, on the 
strength of the Context, that the actions in question pertain to the 
sacrifice, —we have, as against this, the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“Just as, disregarding the indications of the Context, the Ahinu was 
“found to take up the number ‘ twelve? (Adhzkarana 11I— ii1—15/16),— 
“so, in the same manner, would the two actions in question be taken up 
“by the human agent. 

* First, as for the Bath, inasmuch as it tends to the purification of 
“the body, it is taken, by its very capability, as pertaining to the human 
“agent. As for the qualification of * T'?rtha ' (the Bathing in a Tirtha),— 
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“inasmuch as the term signifies that which is easy of approach, it serves to 
“ preclude all places that are difficult to be got at; and by this, they help 
“the human agent, and not the sacrifice. As for the Smrti rule regarding 
“the fact of the Bath always preceding the Breakfast, that too pertains to 
“the Agent alone, and makes the transcendental result following from 
“that restriction, betake itself to him. Thus then, the specification of 
“ Tirtha’ also, being connected with the Bath, whose use has been 
"definitely ascertained, comes to be regarded as pertaining to the human 
“agent. One use of this specification, —that the place of bathing being 
“such as is got at easily—is quite perceptible ; and even if it be necessary 
“ to assume certain transcendental results as following from observing the 
“rule of not bathing outside the river or tank, with water taken out of 
“them, which is not found to have any visible purpose,—we find that that 
“result too is distinctly laid down in the Veda itself, in the sentence 
“*Tirthaméva sajatanam bhavati’ (‘He becomes great among his rela- 
“tions.’) And certainly that which is so distinctly pointed out by 
““Syntactical Connection as related to the purpose of the human agent, 
“cannot be affected by the Context ; because of the Sūtra III—1iii—11. 

“In the same manner, though the word ‘briyat’ does not signify the 
“ Nominative agent, yet, the word ‘janjhabyamana’,—being formed by the 
“krt affix, and the S&tra * Kartari krt’? (Pānini) indubitably laying down 
“the fact of the krt affix being denotative of the Nominative,—cannot but 
“be taken as signifying a particular performing agent. And the mantra 
"being mentioned in the same sentence with it, as connected with the 
"person thus pointed out,—it could not be taken up by the Context. 
“Specially as we find a distinct result following from its connection with 
“the human agent ;—the one that is mentioned in the text itself, * prana- 
“panavatmam dhattē which signifies long life due to the control of the 
“upper and lower breathing. 

“ For these reasons, it must be admitted that the actions under con- 
“ sideration pertain to the human agent (and not to the sacréfice).” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (15: But from the peculiarity of the Context, 
they would constitute the purification of one con- 
nected with it, —like the substance. 


We admit that the Actions pertain to the human agent; but we can 
accept the statement that they pertain to the agent, independently by 
himself, and as such they should be taken apart from the Context. 

Because, so long as it is possible for two means of knowledge to be 
reconciled, it is not proper to have one set aside by the other. Specially 
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as, in the case in question, the mention, at à distance, of the result, does 
not constitute an actual ‘ Phalagruti' (Declaration of Results). In the 
case in question, we find that if the Actions in question are connected 
with the human agent only, the indications of the — are set aside 
without any reason. | | | 

Objection: “The acceptance of we oia alternative theory would 
“ also mean the rejection of Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection.” 

Reply: True, these latter would be rejected, only if we connected the 
actions with something other than the human agent. As a matter of 
fact, however, it is with the Agent as engaged in a sacrifice, that we hold 
the actions to be connected; and in this not a single means of knowledge 
is rejected. For if the ‘yawning person,’ as well as the ‘ bathing person, 
were taken as that indicated by the Context,—that would not be incom- 
patible, either with the sense of all the words of the two sentences (as 
pointed out by Syntactical Connection), or with the ven i of things 
(as indicated by Indicative Power). 

Objection: “ The idea of the unspecified Person (the Agent by himself 
“ being related to the two actions), being based upon the superior authority 
“ (of Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection), could not be set aside 
“by that of the specified Person (one who is engaged in the performance 

“of the sacrifice), which is based upon the ie — (of the 
“ Context)" . | 

Reply : The idea of the unspecified person me but be set aside 
(even by you); because the ignorant and the incapable persons could not 
be entitled to the actions in question (and so you cannot take all men to 
be connected with the actions). / i 

Objection: “In the way that | you — the Context would come 
“to be taken as the means of the necessary specification.” 

Reply: It is not so; because in this case also, the Context remains 
only a comprehender ; w it could not become the means of specifying the 
‘yawning person’ that forms the subject of the sentence. Nor do we find 
the functioning of the Context, in the matter of the said specification ; 
because the ‘How’ is always related to something other than the ‘ Thus.’ 
One who, seeking for the person mentioned iu the Context, obtains, from 
that source, the necessary specification of that person,—for him, when 
the Context has ceased to function, there only arises a desire to find that 
person mentioned in the Context; which, thus, does not come to be the 
means of specification. 

Question: “ How, then, do you get at the idea of the Person indi- 
“cated by the Context?” 

Answer: Even without the Context serving as the means of specifica- 
tion, we cau, in the present case, get at the idea of the Person indicated 
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by the Context. Because just as the ‘ Prokshana ' of the Vrihi corn for 
ordinary purposes would be wholly useless, so also would the actions in 
question be (if they pertained to an ordinary person); and hence for the 
sake of their usefulness, they must be regarded as pertaining to the 
Person indieated by the Context. 

That is to say, the Vrihi corn, connected with the Prokshana, is not 
thereby specialised by the Context; but what happens is that in order to 
save it from becoming useless, and ou account of there being no reason for 
assuming an imperceptible result,— and lastly, because as an auxiliary to 
the sacrifice, it has to serve a distinct purpose,—we accept the Vrihi 
mentioned in the Context (to be the one to which the Prokshana is to be 
applied). And in the same manner, in order to avoid the assumption of a 
distinct result, and in consideration of proximity, we take that 'yawning 
person' who is connected with the Context. And so long as this is pos- 
sible, there can be uo grounds for the assumption of any other result. 

Objection: “The result of the two actions in question is already 
“definitely ascertained, and has not got to be assumed, as we have already 
“explained above." 

Reply: Itis true that you have explained it; but the result is never 
found to be mentioned by such words as are found in the sentences in 
question ; as their mention is always. found to be accompanied by the word 
‘Kama’ (‘desire’). This is what is meant by the assertion—‘ we do not 
find any injunctive word here ; '—the sense of this assertion must be taken 
as—' such words cannot serve the purpose of enjoining the results,’— as we 
shall explain later on, Otherwise, inasmuch as we have an actual Injunc-' 
tive word in the shape of ‘ brüyàt,' it would not be quite true to assert the 
absence of the Injunctive word. Nor can the opponent be taunted with the 
fact of the word ' dhatté’ not being injunctive. Because in all cases, the 
factor of Result never forms the object of Injunction. Consequently the 
said sentence must be taken in the manner just shown. Specially as we 
shall show under Sutra IV —11—1, that such sentences are Arthavadas ; 
and under Sutra IV —ii—39, that the mention of the Result is only by 
means of such sentences as contain the word ‘ Kama’ (* Desire ’). 

Objection: “ We might accept the actions to be purificatory of the 
“human agent. By using the word ‘ Sümsküvo,' it is meant to show that 
“we admit the fact of the actions in question pertaining to the human 
“agent ; because an independent action, having a result of its own, could 
' not be spoken of as ‘Samskara.’ But we do not accept it to belong to only 
* that person who ts performing the Darga-Pirnamasa sacrifices. That is to 
“say, the repetition of the Mantra ' may? dakshakratü, etc. being recog- 
" nised as belonging to the ‘ yawning person, would be precluded from 
"such a person in the ordinary course of life, because of the repetition 
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“being of no use in ordinary life. But the person who would be ‘ yawn- 
“ing’ during the Jyotishtoma and the other sacrifices, will take the Mantra, 
“with as useful an effect as one connected with the Darga-Parnamasa ; 
* and there would be nothing to preclude the Mantra from these. Con- 
* sequently we take the Mantra as pertaining to the human agent engaged 


“in any sacrifice." 

The sense of the reply that is given to the above (by the Bhashya) is 
difficult to be grasped. It is this: There is no useful purpose to be served 
by his purification. Because, just as the Nivita has been found to have no 
connection with the duties of attending upon guests, etc., simply because of 
its not being mentioned by Direct Declaration, etc. (as related to those 
duties),—so, in the same manner, the repetition of the Mantra in question 
would, for the same reason, have no relationship with the other sacrifices. 

That is to say, if the Mantra were laid down as to be used every. 
where, and were precluded from the ordinary actions of the world; simply 
because it would serve no useful purpose with regard to these, then what 
you say would have been quite correct (i.e. it should have been related to 
all sacrifices). As a matter of fact, it cannot be so precluded; as the 
Injunctions that have once operated can never be precluded by anything; 
and in all cases of preclusion, the preclusion is recognised from the very 
beginning; and this preclusion is made in the following manner: Inas- 
much as, in accordance with Adhikarana ‘Dravyasankhyahétusamudayanca ` 
(VI—i—11), the mention of the mere form of the ‘ yawning person’ 
would be useless,—the word ‘janjabhyamana’ (yawning) should be taken 
as indicating the means to a certain Apürva ; and as a matter of fact, we 
find that this Indication would not be possible except through the Context ; 
and as for the Context, we have no other available save that pertaining 
to the Apürva of the Darca-Pürnamüsa. Consequently, it must be ad- 
mitted that the purification, involved in the repetition of the Mantra, 
pertains to that ‘yawning person’ who is engaged in the bringing about 
of the Darga-Pirnamasa-Apirva. 

The same may be said of the Bath (‘ Tirthasnana’) also. 

The above objection, as well as the reply to it, the Author of the 
Sutra will himself explain, under the Sutras III—vii—3 and 4. 

Then, it has been argued that, inasmuch as the Injunction of the 
Repetition of the Mantra would be included in the Collective Injunction 
of the Darga-Pürnamüsa, that contained in the sentence in question would 
be wholly useless. 

In reply to this it is said that it is very much more | reasonable to 
take the sentence in question as merely descriptive of the Injunction con- 
tained in the said Collective Injunction, than as the useless Injunction of 
a detail pertaining to the human agent only. 
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Objection: “The objection of the opponent is that what the Bhashya 
“ has here dealt with is exactly the same as that dealt with in the preced- 
“ ing Adhikarana,—but the replies given on the two occasions are mutually 
“contradictory. For instance, on the former occasion, the explanation 
"given was that it is only when a certain action has become subsidiary 
“to another, that it comes to be taken up by the Collective Injunction of 
“the latter Action; and until the former action has been enjoined, it does 
“ not become subsidiary to any other action; while on the present occa- 
“sion it is held that the sentence would not be an Injunction, but a mere 
“ Descriptive Declaration. And in view of the contradictory character 
“of these two explanations vouchsafed by the Bhüshya, we must consider 
“which of these two is true and which is false. In view of what has been 
“said on the previous occasion, it would seem that the former was the 
“correct explanation; while the latter is put forth simply by way of 
“admitting the opponent's position (for the sake of argument). But it 
* is possible to show that this latter is the correct view. Inasmuch as 
“there is a single Injunction that takes in all the subsidiaries collectively, 
* distinct Injunctions of them cannot but be said to be merely descriptive 
“declarations. That is to say, under the Sūtra X—vin—16, it will be 
“shown that, on account of all subsidiaries tending to fulfil a single 
“ purpose, there is a single collective Inj unction of all these; and this 
«could be possible for only those that are laid down in the Collective 
“Injunction; because each of the distinct Injunctions of these sub- 
“sidiaries operates separately. An Injunction is that by which a man is 
“urged to activity ; and in the case of the Bhavana that pertains to the 
“principal as well as the subsidiary sacrifices, the man is urged to 
‘activity, all at once. Consequently, the distinct Injunctions must be 
"regarded as mere descriptive declarations." 

To the above we make the following reply: Both portions of the 
Bhàshya are quite correct. Because the declaration contained in the 
former is not wrong, for the reason that is given therein— viz., that until 
an Action is enjoined, it cannot be subsidiary to another Action, specially 
as it has been already explained that if we do not admit the Injunction, 
only that which is signified by the Verbal Root would come to be the 
objeet to be accomplished ; and as this would not serve any useful purpose, 
it could not be taken as subsidiary to any other Action; consequently 
the sentence in question must be admitted to be an Injunction. It may 
also be taken as a mere descriptive declaration. Because the Action 
having been ascertained, through the previous Injunction, to be the sub- 
sidiary of a certain aetion, up to the time that it is carried along to be 
taken up by the collective Injunction of this latter Action, it continues in 
the position of the Injunction ; when, however, it once becomes taken up 
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by the said Collective Injunction, inasmuch as the activity of the Agent 
towards the Action would be accomplished by the mere fact of its forming . 
the subsidiary of the other Action, its former Injunction would now come 
to be taken as a mere Descriptive Declaration, Thus then, we find that, 
inasmuch as, prior to being taken up by the Collective Injunction, its per- 
formance would not be possible, the sentence laying it down as a distinct 
sacrifice, is taken as an Injunction; while subsequent to that, as its per- 
formance comes to be accomplished, through the Collective Injunction 
of the Action to which it is the subsidiary, the former Injunction comes 
to be taken as a mere Descriptive Declaration. Thus both the declarations 
of the Bhiashya are true, under different conditions. 


Sūtra (16): It could be taken apart from the Context, 
only through the mention of a particular charac- 
ter. 


In the case of the Ahina, we found that, it has no existence at all, in 
the Context; and hence the mention of ‘ twelve-wpasads’ in the sentence, 
not being taken up by the Context, had to be taken apart from the 
Context. In the case in question, however, there is no such mention ; and 
hence the example of the Ahina cannot apply to the present case. 


ADHIKARANA (6). 
[The threatening, etc. pertain to the Human Agent]. 


Sitra (17): In the case of the Camyu (we would have to 
take it apart from the Context); because of the protect. 
tion having been extended to all. 


The word ‘ Camyw’ is the name given to all such prohibitions as those 
pertaining to the Threatening of a Brahmana, the striking of him and the 
shedding of his blood [that we hear of in the passage—' Déva va? Camyum 
Barhaspatyan abruvan havyanno vaha..... . kimmé prajàyà iti; te 
' bruvan. (1) yo Brahmandyavagurél tam çatēna yàtayàt, (2) yo nihane- 
tam sahasrena ; (3) yo lohitam karvat yavatak praskandya püngün, etc., etc.’ | 
In connection with this also we have the same alternative theories as in 
the previous Adhikarana. But from among these, we pick out only two, 
taking the two connections into one; and these two alternatives are:— 
these Prohibitions pertain to the sacrifice, or to the Man only. 

And on this, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


* In accordance with all that has been said with regard to the Prohi- 
“bition of Telling Lies, the Prohibitions in question must be taken as 
“pertaining to such Threatening, etc. as are possible for the sake of the 
“sacrifice. The possibility of these in course of the sacrifice may be: 
“explained thus: The Darca-Purnamàsa sacrifices require the help 
"of four Brahmanas; and for winning their acquiescence one could 
* have recourse to the four ordinary means of Peaceful Request, Gifts, 
“Division and Punishment; but we find the Veda distinctly laying 
“down that ‘one should win their acquiescence by means of the Anva- 
“harya Gift’; but it is possible that they might not be won over by 
“this Gift; and in that case one would be called upon to do all that he 
“ could to win it out of them; and in this he could have recourse to the 
"four aforesaid means of subjugation; and hence as a punishment, he 
“might come to do the Threatening, etc.; and it is these latter that are 
“prohibited by the sentences in question ; the sense of these prohibitions 
“ being—‘ These, threatening, etc., should not be done ; one should have 
“recourse to the other means of subjugating the Brahmanas.’ ” 
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SIDDHANTA. f 


To the above, we make the following reply: (l) Because the sen- 
tence points to the connection of all (Brahmanas) ; (2) because the results 
are distinctly mentioned; and (3) because the boon of protection was 
granted to all of them ;—we cannot connect the prohibition in question 
with the Context only. 

That is to say,—(1) the word ‘ yak’ (in the sentence ‘ yo Brahmanaya 
etc.’) distinctly points to Man. Nor can the Prohibition in question be 
held to pertain to that Man who is connected with the Context; because 
what the sentence speaks of is not a purificatory action, but only a Prohi- 
bition calculated to save man from falling into hell. And as the falling 
into hell pertains to the Man, and not to the sacrifice,—and as the Prohibi- 
tion for saving from a trouble must pertain to one who is liable to that 
trouble, (the Prohibition, in the case in question, cannot but pertain to the 
Man, and not to the Sacrifice), 

(2) We find the results mentioned, in the sentences ‘ catena yatayat, 
sahasréna yātayāt, etc., which means that the punishment that he would 
suffer would be a hundred, and a thousandfold; or, inasmuch as the 
sentence does not speak of any particular object to which the numbers 
(‘ hundred’ and ‘thousand’) would apply,—and as we find the * samvat- 
sara’ (‘year’) mentioned later on,—we must take the sentence * sahasrena 
yatayat’ as meaning that ‘he should undergo the punishment for a 
hundred years,’ As for the result of the Prohibition, it connects itself by 
being merely expressed ; and it does not stand in need of the word ‘kama,’ 
as has been shown to be the case with the mention of the results of 
Injunctions; specially as no person ‘desires’ (k@mayaté) that which has 
to be abandoned; nor is there any other way of mentioning an undesir- 
able result; and hence its mention should be taken as duly accomplished 
by the word ‘anubhavet’ (‘he should suffer’); and this word we find 
present in the case in question. Though the Bhàshya has explained the 
word ' yatayat’ as Injunctive, yet that cannot be quite relevant; because 
the result spoken of is not meant to be enjoined. "That which is desirable 
is not enjoined ;. while that which is not desirable can never call forth 
the activity of Man; and as such the introduction of the Injunctive is 
wholly contrary to the nature of this latter. Consequently all that we ean 
rightly assert is that the Prohibition is accomplished by the mere mention 
of the undesirable result,—that the undesirable result pertains to the 
Man,—and hence the Prohibition must also pertain to the Man (and not 
to the sacrifice). 

(3) Then again we find in the passage quoted that Camyu asks— 
‘What would happen to my offspring if I offered the libations to you ? '— 
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ich shows that what he asked for was the protection of all his offspring; 
d ihe Devas slo answer—‘ As thou desirest. And thus we find that 
over all Brahmanas to the protection of the gods; and the 

n that the gods extended was to all Brahmanas ; and hence these 
ne reconciled only by taking the Prohibition to pertain 

(and not to the sacrifice, or to the Mun connected with 


ADHIKARANA (7). 


[The Prohibition of conversing with a woman in her courses pertains to 
Man in general]. 


Satria (18): Inasmuch as the woman in her courses has 

been previously removed (from the place of the sacrifice, 

. the Prohibition cannot pertain to the sacrifice; it must 
pertain to Man in general). 


[In connection with the  Darga-Pürnamüsa we find the passage— 
‘malavadvasasé na samvadét, * nàsyà anuamadyàt !]. Though the latter 
sentence occurs in a different place, yet it has been quoted by the Bhashya 
along with the former, because it is to be utilised in the next Sūtra, by 
way of showing that it is for another purpose, *malavadvüsa' is the 
woman in her courses; and in regard to the Prohibition of conversing with 
her, we have three alternative theories :—| (1) It pertains to the sacrifice ; 
(2) it pertains to the Man as connected with the sacrifice; and (3) it per- 
tains to the Man in general] And on this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The Prohibition must be taken as pertaining to the words— patni 
** &sha, té lokah, etc.'—that are addressed by the yajamüna to his wife, in 
“course of the Darga-l'àrnamàsa; (l) because in this we have not got 
“either the word ‘yut’ (pointing to Man), or some such word as *jafigha- 
* bhyamana’ (which could indicate the relationship of Man) ; (2) because 
“the conversing is as possible in connection with the sacrifice, as apart 
“from it; and (3) because of all that has been said in connection with 
“the Prohibition of the Telling of Lies." 


SIDDHANTA. 


As against the above, we make the following observations: All 
Prohibitions are only of such things of whose occurrence there is a 
possibility; and the possibility of conversing rests in the Man; and then 
again, inasmuch as the woman in her courses has already been removed 
from the place of sacrifice (in accordance with the sentence ‘ yosya vratyé 
hunt patni analambhuka syat tàmuparudhya yajéta' (* He, whose wife should 
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be impure on the day of the sacrifice, should perform the sacrifice, after 
removing her from there '),—there would be no possibility of any convers- 
ing with the woman in course of the sacrifice. Because, in accordance with 
the sentence just quoted, she having been moved away from all sacri- 
ficial performances, how could there be any chance for the yajamàna con- 
versiny with that woman, in course of the sacrifice? As for the Man in 
general, on the other hand, inasmuch as his ways would be independent 
(of all such restrictions as pertain to sacrifices), there is every possibility 
of his conversing with the woman; and in reference to him, tle Prohibi- 
tion would serve a distinctly useful purpose. - um 

Even if we have Smrti-rules prohibiting the said conversing, we 
eould take those as having their source in the sentence under considera- 
tion; and neither of them should be taken as a mere descriptive declara- 
tion. 


Sutra (19): Also because of the prohibition of inter- 
| course. 


For the following reason also, the Prohibition must be taken as 
pertaining to Man in general. 

It has been shown above (II—ii1—16) that all doubtful points are 
settled by reference to a sentence abounding in the matter under con- 
sideration ; and in the case in question, we find that the phrase * not have 
intercourse with her’ is distinctly meant to pertain to Man. 

That is to say, we have another Prohibition—‘ nàsyà annamadyāt, 
where ‘anna’=abhyanjana, which, from the subsequent portion of the 
sentence, comes to be taken as meaning ‘Intercourse.’ Among the Latas, 
also, we find the word ‘ abhyanjana’ synonymous with ‘ mrakshana,’ which 
is known to be synonymous with ‘Intercourse. And we know full well 
that there could never be any possibility of this intercourse, during the 
performance of the sacrifice; while as regards the Man, there is always a 
possibility of the said intercourse. And we have already explained that 
the Prohibition can pertain only to one, for whom there is a possibility of 
that which is prohibited. And further, inasmuch as ‘celibacy’ is one of 
the necessary conditions imposed upon the sacrificer, there would never be 
any possibility of intercourse even for the sake of the Man himself, during 
the performance of the sacrifice; and hence the Prohibition could not 
pertain to the time of tlie sacrificial performance. 

Consequently, we must pass over the Context, and connect the Pro- 
hibition with Ma» in general; and hence in accordance with the maxim 
‘Tatsamanydditaréshu tathatvam’, we must take the Conversiny also to 
belong to Man in general. 


ADHIKARANA (8). 
{The wearing of Gold, etc. pertains to the Man]. 


Sutra (20): Not mentioned in any particular Context, 
it must belong to the Man; because it differs from 
that mentioned in a particular Context. 


We now proceed to consider the question as to whether, or not, Direct 
Declaration, Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection,—not occur- 
ring in any particular Context,—come to a coalition with the Context. 

In regard to the sentence, ' Tasmüt suvarnam hiranyam bhüryam, 
durvarno’sya bhratrvyo bahvatt’ [and ‘suvdsasad bhavitavyam, vüpameva 
bibharti'], there arises the question as to whether the sentence lays down 
‘suvarnata’ (excellence of colowr) with reference to the wearing of gold 
during the performance of a sacrifice, and ' gobhanatva (excellence) with 
reference to the wearing of cloth during the sacrifice,—or it only lays 
down the qualified wearing as pertaining to the Man in general. 

On this question, the Purvapaksha is this :— With a view to avoid a 
‘multiplicity of objects for the Injunctions, we must regard the sentences 
“as laying down the excellence of colour and excellence with reference to 
“the wearing of Gold and Cloth respectively, during the performance of 
* the sacrifice.” | 


SIDDHANTA. 


The Injunctions must be taken as pertaining to the Man in general; 
because if the Injunction pertained only to the Gold and the Cloth, it 
would be absolutely useless; while as for its connection with any parti- 
cular sacrifice, we do not find any ground for such relationship. 

The one purpose served by the mention of something in the Context 
of à particular sacrifice, is to point out the fact of its being related as the 
subsidiary to that sacrifice; and under the circumstances, if even that, 
which is not mentioned in the Context of any particular sacrifice, were to 
be taken as subsidiary to that sacrifice, then there would be no use in 
anything being mentioned in a particular Context. But inasmuch as the 
Veda itself makes a distinction between a thing being mentioned and not 
being mentioned in a particular Context, we conclude that those things 
that are not mentioned in any particular Context, must pertain to the - 
Man in general. 
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Sūtra (21): Objection: “Not having a substance, it 
would be subsidiary (to the sacrifice)." 


Says the opponent: “Even if the sentence in question be a quali- 
“ fied Injunction, it could not but be subsidiary to the sacrifice; otherwise 
«it would be necessary to assume a distinct result in connection with the 
“ Injunction in question." 

“ Objection: ‘Its connection with the sacrifice too will have to be 
“assumed.” " 

“Reply: True; but this latter assumption would be fully authorised. 
* Beeause when there arises the question, in regard to an Action, as to 
* the purpose served by it, it is another Action that turns up as the one to 
“be helped by it; and hence the connection of the Wearing with the 
'* Sacrifice would be authorised ; but not so its connection with a Result, in 
* the shape of Heaven. 

“What we mean is this:—No other action, save Yaga, Dana and 
* Homa, can ever be the principal action: and in the case in question we 
“find none of these three actions,—as the sentence does not contain any 
* word expressive of the Recipient of the offering, gift, etc.; and thus by its 
“very nature the action of wearing would be a subsidiary, and that 
“ too to another action. 

“Or, it may be that the sentence mentions the wearing, and this 
“action, by its very nature, is subsidiary to that which is worn. And as 
‘any such thing, that would be worn in ordinary life, would not deserve 
“a purificatory rite, consequently, it must be admitted that the Injunc- 
“tion in the sentences under consideration is of the wearing of that Gold 
“and Oloth which form the auxiliaries of a sacrifice. 

“Or, inasmuch as such an Injunction would involve a multiplicity in 
“its objects,—and as, when it is possible, the Injunctive potency should, 
“perforce, be transferred to the Property,—we should take the sentence 
“as laying down the ‘ excellence of colour’ (‘ sivarnata’) with reference to 
“that wearing of goll, which we find laid down in many such sentences 
' ag—* Hiranyam hasté bhavati, * Atha grhnati hiranyam hasté,‘ ’ Sampra- 
“daya shodaginà stuvaté’ and so forth ; and the other sentence also should 
“be taken as laying down 'ezcellence, with reference to the Cloth, the 
“ wearing whereof is laid down in the sentence * V àsah paridhatté.’ 

* And thus we find that it is this Injunction that forms the basis of 
“the definition of ‘ Hiranya, that is given in the Kalpasütras, as ‘ that 
“gold which bears its natural excellent colour. Otherwise (if the defini- 
"tion ‘ Hiranyam jatariipam pratiyat’ were not explained as above, but 
“only as ‘that which bears its natural excellent colour °), inasmuch as the 
“word ‘ Hiranya’ would apply equally to the gold and silver (as both 
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“these metals retain their ‘natural excellent colour’), it would be neces- 
“ sary to look out for another authority for applying the word to any one 
of the two only. 

“The expression ‘adravyatvat’ (in the Sutra) means that, we find 
“the sentence in question laying down, not a substance, but a particular 
* property of it, and hence the Injunction herein contained should betake 
* itself to that sacrifice where we do have a Substance. 

“Though the Bhashya has mentioned the ‘ Deity’ also along with 
“ Substance’ (in the course of his explanation of the expression ‘ adravyat- 
“vat’), yet, inasmuch as it is something wholly unconnected with “the 
* Sütra, and hence most improper. Specially as we have other actions 
'* also,—in the shape of Japa and the like,—which are neither Yaga, nor 
* Dana, nor Homa,—and yet which are performed as principal actions ; 
“and hence there is no use of mentioning the Deity. 


Sutra (22): ** Because of connection with the Veda.” 


“TIn case of the Wearing being subsidiary to the Sacrifice, we find that 
“ the name ‘Adhvaryava’ serves the purpose of pointing out the use to which 
“it is to be put; while if the wearing pertained to the Man in general, 
“then the indication of that Name would be set aside. If the sentence be 
“taken as laying down ‘excellence of colour’ with reference to the Gold, 
* —then, too, the said Name would be wholly inoperative; because that 
"excellence of colour would be under the influence of certain other 
“ Injunctions, and it would not be of the nature of actions. 

“The word ‘Védasamyoga’ (in the Sūtra) means the fact of both 
“being equally Vedic; and hence, if some one were to argue that ‘ there is 
*a possibility of the wearing of the Gold and the Oloth in ordinary life 
“also, and hence the Injunction of the property (excellence of colour) 
“could be taken as referring to the wearing met with in ordinary life,’— 
“this argument too would be met by the said reason of * Vedasamyoga." 


Sutra (23): “Because the substance is the principal 
factor (in the sentence).” 


“On the former occasion (Text, page 990), it has been said that the 
“ Wearing is naturally possessed of the character of a purificatory action ; 
"and now we proceed to show additional reasons for the same opinion: 
“ Because of the mention of the Objective character. Inasmuch as we find 
‘the word ‘hiranyam’ with the Accusative Ending ‘am,’ and as the 
‘ Bhashya speaks of the presence of the Objective, the Accusative Ending (in 
‘“Shiranyam’) might be mistaken to be similar to that in the word 
““orthin.’ But in the case in question we find that the Objective is ex- 
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“pressed (and not ‘not-eapressel’—‘anabhihita’) by the Krt affix (in 
“<bharyam’); and as such the Accusative that we see in ‘hiranyam’ we 
“ must take, not in the sense of the Objective, but in that of the Nomi- 
“native, the former being expressed by the ‘nyat’ affix in *bhàryam' ; 
“this is what is meant by the expression ‘dravyaparatvat’ [‘ because the 
* substance is the principal factor °] in the Sūtra. That too is the reason 
“why the Bhàüshya has spoken of the ‘connection of the sense of the Ob- 
“ jective? and not ‘the connection of the Objective.’ 

“Thus then the wearing, being of the nature of a pwrificatory «ct, 
“ must be taken as subsidiary to the sacrifice." 


Sūtra (24): Reply: But there would be a connection 
with the Result; just as in the case of the presence 
(of words to that effect); and hence ét is an Action,— 
as declared by Aiticayana. 


As a matter of fact, we find that the Action (of wearing) is not con- 
nected, by a sentence, with any sacrifice. Because every sentence, that is 
not found to be mentioned in any particular Context, lays down a sub- 
sidiary, either by means of the connection of a sentence, or by that of an 
invariably concomitant Indicative Power. In the case in question, 
however, we find that there is no connection of any sentence ; nor is there 
any such Indicative Power as is required; because the wearing of gold is 
common to both (ordinary life and the Véda), That wearing could have 
been specialised by the declaration of its performability ; but if that. 
declaration be taken as serving the purposes of the said qualification, 
all its potency being spent up in that qualification, it would cease to be 
injunetive. Consequently all that has the support of authority, is the 
mere relationship of the substance in question (7.e. gold). And as any 
purificatory action in connection with that would be wholly useless, we 
cannot accept the wearing to be such an action. Nor could the 
relationship of the purificatory action with the substance be held to be 
due to the fact of its tending to bring about a certain Apürva, as the 
character of bringing about the Apirva is pointed out by the Context. 

Thus then, in accordance with the principle that—‘ when something 
accomplished is spoken of along with that which has to be accomplished, 
the former should be taken as helping in the accomplishment of the 
latter, —the sentences in question should be taken to mean that, ‘one 
should perform the action of wearing with the help of the Gold, and with 
that of the Cloth’ And when we come to look for the use for such 
wearing, we come to assume a certain useful purpose that it serves 
for the Man; specially as there is nothing incongruous in an Action 
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being related to an Agent that is merely implied (and not directly men- 
tioned). In the case of the word 'suvüsasü, however, we have the Man 
distinctly pointed out as the principal factor; as the word is a Bahuvrihi 
compound, and in this compound the object other than those expressed by 
the component words is accepted as the principal factor (z.e. the word 
means, He who wears good clothing). ; 

Objection: “ But in that case, it would be noc: to assume a 
“result (as following from the wearing).”’ 

Reply: That would not matter; because when it has been ascer- 
tained, in general terms, that the Action serves a useful purpose for the 
Man, the assumption of a particular result becomes an easy matter. As 
for the appearance of Heaven and the like, inasmuch as that would be 
an action, and based elsewhere (in the case of the Darca-Pirnamasa f.i.) 
upon the Veda,—both the sentences would be equally capable of pointing 
to that (appearance); and hence there remains no chance for these sen- 
tences pointing to any particular sacrifice. 

Then again, in fact we find the sentences themselves mentioning 
e results,—in the shape of the ' durvarnatà ' (spo of the Visage) of 

‘ Bhratrvya ` (Enemy), and the keeping up of one's own beauty ( Rūpa- 
e ia Even though the sentences mentioning these results have the 
appearance of Arthavada, yet inasmuch as they are not known to be sub- 
servient to any other Injunction, they can, as such, be taken as the 
Injunctions of Results,—as explained under Sutra IV—ii1—18. And 
all that we have got to do, in the present case, is to assume the merely 
desirable character of that whose relationship with the Action is fully 
established, and then to take the Action as serving the purpose of 
accomplishing that result. If, on the other hand, we were to assume a 
result, we would have to assume everything, beginning from its connee- 
tion with the sacrifice onwards. Consequently, just as in the case of the 
presence of such words as ‘desiring Heaven’ and the like, so, in the sen- 
tences in question also, we have the connection of results; and as such 
containing qualified Injunctions, these must be taken as laying down 
independent actions (of wearing the gold, and wearing the cloth, for the 
sake of Man in general). We have Smrti rules also to the same effect :— 
e.g. ‘One should not keep on himself worn-out and dirty clothing,’ ‘He 
should hold a bamboo stick, and a pair of good ear-rings of gold,’ etc., etc. 
—which are reconcilable with the S¢ddhanta theory. 


ADHIKARANA (9). 
[The Jaya, etc. are subsidiaries to Vedic Actions]. 


Sittra (25): * They would be subsidiary to all actions; 
‘because of there being no distinctiveness in the 
e Context.’ 


We now proceed to consider the special relationships of such factors 
as have been ascertained, through Syntactical Connection, to be subsidiary 
to certain sacrifices. 

[We have the Injunction—' yéna karmanñ irtsét tatra Jayam juhuyàt, 
—' One should perform the Jaya sacrifice, if one desires prosperity from 
the action that he is performing.’ And with regard to this, there arises 
the question as to whether this Jayà is to be performed along with all such 
actions—even those like agricultural operations and the like, or only with 
those that are laid down in the Véda—e.g. the Agnihotra, etc. ]. 

And though the opponent is fully cognisant of the fact of the Jaya 
being connected with the sacrificial fire (the Ahavaniya), yet he thinks 
that this fire is introduced into the Juyd, simply with a view to the Homas 
that constitute the principal class of actions; and hence finding the 
qualification of ‘that whereby one desires prosperity’ applying also to 
such actions of ordinary life, as Agriculture, Service and the like,—he 
puts forward the following theory as the— 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“The Jaya and other such-like sacrifices are subsidiary to all actions ; 
“and the sense of the Injunction comes to be—‘ Desiring prosperity by 
“ means of service, etc. one should perform the Jaya and other sacrifices in 
“the Ahavaniya Fire. Nor could it be argued that Service, etc. do not 
“ require this sacrificial Fire; because the purpose served by the mention 
* of this Fire would be to preclude the possibility of the performance of 
"the Jaya by those that have not laid the Fire; while as for those who 
“ have done it, they should perform the Jaya, even when going to per- 
“form ordinary actions in accordance with their respective castes. 

“This interpretation has the advantage of being in keeping with the 
‘indication of the fact of the sentence in question occurring apart from 
“the Context of any particular action; as such actions, not being directly 
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* connected with any action as their primary, would not necessarily be 
‘ subservient to any such Primary. Nor would they abandon "the modi- 
“fications for fear of there being needless repetition. Specially in the 
“case of Agriculture, etc. there being no fear of any repetition, there 
“would be no abandoning of the modifications." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sütra (26): Being Homas, they would be restricted in 
their performance; because of the connection of 
the Ahavaniya Fire. 


These Homas—the Jaya and the like—would be restricted in their 
performance; that is to say, they would be performed only in connection 
with Vedic actions, Because there is always a certain co-existence 
desirable for the Subsidiary and the Primary; and as a matter of 
fact, we find that there could be no such co-existence between the Jaya 
and the Agricultural operations, etc. As the tilling (which is a part of 
these operations) would be done in the ground, and service at the king's 
palace; while as for the Jayà sacrifice, inasmuch as it is a Homa, and has 
no distinct substrate laid down for itself, it would always be done in the 
Ahuvaniya Fire. And thus, if this latter were subsidiary to the former, 
then, there would be a difference in the positions of the two (the Sub- 
sidiary and the Primary) which cannot be allowable, without an express 
authoritative sanction to that effect, and would create a discrepancy in 
the sacrifice itself. 

This discrepancy would be all the more unallowable, because there 
are cases where these sacrifices could be performed without such a discrep- 
ancy; and consequently there is no Apparent Inconsistency which could 
justify the unwarrantable difference of position referred to. And we 
know that when an action is performed in a way not sanctioned by the 
Scriptures, it does not bring about its proper results. Hence in order to 
make the sacrifice complete in all its details, the Jayà should not be per- 
formed in connection with actions other than the Vedic,—just in the same 
way as it cannot be performed by persons who have not laid the fire, or by 
those who are not learned in the Scriptures, or by such agents as do not 
belong to the human species. 

Objection: ‘The Ahavaniya Fire might be carried over to the field, 
“and the Jaya Homa might be performed there, (and thus there would be 
"the desired co-existence of this subsidiary Homa with the Primary, 
Agricultural Operations).”’ 

Reply: Even then the Homa would not be in the same place as the 
furrows (made during the tilling and other agricultural operations). As 
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even if we were to carry the Fire to the field all that we would have 
would be a certain degree of proximity between the two, and there would 
not be any identity of their positions; specially as it is not possible for the 
Fire to be taken to every furrow, and the Homa performed there. In fact, 
even if this were possible, it would not constitute an identity of position 
between the Homa and the Ploughing, etc. 

The expression 'Aomüstu' (in the Sutra) contains a reason,—the 
sense being, ‘because they are Homas, they would be restricted in their 
performance.’ | | 


Sutra (27): They are subsidiary (to Vedic Sacrifices), 
because of the Name. 


For the following reason also, the Jaya, etc. are subsidiary to Vedic 
. sacrifices: Because thus would they be in keeping with the indications 
of the Name (* Adhvaryava’ which is applied to the Chapter in which the 
Jayà is mentioned). As a matter of fact, we find that we have the 
Adhvaryu priest in the Darga-Pürnamüsa ; and hence it is only when the 
Jaya, etc. are performed as subsidiary to this Darga-Pürnamüsa that they 
could have the Adhvaryu for their performer. In the Agricultural 
Operations, however, there are no priests ; and then too, in connection 
with the Jaya, etc., we have no separate injunctions regarding the appoint- 
ment of the sacrificial priests (apart from those of the Darga-Pirnamasa) ; 
consequently, if the Jaya, etc. belonged to the Agricultural Operations, etc., 
they would be wholly independent of the Darga-Parnamasa ; and as such, 
they could not take up any details (in the shape of the Priests, etc.), out of 
those belonging to the other sacrifice (such as the Darca-Pürnamüsa). 
And if an Adhvaryu priest were appointed independently, for performing 
the Jaya, then, in that case, this latter would not be performed by the 
same person as the Agricultural Operations; as these latter are not per- 
formed by the Adhvaryu priest. Thus then, we find that on account of the 
name ‘ Adhvaryava,’ and also of the fact of such subsequent sentences 
(occurring in connection with the Injunction of the Jayà sacrifice), as ‘it 
should be done by the Adhvaryu,’ we must have the Jayà performed by the 
Adhvaryu priest, which would be possible only if it were performed as 
subsidiary to such Vedic actions as the Darca- Pürnamüsa and the like. 


LL ud" te 


ADHIKARANA (10). 


[The Ishti should be performed on the acceptance of the Horse-gift in 
connection with Vedic Sacrifices ]. , 


Sutra (28): “The Ishti should be performed on the 
* acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gift; as it is 
“this acceptance that would be sinful; while there 
would be no sinfulness attaching to that of the 
Vedic Horse-gift, which is enjoined in the Scriptures." 


In connection with the discussion as to the relationship of the 
Primaries among the ordinary everyday actions, and those among the 
Vedic actions,-—we proceed to consider the case of those actions, with 
regard to which it is doubtful whether their prompting cause consists of 
some action of everyday life, or one of those laid down in the Veda. 

[In course of the Injunction of the Acvapratigrahést:, we have the 
following passage,—-‘ Varuno và etam grhnati yo gvam pratigrhnati; yàvato'- 
evün pratigrhniyat tavato Vàrunün catushkapalan nirvapét.’| Hence we 
find that the acceptance of the Horse-gift is the prompting cause of the 
Ishti in question,—as is shown by the word ‘ ydvatah. But there arises a 
question, as to whether the performance of the Isht: is prompted, (1 ) by 
the acceptance of any horse-gift, (2) or by that of horse-gift received 
in ordinary life, (3) or by that of the horse-gift received during a Vedic 
sacrifice. 

Question: “ What do you mean dy the ‘acceptance of the ordinary 
“ Horse-qift, and the ‘acceptance of the Vedic Horse-gift’?, The sense of 
“this question is that the acceptance of the Horse-gift in ordiuary life is 
“ distinctly prohibited ; and in regard to the Vedic Horse-gift also, we do 
“not find any such Injunction as that ‘it should be accepted’; and conse- 
“quently there is no ‘acceptance of Horse-gift' in either case," 

In answer to this, the Siddhanti simply shows the forms of such ac- 
ceptances (of the Horse-gift) independently of Injunctions and Prohibi- 
tions: when the Horse-gift is made apart from any sacrifices, and accepted 
simply as desirable by the recipient,—this acceptance is what is called 
the ‘ ordinary acceptance of the Horse-gift' ; while when the gift is made 
in connection with a sacrifice, its acceptance is called that of the MED 
Horse-gift. 


In regard to the point at issue in the present Adhzkarana, the current 
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idea being that the acceptance of any sort of Horse-sacrifice is the 
prompting cause of the Isht:, because of the Injunction of this sacrifice 
not specifying any particular Horse-gift, and also because of the im- 
possibility of any qualifications for the subject of a proposition,—we have, 
as against this, the Pürvapaksha that —' it is the acceptance of the ordi- 
nary Horse-gift that is the prompting cause of the Ish{z.” 

The Bhashya however has taken no notice of the theory that ‘ the ac- 
ceptance of any Horse-gift is the prompting cause of the Ishti ^; and with 
a view to justify the use of the word ‘ta’ (in the Sūtra), it takes the 
sutra as brought forward (by the opponent) against a previous statement 
of the Siddhanta, in the following words: Inasmuch as the Ishti also is 
a Vedic action, and as it would not be desirable to assume a distinct 
result for it, we must admit that it is the acceptance of the Vedic Horse- 
gift that is the prompting cause of the Ishti. Because when the enjoined 
consequential action (the Ishí7) is a Vedic one, it indicates its prompting 
cause also to consist of a Vedic action; and as all requirements would be 
fulfilled by this latter action, there would be no need of the Ishi: being 
connected with any action of the ordinary world. Specially as any such 
connection would necessitate the assumption of a distinct result; while in 
the case of the Vedic Horse-gift, it would be an easy matter to assume 
the fact of its helping in the sacrifice in connection with which it is 
made. 

And against this representation of the Siddhanta, we have the 
following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The Ishti would be performed at the acceptance of the ordinary 
" Horse-gift. Because the acceptance that is declared to be the cause of 
"the fshtz is that which is sinful; and as a matter of fact we find that 
“ sinfulness attaches only to the acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gift; in 
“ the ease of the Vedic Horse-gift, on the other hand, we do not recognise 
"any sinfulness, as it is laid down in the V eda (and as such, cannot be 
“ sinful). ' 

“That is to say, the sentence * Varuno và étam pratigrhnati yo gvam 
“ pratigrhudati’ distinctly shows that the prompting cause of the Ishfi is that 
‘acceptance of the Horse-gift which is sinful; and it is this sinfulness that 
“is referred to in the sentence. If this sinfulness were enjoined in this 
“ sentence, then, perhaps, it could, on the strength of this sentence, be 
“taken as applying to the acceptance of the Vedic Horse-gift also. As it 
“is, however, it is not enjoined, as no results of actions (and sinfulness is 
“such a result) can form the object of Injunction. Nor does the sen- 
“tence contain the Injunction of an action; as an action that would be 
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“enjoined could never result in anything sinful. Nor does the sentence 
“ prohibit the acceptance of the Horse-gift; as we do not find any mention 
“in it of that acceptance; and also because it serves the only purpose of 
“ pointing out the prompting cause of the Ishti. Thus then, inasmuch as 
“there is an absolute relationship been Sinfulness and Prohibition, the 
“sinfulness must be admitted only where there is Prohibition. Then as 
“a matter of fact, we find that the Prohibition that we have is of the 
* acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gift,—e.g. in the sentences ‘no horses 
“are to be given,’ ‘no such animals are to be received in 1 gift as have two 
“ rows of teeth.’ | 

“Objection: ‘The Prohibition in these sentences is found to ie 
“applying in common to both kinds of Horse-gift, — the — as well 
“as the Vedic.’ 

“Reply: True, it appears to be so; and it is for this very reason 
* that we take it as pertaining to the ordinary Horse-gift; because the 
“ Vedic one forms the subject of another distinct ae ; and as such 
“it could not form the subject of a Prohibition. ) 

* And for this reason, inasmuch as the Ishté is mm along with 
“the said sinfulness, the former would be taken as pe to an 
“acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gift. | 

* Objection: ‘On account of the presence of the prompting cause, 
“the acceptance of the Horse-gift would form the subject of the Proposition ; 
“and as such could not be qualified by sinfulness; and if the mention of 
* sinfulness were taken as a mere eulogy of the Ishti that is laid down, 
“then the acceptance of even the Kerig Horse-gift would become the 

“prompting cause of that Ishti.’ 

“ Reply: In the sentence in question, the sinfulness is not taken as the 
“ qualification; but from the very nature of the Ishti which is performed 
*for the removal of the evil effects of sinfulness, we infer the fact of its 
“ being subsidiary to the acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gift. 

“ That is to say, we do not take the sentence to mean—‘that accept- 
“ance of the Horse-gift which is sinful’; all that we mean is that when 
“we look for the prompting cause of the Isht/, the sentence puts forward 
“the mere fact of the acceptance of the Horse-g7ft in general (without any 
“ specifications), That is to say, when we come to look for the purpose 
“of the Bhavana of the particular Ishti, we find that there is neither 
“ proximity nor any need for such purposes as the Heaven, nor any other 
“aids to the Action, —and that the aforesaid sinfulness is in close proximity, 
“being spoken of in the same sentence (as the Isht¢ in question); but 
“the sinfulness by itself would be of no use in the Action, and as 
“such is incapable of being accepted by itself as the result aimed 
“at by the Ishtí; and hence, for the sake of being compatible with the 
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“said Injunction, it stands in need of the mention of its ‘removal,’ which 
“ would be useful for the man; and it is thus that the sinfulness comes to 
“be connected with the Action (Ishti), as something to be removed by it. 
“ And as the needs of the action would be supplied by this one purpose 
“ (the removal of sinfulnes), we cannot rightly assume any other purpose 
"for it. Thus then we come to the conclusion that the Ishti is to be per. 
“formed where the result sought after is the removal of sinfulness, and 
“then we could have a Removal only in a place where the sinfulness 
“would be present; and the sinfulness too would be in accordance with 
“the Prohibition; and as a matter of fact, we find that the Prohibition 
‘pertains distinctly to the Acceptance of the Ordinary Horse-gift; and 
"hence even without any qualification, from the very exigencies of the 
“case, it must be admitted that it is the acceptance of the Ordinary Horse- 
“gift that is the prompting cause of the Isht?. This is what is meant by 
“the declaration (in the Bhàshya) that—The action consists of the freeing 
“from the Varwna-illness ; and this is possible only in the case of the ac- 
“ceptance of the Ordinary Horse-gift. 

“ While pointing out the sinfulness, the Bhàshya says as follows: 
“Sinfulness proceeds from the acceptance of the Horse-gift from the Cüdra or 
“from some other sinful person. (Question) The acceptance of the gift from 
“such sinful persons even in the course of Vedic sacrifices would be equally 
“sinful? (Answer) Such would have been the case af the Ishti were performed 
"by the Receiver of the gift; as it is, it is performéd by the Giver. 

“ Against this last answer, the following objection has been raised :— 
“*This last answer would apply equally to the case of the ordinary 
“* Horse-gift; as even in this case, the Giver, the Qüdra f.i., would not be 
““incurring any sin (by the giving of the Horse); then, as for the sin 
attaching to the Receiver, that would be exactly the same in both 
“ cases. 

" "That is to say, if on the ground of the Ishti being performed by 
"'the Giver, the prompting cause of that Ishti were said to be free from 
“ ‘any sinfulness attaching to it, —even though there would be a distinct 
"^'gin attaching to the Receiver, due to his having received the gift from 
"'improper sources, or in return for having officiated at the sacrifice of 
" “some person not entitled to its performance, —then, even in the case of 
‘““the ordinary Horse-gift, even though there might be a distinct sin 
“< attaching to the Receiver of it from such improper sources as the Cudra 
"'and the like, that would not bring any sin to the door of the Giver; 
"'and so in this case also the prompting cause of the Isht; would be 
"without any sipfulness attaching to it. If, on the other hand, it be 
“ ‘held that it is the action of the Receiver that is the prompting cause 
“of the Ishti, and that his action is certainly sinful,—then the same could 

175 


«6 ¢ 


1394 - TANTRA-VÁRTIKA. ADH, IIL—PÀDA TV—ADHI. (10). 


* tbe said of the Vedic Horse-gift also. Then if it be assumed that, in the 
* * case of the Vedic Horse-gift it is to be performed by the Giver, while in 
“¢that of the ordinary Horse-gift, by the Receiver,—it will be necessary 
* * to show particular reasons for this distinction. 

“Then again, the sinfulness that we are cognisant of in the case in 
'* * question distinctly appears to be that which follows from the acceptance 
“cof the Horse-gift; specially as the sinfulness that would be due to the 
*'unclean character of the Giver, would apply equally to all Gifts; and 
“cin that case, any specification of the gift as that of the Horse would be 
“*meaningless. That is to say, if the mere Receiver of gifts from unclean 
«< sources were meant, he could not be specified as one who receives the gift of 
“ca horse; because the unclean character of the source of the gift would 
“ ‘apply equally to ali gifts (and not to that of the Horse only). 

“Thus then, inasmuch as we find the Bhashya, in the first instance, 
“sneaking of the action of the Receiver, and then latterly, of that of the 
4 * Giver,—the whole thing would be unconnected (and irrelevant).’ 

* Some people offer the following explanation (on behalf of the 
"Bhàshya): Irrespective of the Siddhanta of the next Adhikarana, what 
“the Bhāshya has here brought forward is the theory that the Ishtz is to 
* be performed by the Receiver of the gift; as in ordinary life it is the 
‘acceptance of the Horse-gift that is prohibited, by such sentences as one 
“ ‘should not accept the gift of such animals as have two rows of teeth’ ; 
“and under the circumstances, the receiving of such a gift from the Cudra 
“is all the more reprehensible. On the other hand, in connection with 
“ sacrifices, the receiving of such a gift is quite allowable for the Priests 
“(in view of such Vedic sentences as lay down the Horse as the sacri- 
“ficial gift). It might be argued that what such sentences lay down is 
"only the giving of the horse, not its acceptance. But this would be most 
“improper; as the Injunction of the gift implies that of acceptance also; 
“inasmuch as the ‘gift’ is not complete until the ownership of the 
‘recipient has been fully established by his acceptance of the gift. And 
“then again, in the case of all actions, the Injunction is accepted as rest- 
“ing in the completion of the action enjoined; and hence the Injunction 
"'should give the horse’ must be accepted as signifying the renunciation 
“of one's ownership in the thing given, and the bringing about of the owner- 
“ship of another person; and thus we find that the very Injunction of the 
" Gift involves that of the Acceptance also. And further, when we find 
"that the Acceptance is made in the course of the Action, and is accom- 
" panied by Mantras and other restrictions, how can we believe that it is 
“not pointed out by the Injunction? If the Acceptance itself were not 
“enjoined, then why should we have the details of its procedure (in the 
“shape of the repetition of certain Mantras, etc.) distinctly laid down in 
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“the Veda? Or, why should the neglect of any such details have created 
“any discrepancy in the action of Acceptance itself ? 

* But the explanation that we have to offer is as follows: The sen- 
'" tence— one should give gifts to the Priests'—lays down the giving; 
"while as for the accepíance, as its possibility is already established by 
* the covetousness of the Priest, and by the fact of its forming a part of 
* his livelihood,—that does not form the object of Injunction. The ex- 
“pression ‘should give’ does not mean ‘should accept. It might have 
“been taken as necessarily implied by it, if the Injunction of ‘giving’ 
“were absolutely impossible without that of the ‘ Acceptance.’ As a 
“matter of fact, however, we find that the needs of the Injunction of 
““siving’ are fulfilled even by such acceptance as would be dictated by 
“the inherent covetousness of the Priests; and consequently, the former 
“Injunction itself could not necessarily imply that of the latter; specially 
"as even hundreds of Injunctions could not urge the Man to activity, in 
“the way that his covetousness would. Then again, even if the Injunc- 
“tion pertained to the actual completion of the action enjoined (that of 
“* giving’ f.i.), yet the creation of the ownership of another person (which 
"1s said to be the completion of the action of giving) would be the func- 
“tion of the giver. We find that in such cases, there are two distinct 
" funetions,—one, that of the Receiver, consisting of the acceptance; aud 
"another, that of the Giver, consisting of the making over of the gift to the 
“person, and enabling him to accept it. And as a matter of fact, we find 
"that it is this latter that is enjoined, and not the former. Hence, just 
"as in the case of the Injunction of the Purchasing of Soma, we find 
“that its selling (by the vendor), being possible by the mere covetousness 
“of this latter (for the object he would receive in exchange), does not form 
“the object of the Injunction, nor does it form a part of the sacrifice (for 
“which the Soma is purchased),—so, in the same manner, in the case in 
“question also, the Acceptance would neither be enjoined, nor form part of 
“the Action (of giving). Then, as for the Injunction of the procedure to 
“be adopted in the acceptance of a gift,—that could be taken as being in 
"reference to such acceptance as is implied (and not directly enjoined ),— 
“ the sense of the Injunction of the Procedure being —' when one accepts a 
“ gift as a means of livelihood, he should do it in such and such a manner.’ 

“ Objection: ‘If such be the case, then, inasmuch as the Acceptance 
“ would only be for the sake of a certain end desirable by Man, the Mantra, 
* etc. also in connection therewith would come to be the same.’ 

" Reply: That would not matter much; because the idea that wo 
“ obtain from the Context is that ‘the gift that helps in the completion 
“of the sacrifice is such as ends in its acceptance in such and such a 
"manuer. And thus, even though the Procedure be conuected with the 
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“ Acceptance, it would really belong to the giving itself ; and hence it is 
“this giving that should be taken as the object of Injunction. Such 
“being the case, though the Acceptance is not enjoined, yet, as regards 
“the gifts of the Cow, etc., we have no prohibition of their acceptance , 
“and hence there would be no sin attaching to the acceptance of such gifts. 
" As regards the acceptance of the gift of the Horse however, inasmuch as 
“we have a distinct prohibition of it, if one should be found willing to 
“disobey the Prohibition and accept the gift of the horse,—him alone 
“should the sacrificer appoint as the Priest (to officiate at the sacrifice) in 
“ which the sacrificial gift consists of the Horse. Just as in the case of a 
“ Brühmana-killer performing the Agvamédha sacrifice,—in accordance 
“with the Injunction ‘ Brahmaha’gvamédhéna yajéta,’—this Injunction 
“ would certainly pertain to such a Priest as would be willing, and covet- 
* ous enough, to officiate at the sacrifice of one who has ‘fallen’ (deep in 
*sin) But it cannot be believed that sach officiatzng is enjoined by the 
* Apparent Inconsistency of the former Injunction (of the Agvamedha). 
"In the same manner, in the case in question also, we cannot admit of 
“ there being any Injunction for the acceptance of the Horse-gift. Thus 
" then, inasmuch as the sinfulness attaching to the acceptance would be 
“ present as much in case of the ordinary Horse-gift, as in that of the 
“ Vedic one, the sinfulness could not be taken as specifying the occasion 
* for the performance of the Ishti. 

“ There is yet another explanation of the Bhàshya passage in question ; 
“it is as follows: In the case of the ordinary Horse-gift, the Ishf would 
“be performed by the Receiver; while in that of the Vedic one, it would 
“be performed by the Giver; as in this latter, it forms part of the 
‘sacrifice that is being performed by the latter; but as for the acceptance, 
“it is sinful in both cases ; as in the former, it is actually prohibited, and 
“in the latter also it is not distinctly allowed (or enjoined). But as for 
“the giving, it is actually enjoined in the case of the latter. And thus 
“the explanation given in the Bhdshya is the only one that is admissible. 

“ Or again, it may be that in both cases, the Ishti is performed by 
“the Giver. Then as for the giving, we find that this, in ordinary life, 
“is distinctly prohibited, as will be shown under the Dakshinadhikarana, 
“where we find the declaration—‘ Horses would have been very useful, if 
“their giving and acceptance were not both prohibited’; and in connection 
" with the Viçvajit sacrifice, when one is said to give away all his property, 
“the Horse is not given, simply because its giving is prohibited. In the 
“ ease of the Paundarika sacrifice however, we find it distinctly laid down 
“that the sacrificial gift should consist of ‘a thousand horses,’ and in 
“connection with the Joytishtoma also, the giving of one horse is laid 
"down as necessary; and hence as regards these two particular cases, 
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* the general Prohibition is set aside by these particular Injunctions ; and 
“hence such giving is not considered sinful. And hence we conclude that 
“ the Ishti has to be performed only by one who, in ordinary life, makes a gift 
* of the horse, in the way of a friendly present and the like; and also by 
“one who selle the horse; as in the case of selling also, we have the ele- 
“ment of renouncing one's own ownership and creating that of another; and 
“as such it fulfills all the conditions of the denotation of the Verb ‘to 
“ give. Nor do we accept that alone as ‘ gift’ which is given for the sake 
“of an imperceptible result; because it is after the character of the ‘gift’ 
“ has been established, that we come to ascertain whether it leads to a 
“perceptible or an imperceptible result. Though the gift that brings about 
“a perceptible result (in the shape of the money that he receives for the 
“thing sold) is spoken of by means of the word ‘ selling’ (and not ‘ gift’), 
“ yet there would be nothing incongruous in the two words (‘selling and 
'*gift'), of which the former is only a particular form of the latter, 
* applying to the same action (of ‘ selling’). In ordinary experience also, 
“ we find that when a mau has sold paddy, he says, ‘I have given away the 
'* paddy,’ and he who has bought it, says, ‘I have taken the paddy’; and 
“hence the selling also is a gift; and as such the selling also of the horse 
“ would constitute the prompting cause of the Ishtz. 

“ Objection: ‘Inasmuch as we find the horse mentioned among the 
“things that should be given as sacrificial gifts, such for instance as 
* Cloth, Horse, Land, etc., etc., —we caunot believe the giving of the Horse 
“to be sinful.’ 

“ Reply: The giving of the Horse would not be sinful, in a case 
“ where it is laid down as the object to be given. In the sentence that 
“you speak of, we have only an enumeration of the things to be given, 
“ and not an actual Injunction of the giving away of those things. Thus 
“then, inasmuch as the enumeration stands in need of the Injunction of 
“ giving away, we must conclude that the said declaration of the Horse as 
“an object of gift pertains to that action in connection with which the 
“ Horse is specially enjoined as to be given away, while for the Cow and 
* other things, that are not prohibited even in a general way, they might 
“be admitted as gifts even in those cases where what is laid down is the 
* mere ‘ gwing’ in general. 

* For these reasons, we conclude that it is the acceptance of the 
“ ordinary Horse-gift that is the prompting cause of the Isht:.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (29): It is an Arthavada; because we do not 
actually find (the Vuruna-ilness) following (from the 
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acceptance of the Horse-gift); consequently, the Ishtí 
should be taken as to be performed in connection 
with a sacrifice, 


If the Ishti in question were meant to serve the purpose of removing 
the evil effects of an action, then, it might be taken as pertaining to the 
acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gift. As a matter of fact, however, it 
is not meant to serve that purpose, Because it is only when 4 certain 
evil effect has been cognised by some other means that a certain action 
can be held to be meant for the purpose of removing that effect; in the 
case in question, however, we find that the evil effect that is here eposin 
of does not exist. 


That is to say, when we find an evil effect mentioned in the sentence 
laying down a certain Action, we recognise that evil effect to be some- 
thing to be removed; in the case in question, however, we find that the 
evil effect that is mentioned is not cognised, by any means of knowledge, 
as existing in the case of the acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gift,— even 
though it is found to be prohibited; as we find that ‘an attack of Dropsy’ 
is the evil effect mentioned in connection with the action, by the word 
‘Varuna’; but in none of the works on Medicine do we find the acceptance 
of the ordinary Horse-gift as the cause of that illness; nor do we find this 
to be its cause, either by Sense-perception or by Inference, or by any other 
means of knowledge; nor is it spoken of in the sentence—‘ One should not 
give the horse,’ and ‘One should not accept the gift of the animal that 
has two rows of teeth’; because the sentence says nothing as to the fact 
of the acceptance of the gift being the cause of ‘an attack of Dropsy’; 
specially as all that the sentence (enjoining the Fshti) does is to lay down 
an actiou for the removal of that evil effect, which is merely referred to as 
already existing. As for the evil effect—in the shape of ‘fall into hell’ 
—that is assumed on the strength of the said Prohibition; it is not 
what is spoken of in the sentence in question; because the sentence, which 


is in the form—‘Varund và étam grhnati’—can never express the ‘fall 
into hell.’ | . 


l If all evil effects be spoken of as ‘ Varuna ’—that which ‘covers’ 

(‘vrnoti’); and hence an attack of this were spoken of as the effect (of 
the acceptance the Horse-gift),—then, in that case, we would be aban- 
doning the well-known fact of the expression ‘ Varuna-grhita’ meaning 
‘an attack of Dropsy.’ And further, if we accepted the aforesaid etymo- 
logical signification of the word ‘Varuna,’ inasmuch as in the case of 
the Vedic Horse-gifi also, we find a certain pain consequent upon the 
giving away, as also in the receiving, which entails the trouble of keeping 
and feeding the horse, there would be an ‘attack of Varuna (pain)’; and 
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hence the mere presence of the ‘evil effect’ would not justify our taking 
the Ishti as pertaining to the case of the ordinary Horse-gift, as also to that 
of the Vedic one. The Bhashya brings forward the pain entailed in the 
keeping and feeding of the animal, though belonging to the Receiver,— 
because it has not yet been proved that his action is not the cause for the 
Ishti (because the fact of the Ishti being performed by the giver will be 
proved in the next Adhikarana). Or it may be taken as said with refer- 
ence to the yzyer, who also, prior to his creating the ownership of another, 
has got to undergo all the trouble of keeping and feeding the animal. And 
further, Dharma (Virtue) also is found to cover the man, while he exists 
in the metempsychic current; as the body that ‘covers’ the Person is not 
made of sin alone. " 

Consequently, whether we take the word 'Varuna in its eiymo- 
logical sense, or in that which belongs to it as a complete whole,—in any 
case, the ‘ evil effect’ that it signifies cannot be cognised as belonging to the 
acceptance of the Ordinary Horse-gift; and hence there being no ‘/follow- 
ing’ of the principal effect, the sentence ‘ yo’gvan pratigrhnāti, etc.’ must 
be taken as a mere Arthavada. 

And what this Arthavada does is to eulogise, through metaphorical 
imposition, the event, described in the passage ‘ Prajapatirvarundya, ete., 
as holding good at the present time also,—-the purport of the eulogy being 
this: (1) ‘Just as Prajépati was attacked by Varuna (Dropsy), so also 
even at the present time, the same evil effect comes about whenever there 
is an acceptance of the Horse-gift; (2) just as for Prajápati, the Varuni 
Ishti proved the means of freedom from that disease, so also, at the pre- 
sent time, is the same IJshtc known to be a means of freedom from the 
same; (3) consequently, just as being attacked by Dropsy Prajapati 
performed the Varuni Ishti for getting rid of that disease, so at the pre- 
sent time, one who happens to be attacked by the same disease should 
perform the same Ishts.’ 

And then, inasmuch as we find no result mentioned 1n the sentence 
itself (as following from that Ishti), we could assume either Heaven (in 
the case of the performance of Ishti, on the acceptance of the ordinary 
Horse-gift), or the aid accorded to a sacrifice (in the case of its perform- 
ance on the acceptance of the Vedic Horse-gift), to be its result. But we 
find that it is very much easier to assume its relationship with a sacrifice 
than that with any such thing as Heaven ; as we find no reason for the 
proximity of this latter (to the Isht;), while we find its proximity to the 
Vedic Action (of sacrifice) established by the fact of its having the 
common character of being Vedic, as also by the Acceptance of the Horse- 
gift. Itis the acceptance of the Vedic Horse-gift falling within the sacrifice, 
that is recognised to be the prompting cause of the Ish{i; and as such it 
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brings up the Primary sacrifice (of which it forms } 
in the Procedure occupying the same piae as 
there being a mutual want, this would establist 
Ishti and the Horse-sacrifice) the Mri of 
Subsidiary. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Ish 
formed by one who has accepted the Horse-gift at a Ved: 


oe re 


A 


ADHIKARANA (11). 
[The Varuni Ishti is to be performed by the Giver of the Horse]. 


Sutra (30): “ It is not laid down (for the Giver); because 
“of the difference in the functions (of the Giver and 
the Receiver)." 


In regard to the Ishti dealt with in the foregoing Adhtkarana, we now 
proceed to consider the question as to whether it is to be performed by 
the Receiver of the Horse-gift or by the Giver of it. 

Question: “ When we have the sentence—‘ yo‘cvampratigrhnati, ete.’ 
sy laying it down for the Receiver, wherefore should there 
‘arise any such question ? ” 

Reply: Because the be. ginning of the passage is mei to begin with 

a sentence that points to the Giver,—i.e. the sentence ‘ Prayapatir 
Varünüya, etc.’—as we shall show later on. 

Question: ‘Well, in that case, inasmuch as the rest of the sentence 
“points to the Giver, the question sought to be dealt with here will have 
“been fully settled by the Law enunciated in the Sūtra I—iv—29; and 
“there would be no use of taking up the present Adhikarana at all." 

Reply: lt is only a doubtful point that has been said in that sūtra, 


as to be settled by the ‘rest of the sentence’ (Vakyagésha); but in the 


case in question, we find that when the matter is definitely settled by the 
object of the Injunction itself,—what else is there that could be done by 
‘the rest of the sentence’? It is only when the object of the Injunction 
is doubtful that there can be nothing incongruous in the doubt being 
settled by reference to the ‘rest of the sentence.’ In a case, on the other 
hand, where the object of the Injunction is definitely known, the superior 
authority of the Injunction would justify us in rejecting the indications of 
the ‘Rest of the Sentence.’ a 

Thus then, in the case in question, we find that the sentence ‘ Prajà- 
patir Varunaga, etc.’ describes Prajapati as the Giver, and Varuna as the 
Receiver of the gift; then again, the sentence ‘sa svàm Dévatam anayat’ 
points to Prajaápati, by means of the word ‘sa,’ inasmuch as this word has 
the same case-ending (the Nominative) as ‘Prajdpatih’ in the previous 
sentence, and as such the two are coextensive; and Prajapati’s ‘own 
Deity ' (* Svà Dévatà ') would be Varuna; because it is he that has been 
previously mentioned as the Recipient of the men Kis and Prajapati’s 
176 


1402 TANTRA-VARTIKA, ADH. III—PÀDA IV, ADHI. (11). 


own self could not be ‘his own Deity,’ because, if the same thing had the 
mutually contradictory characters of the Nominative and Recipient, one 
of these two will have to be taken as figurative. Nor can Varuna be taken 
as the Giver to Prajapati ; because that would involve a reversing of the 
case-endings (i.e. the Nominative in ‘ Prajüpatih' and the Dative in 
* Varunüya would have to change places). Consequently the sentence must 
be taken to mean that—' Prajapati, having given the horse, got to Varuna ; 
and thereby he burst '—i.e. the skin of his stomach burst owing to Dropsy 
and Oedema—- He saw the Catushkapdla-sacrifice, and performed it’—the 
word ‘he’ referring to Prajapati, it is he that is spoken of as the Person 
that performed the sacrifice; and not Varuna, as he has been previously 
shown to be the Recipient of the offering; and certainly it is not possible 
for Varuna to offer the sacrifice to himself ; because the offering that would 
be made toone's self, would not be ‘given.’ And thus we find that the 
sense of the whole passage comes to be this—' Prajapati, having given the 
horse to Varuna, and thereby being attacked with Dropsy, got rid of that 
disease by performing the Varuni Ishti ; consequently if one should happen 
to make the gift of a horse, he should perform the same Ishti, —which shows 
that the Ishti has to be performed by the Giver. Then again, inasmuch 
as the accessories of a sacrifice are its subsidiaries, it is necessary that they 
should have the same performer as the Primary sacrifice; and in the case 
in question it is the Performer of the Primary sacrifice thát is the owner 
and the Giver of the Horse. | 

Notwithstanding all this, however, inasmuch as we find the object of 
the Injunction (* yo'gvan pratigrhniyat, etc.’) and the Arthavada (‘ Prajapatih, 
etc. ) having contrary significations,—there should be no doubt as to which 
of these should be accepted (as it is well known that the Injunction is more 
authoritative than the Arthavada); and as such the law of the Sūtra I— 
iv—29; and thus it would be necessary to accept the signification of one 
of these two and reject that of the other. And to this effect, it would be 
necessary to consider the whole of the passage in question, from beginning 
to end (and reconcile the indications of its (rst portion with those of the 
last); and as this could not be done easily, it is absolately necessary that 
we should devote a distinct Adhikarana to this question. 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Inasmuch as the Arthavada depends for its functioning upon the 
“object of the Injunction, it is subservient to its purpose, and without 
“it, it would be absolutely meaningless,—and as the ‘Injunction is quite 
“capable of serving its purpose, even without the Arthavada,—as we have 
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“the eulogy of that which is enjoined, and not the Injunction of 
“that which is eulogised, because of the needs of the eulogy being 
“supplied by the Injunction,—it must be admitted that, in accordance 
“with the law of the Sūtra ‘angagunavirodhé ca tadarthyat’ (XII—ii— 
* 25), it is the Arthavada that should be rejected as inadmissible. Spe- 
“cially as Arthavadas are always found to pertain to objects that have been 
“subject to other means of knowledge; and hence it is only proper that 
"these should be taken in their secondary (indirect) significations, and 
“not that which forms the object of a Direct Injunction. Because such 
“Tujunctions have for their object something that has not been subject 
“to any other means of knowledge; and as such an assumption, in the 
' ease of these, of any signification other than the direct one would be 
“wholly unwarrantable. For instance, we have already shown before that 
“it is Arthavadas—like 'wrgudambarah, *àdityo yupah, etc.—that are 
“taken in their indirect figurative sense, and not any of the Injunctions ; 
* and for this there could be no other reason except what we have just 
" pointed out. 

' Consequently, even though the first portion of the passage—which 
“is an Arthavada—is a distinct eulogy of the action of the Giver, yet it 
"should be taken as indirectly (figuratively) applying to its correlative, 
p action of the Receiver; just as in the case of the sentence ‘po va: 

“ gantah’ (vide supra). 

“Thus then, on account of the two functions, of Giving and Receiving, 
"being wholly distinct and different, this action (Zsht?), that we find 
‘< mentioned in connection with the Receiver, we can never accept as laid 
“down for the Giver. 

“The word ‘ca’ in the sūtra should be taken as used in place of ‘tw,’ 
“just as in the sentence * Kiñcēha bhavatah, ete.’ 

“Or, the sūtra may be taken as—we do not believe the yajamüna to 
“be laid down as the Performer of the Ishtz. 

“Or it may mean—the action of the yajamüna we cannot accept as 
“the prompting cause of the Ishts.” 


SIDDHANTA. 

Sutra (31): On account of Indications, it should have 
to be performed by the Person appointing the 
Priests (for the sacrifice). 

The said Isht; would be performed by the ‘ Artvija'—i.e. by the 
yaj«müna,—the word being explained as ‘one who is the lord or appointer 


of the Rtvik priests. Or the word may be taken ns applyiug to the 
yajamüna by reason of this latter also being a ‘ Rtvik, like the Brahma, 
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as shown under the sūtra IlI—vii—38; and hence the offering made by 
the yajamüna also may be spoken of as the ‘ Artvija’ offering. Or 
the sütra may be explained thus: There being a doubt as to whether 
the Isht: would be done by the yajamāna or the Rivik, we should conclude 
it to belong to one, with whom it would be pointed out by Indicative 
power to be connected. 

We now proceed to show how the fact of the prompting cause of the ' 
I:ht consisting of a certain functioning of the yajamüma is pointed out by 
Indications. First of all, we hold that there is one Indicative Force in the 
shape of the capability of the Action itself; and the second is that belong- 
ing to the sentence, and cognisable by looking closely into what precedes 
and follows it. | 

(1) It has been almost proved in the previous Adhikarana that the 
Ishti is to be performed by the Giver of the Horse, and when it is definitely 
ascertained that the Ishti is a subsidiary of that sacrifice at which the 
Horse is given and accepted as the sacriticial gift,—then, in accordance 
with the Law, that ‘the Primary and its subsidiaries should all be per- 
formed at the same place, and by the same person,’ it follows that the Ishii 
is to be performed by the same person that performs the said sacrifices ; 
and the person that performs is also the giver of the Horse-gift, in accord- 
ance with the sūtra III—viii—1 ; and hence there can be no doubt as to 
the fact that the Ishti should be performed by the Giver of the horse. 
There is a peculiar potentiality in the subsidiary, whereby it is only when 
it is performed by the same person that performs its Primary sacrifice, 
that it can help in the completion of this latter,—which it can never do, 
if performed by another person. And hence, in the Ishfz, the duties that 
belong to the priests would be performed by them, just as in the case of 
the Primary sacrifice; while they could not perform that which | 1 
to the yagamüna. 

(2) Even though this is a fairly well-established fact, yet, inasmuch 
as some people might have doubts caused by certain misconceptions 
arising out of the apparent contradiction of the first portion of the pas- 
sage by the subsequent portions, it is necessary to consider the present 
Adhikarana, for the setting aside of those doubts. And as a matter of fact, 
we find that the potency of the syntactical connection, from beginning to 
end, is such as distinctly points to the fact of the Ishti being performed 
by the Giver. Because the sentence does not extend only so far as that — 
‘One should perform as many catushkapüla sacrifices as there may be 
horses that he accepts’; but it is found to begin with quite a different 
sentence—‘ Prajapatirvarundyagvamanayat, etc.; and it has already been 


explained that this latter poi to the fact a the Tsht -— performed 
by the Giver. 
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Objection: “It is true that this has been explained ; but it has also 
* been explained that the indications of the first portion of the passage 
“(ie. * Prajapatir varuniiya, etc.’) are rejected by the superior authority 
“ of the Injunction (‘ yo’¢vain pratigrhnüti, etc.’).”’ 

Reply: It is not so; because the indications of the eulogy are set 
aside by the Injunction, only when this latter has fully obtained its foot- 
ing; in the case in question, however, the Injunction with regard to the 
Receiver of the gift (for performing the Zshfi) has not quite obtained its 
footing, at the time that we come across the Arthavada. 

If the Injunction in question had been fully established, as referring 
to the Aeceiver,— then there would have been no need for the discussion 
at all. As a matter of fact, however, we find that it has not been so 
established. Because it is only in a case where the Arthavada appears 
after the Injunction, that the latter is fully established independently by 
itself (before the Arthavada comes to view); whereas when it is the 
Arthavada that appears before the Injunction, this latter is always based 
upon, and conditioned by, the former. 

That is to say, even though the Arthavada is subservient to the Injunc- 
tion, yet there is another peculiarity in their mutual relationship, due to 
the order of sequence in which they appear. In all cases, the idea that 
is the first to appear easily obtains a footing, by reason of the second 
idea to the contrary not yet having appeared on the scene,—as in aecord- 
ance with the sūtra XII— 311—223, and as shown under the Crutilingadhi- 
karana (11I—3111i—14) ; while that which appears subsequently, does so in 
connection with an object that is already pervaded over by a former idea 
to the contrary ; aud as such being opposed from the very beginning, by 
a the former idea, it could not but appear, in a form in keeping with that 
idea; and as such its character is likely to be reversed before it succeeds 
in obtaining a footing. 

Consequently, in the case in question, we reject that difference in 
the bearings of the Injunction and the Arthavadda which is based upon 
their intriusic character,—in view of the difference caused by the order 
of sequence in which they are found to appear; and then we find— 
(a) that the first aud the last portions of the passage, pointing, as they do, 
to the performability of the Ishtz by the Giver and the Receiver respective- 
ly, have mutually contradictory indications ; (b) that under the circum- 
stances the two cannot be reconciled; (c) that if each of them be taken 
independently of the other, it would be likely to become meaningless, 
as their mutual proximity would not allow them to have the support 
of any other Arthavada and Injunction (respectively), their need for such 
& support would remain unsupplied. Consequently, in view of the fact 
of a reconciliation between them being absolutely necessary, when we 
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come to take them as pertaining to the same subject, we do not find it 
possible to completely abandon the notion of the Ishi belonging to the 
Giver, which was the first to appear on the scene unopposed; and hence 
in view of the superior claims of this notion, we cometo take the subsequent 
notion of the connection of the Ishti with the Receiver, before it has quite 
obtained its footing, as figuratively (indirectly) indicating its connection 
with the Giver, by reason of the Verb ‘ grhniyat’ (in the Injunction) 
being taken as indicative of the Causal Verb ‘grahayét’ (offers). 

And further, this way of taking the whole enables us to keep nA | 
form of the rest of the sentence intact (the only change necessary being 
that of the Verb ‘ grhniyat’ into * grahayét,’)—while in the other case (if 
we were to modify the Ar/havada in accordance with the Injunction), the 
whole of the former would be found entirely incompatible (and hence calling 
for modifications). That is to say, the Arthavada, as modified in accordance 
with the changes necessitated by the latter view, would come to have this 
absurd form :—'Prajápati obtained the horse from Varuna, and then he 
got to his Deity from whom he had received the gift, etc., etc.: while in 
accordance with my view, the only change that is necessitated is that of 
the ordinary form ‘ grhnàtz' into the causal form ‘ grahayati.’ 

It has been argued above that the Injunction is possessed of an 
authority superior to that of the Arthavada. We readily admit that that 
which is an Injunction is of superior authority; but in the case in 
question, we have no such Injunction as that ‘the Ishti should be per- 
formed by the Receiver of the gift.' 

In the case of all sentences, what is not signified by the previous 
words, or is required by them, that alone is taken out of the subsequent 
words; and nothing beyond that, even if some such be found to be actually 
signified by these latter. For instance, we shall show, in Adhyaya x 
that, in the case of the sentence 'satrüdudavasáya, the very presence of 
the ‘ Ktva’ affix indicates that, in the action following the said Udavasana 
also, we should have, just as in this action of the Udavasüna, mauy per- 
formers independent of one another, and not necessarily acting conjointly 
(as no significance would be attached to this conjoint action, on account 
of their being the subject of the proposition) ; and then follows the sen- 
tence ‘prshthacamaniyanina yajéran’; and in this, the nominative agents 
forming the Predicate, though their plurality and conjoint activity are duly 
cognised, are not found to be required by the former sentence, and hence 
they are not regarded to be of any consequence. — ' - 

Similarly, in the case in question, as soon as we come to recognize 
the Arthavada —‘ Prajāpatirvaruųuāya, etc. —as eulogising the Ishti as the 
means of freeing the Giver of the horse from the attack of Dropsy,—we 
have an idea that there still remains something unsaid which requires to 
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be said on the subject; and this something is ascertained to be the Injunc- 
tion of this Ishti. And then, one Person, who has been previously recog- 
nised as the object of the Injunction, looking forward to the Inference of 
the Injunction (as pointed out by the Arthaváda), stands in need of that 
Injunction only, and nothing else besides that. And as for the Arthavada 
and the Injunction, both of them are equally capable of signifying their 
own respective objects; and the only faculty that the Arthavüda does not 
possess, is that of enjoining; and hence it is only the element of Injunction 
that it would borrow from the subsequent Injunction ; but by this bor- 
rowing, it does not take in all the other factors also of the Injunction; — 
as it does not stand in need of these. Consequently, inasmuch as the use 
of the Injunctive Affix for the sake of the mention of the prompting cause 
(of the Ishfi) would not be possible without a Verbal Root, it becomes 
necessary to use some Verbal Root or other ; and we find the root * grhnat ' 
used (in ‘ grhniyat’), which is however taken in the sense of the function- 
ing of the Giver (and hence there is nothing incongruous in the use of the 
word ‘grhniyat’). If we did not take the two (the Injunction and the 
Arthavada) thus, the sense of the whole would be—‘ because in olden times 
the Giver of the Horse did so and so, therefore at the present time, 
the Receiver should do likewise, —which would be wholly irrelevant and 
absurd. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Injunction also has 
referred to the Giver as described in the Arthavada. All this we have 
explained in detail, under the Sutra III—iii—1. 

Objection: “Then, inasmuch as it will have been dealt with under that 
“ Sutra, there would be no need of the present Adhikarana." 

Reply: True; it has been dealt with under that Sutra. But still, 
we find it necessary to take up the present Adhikarana, with a view to 
setting aside the misconceptions produced by other Bhashyas (on the 
Sütras). 

If this were not necessary, then, we could take the two sūtras (dealt 
with under the present Adhikarana) along with the foregoing Adhikarana, 
in the following manuer:—The Pürvapaksha-sütra (30) may be taken as 
putting forward the following views : —“ Just like the actions of Alambha 
“and Nirvapa, the action of accepting the horse would be exactly similar in 
“ordinary life and in the Veda; and as such there being no absolute con- 
' eomitance (between the said acceptance and a Vedic action), the accept- 
“ ance could not be taken as necessarily forming part of the Vedic sacrifice ; 
"and hence we must conclude that the acceptance is not enjoined as 
“belonging to the sacrifice, specially as the two actions (of acceptance and 
“saerifice) being wholly different, there is no cause for such ascertain- 
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To the above arguments, the Szddhanta sūtra (31) may be taken as 
offering the following reply: ‘Sa lingadarivije syat’ ; that is to say, the 
Ishtt would be performed in the case of that Horse-gift which is made to 
the sacrificial Priests, because of the indicative power pointing to the 
Vedic and Sacrificial character (of the action); as though the Injunctive 
Affix (in *grhniyat') serves the purpose of pointing out the prompting 
cause (of the Isht:), yet it can be taken as supplying the Indication in 
question; the sense of the Indication being that it is only the Vedic action 
that is generally found to be connected with the Injunctive Affix, which 
` never relates to any ordinary action of the world. 

Or, we may have the Purvapaksha independently of the sutras; and 
in that case, both the sdíras (30 and 31) would be taken as supplying the 
answer to that Pürvapaksha ; the sense of this reply being as follows :— 
Inasmuch as the ordiuary (Horse-gift) is not enjoined, there can be no 
idea of that forming the prompting cause of the Ishti (as explained 
before); as it might be argued that,—‘ the action of the acceptance of the 
Horse-gift being one aud the same, there could be no difference between 
the Vedic and the ordinary gift, and hence both are equally capable of 
serviug as the prompting cause of the Isht;,"—it is added (in the next 
sūtra) that it is not so; because there is a difference in the actions; that is 
to say, the Vedic Horse-gift differs from the ordinary Horse-gift, on the 
following points: (1) the former is enjoined, while the latter is not, (2) 
they occur at different places, and times, etc., (3) they are distinct 
individuals; and on the ground of this difference there would be a restric- 
tion as to the capability of serving as the prompting cause (of the Ishti). 
In fact, the ordinary Horse-gift is distinctly prohibited, and hence there 
would be an absolute absence of that, in all matters relating to the Veda. 
Consequently only that can be regarded as the said prompting cause, the 
existence of which is a certainty. Nor is the acceptance of the Horse-gift 
mentioned simply with a view to the pointing out of the prompting cause; as 
the mention ends with the mere pointing out of the particular relationship 
between the two, Consequently, we come to the conclusion that the Ish 
forms part of the procedure to be observed in the giving away of the Horse ; 
and this use of the Ishfi shows that the giving away meant is that con- 
nected with Vedic sacrifices. Thus then the Ishți cannot be taken as 
related to anything that is not enjoined. 

Though both the above interpretations of the two sutras were possible, 
yet it was for a special purpose that the Bhashya propounded a distinct 
Adhikarana (out of these süfras). 

Then as for the word ‘grhnati,’ inasmuch as it is never found to be 
used, in that form, in the sense of the Causative, it might lead to a mis- 
conception ; and hence it should be taken in its indirect sense (as indicat- 
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ing the causative of accepting); specially as it is quite possible for the 
causative to bo spoken of as the caused. Or, inasmuch as the Nominative 
character resides in the causative also, when the causal character would 
be meant to be spoken of, then, in that case, we would have the causative 
affix, even in connection with the root signifying the functioning of the 
caused; while when the mere Nominative character would be meant to 
be expressed, then even without the causative affix, —anyone who, in some 
way or other, helps in the accomplishment of the Acceptance of the Horse- 
gift, we may speak as ‘ accepting’ (‘grhnati’). 

For instance, in the sentence ‘he tills the ground with six ploughs,’ — 
we and that, though the word ‘tills’ signifies the making of the lines of 
furrows, yet through the force of the mention of the ‘six ploughs,’ we take 
the Verb as indicating the action of the Director of the Ploughing, as the 
actual operating of six ploughs could not be done by any single Plough- 
man; consequently we conclude that the Person, who directs the opera- 
tions of all the six Ploughmen, is also the Performer of the tilling, through 
these men; and hence it is he that comes to be spoken of as ‘ tilling the 
ground with six ploughs.’ 

Similarly, the root 'grhnàát;' having its signification conditioned by 
the Arthavada, would come to be taken as indicating the function of the 
person causing the grahana or acceptance (i.e. the Giver), As for Verbal 
roots, it is a well-known fact that they are endowed with multifarious 
potentialities (of signification); and as such they could be used in the 
simple as well as iu the causal sense,—as has been shown under the 
Bhavarthadhikarana (II—i—l et seg.); and it often happens that, in 
view of the peculiar character of their auxiliaries, they are taken even 
iu such a sense as is nob generally known. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the word ‘ pratigrhniyat’ in the 
sentence in question, has been used in the sense of ‘ dadyat’ (should give); 
and hence the Ishf in question should be performed by the Giver of the 
Horse. 

To the above conclusion, some people make the following objections. 
—“ In the passage, as read in the text of the Maztrayani Rescension of the 
“ Yajurveda, we find the first sentence of the passage in question read as 
“ ‘sa esho’cvah pratiyrhyaté’; and thus this being quite in keeping with 
“the subsequent Injunction, it is clearly cognisable that the Ishti is to be 
' performed by the Person receiving the Horse-gift." 

To this some people make the following reply: Our position having 
been proved, by reasonings, to be stronger than yours, if we come to be 
vanquished by means of another seriptural text, what can we do? 

But this fear of being ‘vanquished’ is wholly groundless. Because 
even if we had another scriptural text distinctly laying down the perform- 
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ance of the Ishti by the Receiver,—then too, all that we would have to 
admit is that it would be performed by the Receiver also; but that would 
not set aside its performability by the Giver. 

That is to say, it has been proved that the text of the passage as 
quoted above,—which is the one found in the text of the Tazttiriya Res- 
cension of the Yajurveda,—distinctly points to the fact of the Ishti being 
performed by the Giver. And this conclusion is not found to be set aside, 
either by any other reasonings, or any scriptural text. In fact, even if we 
had a text prohibiting the performance of that Ishti by the Giver, we 
would have two optional alternatives, and there would be no necessity of 
abandoning the conclusion once accepted before. As for the sentence 
(‘yo’gvam pratigrhniyat, etc.’) which lays down the performability of that 
Ishti by the Receiver of the Horse-gift, if, by reason of its forming part of 
the sacrifice, it be taken m a manner in keeping with the previous sen- 
tence,—without paying any heed to the particular way in which the 
passage might open—-then, in that case, that sentence too would point out 
the performability by the Giver. If, on the other hand, through the pre- 
sence of the word ‘pratigrhnati, the sentence be taken independently by 
itself, as laying down its performability by the Receiver,—then, in that 
case, inasmuch as the previous sentence will have indicated its perform- 
ability by the Giver, it would come to be performed by both (the Giver as 
well as the Receiver); with this difference however, that the  Ishté per- 
formed by the Receiver, being only calculated to serve the purposes of the 
Man (independently of any Vedic sacrifice), it would have to be performed, 
in the case of the acceptance of the Ordinary Horse-gift also. 

Some people, taking their stand upon the word ‘ Artvijé’ in the sutra, 
argue that the previous sentence (‘ Prag@patirvarunaya, etc.) also speaks 
of the performability of the Isht; by the Receiver (i.e. the Rivik). 

But the Ishtó that would be performed by the Rtvik Priest, could 
not form part of the sacrifice itself (which is being performed by the 
Yajamüna); and hence the relationship of the result of the Ishió would 
be as possible for the ordinary man of the world as for that Priest; con- 
sequently we would have the performance of the Ishti even in the case of 
the acceptance of the Horse-gift in ordinary life; and under the circum- 
stances, it becomes incumbent upon those persons to explain what grounds 
the sūtra would have for declaring, as the conclusion ‘tasmat yajné pratz- 
yéta’ (‘consequently it would be cognised as to be performed in connection 
with the Vedic sacrifice’). 

Thus then, from the mere fact of the Ishtz being laid down as forming 
part of the sacrifice, we conclude that it should be performed by the 
Giver. 


ADHIKARANA (12). 


[The Somainira Qaru is to be offered on the occasion of the vomiting of 
] that Soma drunk at Vedic sacrifices ]. 


Sätra (32): "The case of the vomiting of the drink is similar." 


Apart from any particular Context, we find another sentence— 
' Somaindran carunnirvapet yah somam vamati.’ (‘One who vomits the 
soma should offer the Somaindra caru’). And in regard to this, too, we 
proceed to consider the same questions as tliose dealt with in the two pre- 
ceding Adhikaranas,—i.e. (1) whether the Offering is to be made when 
the Soma vomited is that drunk at a sacrifice, or that drunk in ordinary 
life as medicine; [and (2) whether it pertains to the vomiting wt the 
Yajamüna or "€ of the sacrificial Priests]. 

And this being the question, the expression '/advat' in the sūtra 
indicates the two theories (of the Pérvapaksha)—viz.: (1) that the Soma- 
drinking meant is both that which is done at a sacrifice and that done as 
medicine ; and (2) that it is the latter only (as propounded in Sūtra 28). 

Or the expression * tadvat’ may be taken as indicating the application 
of the Siddhantas of the last two Adhtkaranas, to the present question also. 

And as the Pirvapaksha (of the present Adhzkarana) differs a little 
from that of the last two Adhikaranas, we lay it down, in the following 
words :— 

"In the case of the Soma-drinking at a Vedic Sacrifice, inasmuch as 
“the disposal of the substance (Soma) will have been done by the mere 
“ drinking of it, if there were to be any subsequent disorders, in the shape 
"of vomiting and the like,—it would not necessitate any remedial 
" measures; and hence in that case, the laying down of the Isht; (the 
‘“Somaindra) would be absolutely useless. While in the case of the Soma 
"drunk in ordinavy life,—if the Soma happens to be vomited out, there 
“would be none of the medicinal effects desired ; and hence in the case, 
-“there would be a possibility of the loss of virility, etc. (mentioned as 
“following from a neglect of the Somaindra Ishti); and there is no im- 
* possibility of such evil effects, as we found in the case of Dropsy (in the 
“preceding Adhikarana) ; and thus as the evil effects would be possible 
“the Somaindra Ishti, that is laid down in connection with those effects, 
“also comes to be recognised as a remedy for these effects. Consequently, 
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"this Ishti should be performed at the vomiting of the Soma drunk in 
“ ordinary life.” 


SIDDHANTA. [ 


Sütra (33); It would be performed at the (vomiting of | 
the Soma drunk at the) Vedic sacrifice; as it is only 
at this that it creates an evil effect; while in the 
case of that drunk in ordinary life, as this would 
be done for a visible purpose, there could be no 
evil effects attached to its vomiting. 


Objection: “ Why do not you bring forward the same arguments ' 
“that you did in the last two Adhikaranas,—that the action in question 
“being Vedic, it would apply only to the Vedic sacrifice, etc., ete. ?” 

Reply: The reason is that there can be no Vedic character attaching 
to the vomiting ; because no vomiting is found to be enjoined in the Veda. 
Consequently, the result of vomiting, even iu the case of Vedic Soma- 
drinking would be the same as those in that of the ordinary Soma-drinking. 

That is to say, the Disposal of the unused Soma (remnant of the 
sacrifice) that is laid down is that up to the proper digestion of it; and 
hence if it happen to be vomited (there would not be a proper digestion 
of it), the results of the Principal Sacrifice would not appear in the proper 
way. j ; 2 
That is to say, as a matter of fact, there are no evil effects attaching to 
the vomiting of the Soma drink in ordinary life; because it is drunk only 
for the sake of being vomited. Even if there were some evil effects, their 
remedy would consist of certain measures laid down in works on medicine, 
and there would be no need of any Vedic remedy (such as the Somatndra 
Ishti). In the case of the vomiting of the Soma drunk at a Vedic sacrifice, 
on the other hand, we have definitely ascertained that the Disposal, that 
is laid down for the Soma-remnant, is one ending with the proper digestion 
of it,—as is distinctly shown by the words of the mantra recited for the 
digesting of it; and certainly this enjoined Disposal would be interfered 
with by the vomiting; and as such there would be a discrepancy in the 
final result of the Principal Sacrifice (of which the Soma-drinking forms a 
paft); consequently, there would be a likelihood of the performance of the 
Somaindra Ishti, as a remedy calculated to correct that discrepancy. 

If the sentence (laying down the Somaindra Ishti) were the Artha- 
vüda pertaining to the result,—then it would be all the more inapplicable 
to the case of ordinary Soma-drinking, by reason of the necessity, in this 
case, of the assumption of a result (as there is none actually perceptible), 
While in the case of the Soma-drinking at the Vedic sacrifice, the ‘ vomit- 
ing’ (spoken of in ‘yo vamat?') indicates the drinking ; and this drinking 
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ADHIKARANA (13). 


[The Somaindra Ishti is to be performed when the vomiting is by the 
Yajamüna ]. 


Sūtra (34): "(The Ishti) would pertain to all; because there 
“is no distinction (made)." | 


Though it is fully established, from the analogy of the case of thoii 
Ishti for the acceptance of the Horse-gift, that the [;Àf? in question also is to - 
be performed by the Yajamana,—-yet it is still as undecided as to whether 
the prompting cause of the Ishti is the vomiting by the Yajamana himself, 
or also that by the Priests. 

And on this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Inasmuch as there is no specification, the vomiting of both (the 
“ Yajamüna as well as the Priest) would be the prompting cause of the 
“ Ishți. Because the vomiting of the Yajamüna causes as much discrepancy 
"in the Disposal, as that of the Priests, as the drinking of both is meant 
“to serve as purificatory of the substance (Soma). Consequently, whether 
"the Ishti be meant to be a remedy for the evil effects caused by the 
“vomiting, or an aid in the accomplishment of the Apirva (of the Prin- 
“ cipal sacrifice), —it has to be performed at the vomiting by the Yajamana 
“as well as at that of the Priest.” | 


SIDDHANTA, 


Sutra (35): It would pertain to the Master only; as 
(the action) és performed for his sake. 


Even though the Ishti be really a mere indirect aid to the Principal 
sacrifice, yet it would be performed only on the vomiting by the Yajamana. 
Because, as the first portion of the sentence (‘yah somam vamét’) contains 
the word ‘yah, it is not recognised as pointing out the prompting cause 
(of the Ishti) ; and when it does come to be recognised, through the sub- 
sequent appearance of the word ‘sak’ (in ‘ sa nirvapét’), we also come to 
recognise the Performer to be one only. 
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That is to say, in the sentence—‘ yah somam vamati sa nirvapéet '—we 
find that the two words ‘yah’ and ‘sah’ distinctly indicate that there 
the performer of the Ishti and of the vomiting is one and the same ; and thus 
there ean be no doubt that the action of the sacrifice (Ishtz) is to be per- 
formed by the Master of the sacrifice (v.e. the Yajamana). And from this 
certain fact we come to a definite conclusion with regard to the doubtful 
ease of the vomiting also,—that it is only when the vomiting is done by 
the Yajamüna that it serves as the prompting cause (of the Ishti). 

Nor is the vomiting, independently by itself, capable of serving as 
the prompting cause ; as the mere Verb (* vamati’) is incapable of giving 
any idea of such a cause; it is only when it is accompanied by the word 
‘yah’ that it expresses that Cause ; and in that case, the fact of the two 
actions (of sacrifice and vomiting) having the same performer is cognised 
before the fact of the vomiting being the prompting cause (of the Ishtz). 

Now then, if the Priests were to perform the shti on account of their 
own vomiting, they would be offering substances either for a Deity or in 
exchange for some services,—as they could not effect this exchange for 
themselves, it would be necessary for them to engage other Adhvaryu 
and other priests. And on account of the Atmanépada affix in the word 
‘adadhita’ (in the sentence ‘ agninaddadhita’), itis clear that the sacrificial 
fire can have no connection with any person other than the one who 
has duly lighted it; and hence it is necessary for all performers of 
sacrifices to make the offering in the Fire lighted for themselves, 
Consequently if the Priests perform the Isht7 in question, with a view 
to help in the Sacrifice, the Soma drunk at which had been vomited 
by them, then the Zshti which they would perform would be performed in a 
place, and at a time, different from that of the original Principal Sacrifice. 
(As those Ishtis would be performed in distinct Fires lighted by each of the 
Priests separately) ; and as such the help accorded by these Ishtzs would not 
accrue to the Original Sacrifice. Nor is there any direct Injunction 
to the effect that the auxiliary Ishtis should be performed in a place and 
time other than that of the Original Sacrifice,—in consideration of which 
Injunction we could admit of even faulty Auxiliaries. As for the sen- 
tence -—‘ yak somam vamati, etc., —inasmuch as this has all its requirements 
fulfilled by the vomiting by the sacrificer, it cannot be taken as permitting 
the difference in the time and place of the Auxiliary Isht¢s from those of 
the Original Sacrifice. Specially, how could it be possible for a single 
text (‘yak somam, etc.’) to lay down the sameness of the time and place 
of the two (the Auxiliary and the Original), in the case of the vomiting 
by the Yajam@na,—and difference of them, in the case of the Vomiting by 
the Priests ? 

If, then, they were to perform the Isht: for their own sake,— then, in 
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that case, inasmuch as that Ishtz, wuts has onee (in the case of the 
vomiting by the Yajamüna) been ascertained to be for the sake of a sacri- 
fice, could never be for the sake of Man himself, even if it came to be per- 
formed as for this latter, such performance would be absolutely useless. 
And if, for the sake of justifying such performance, the Ish#i be taken, on 
the strength of scriptural texts, to be for the sake of Man,—-then, that 
would involve the abandoning of the ‘sacrifice’ that appears in close prox- 
imity to it, as also the assuming, for such an Ishfi, another result, in the 
shape of Heaven or some other end, that would be desirable by the Man. 

This same assumption of a result has been shown to be necessary, in 
the case of the Ishté being taken as to be performed at the vomiting of the 
Soma drunk in ordinary life. But it could not be said with regard to the 
Ishti that would be performed at the vomiting of that drunk during a 
sacrifice; as we have already shown that, in this latter case, the assump- 
tion of a fresh result is not necessary (the effect of the Ishti being simply 
to accord help to the sacrifice, by the remedying of the discrepancy caused 
by the vomiting). 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Isht: should be per- 
formed only when the vomiting would be that by the Yajamana. 

Tt might be urged that, even in the case of the vomiting by the Priests . 
the actual offering of the Isht? would be made by the Yajamdna himself. 
But in that case, we have the aforesaid anomaly of the two actions (of the 
Offering of the Ishti, and the vomiting) not having the same performer. 
And for the justification of this, it would be necessary to take the word 
‘yak’ (in ‘yah somam vamati’) in the sense of the Genitive ‘ yasya,’ and 
hence to reject the co-extensiveness ( between ‘ yak’ and ‘ sak’), And these 
interpretations would make the text inapplicable to the case of the Vomit- 
ing by the Yajamüna, which therefore would no longer be a prompting 
cause (for the Ishti). Then if both (the vomiting by the Yajamana as 
well as that by the priests) were to be accepted as the said prompting 
cause, then that would necessitate the taking of the sentence in question 
in two different ways, which would involve a syntactical split,—the sen- 
tence being taken as ‘yah somam vamati, yasya ca somam Rivik vamali sa 
nirvapet’ (* He who vomits the Soma, and he whose Soma the Priest vomits, 
should perform the Ishti’). Then, if, with a view to avoid this syntac- 
tical split, we have got to accept only one of them (either the vomiting by 
the Yajamüna, or that by the Priests) as the prompting cause of the Ishti, 
—it is only right that we should accept the former; as that would be in 
keeping with the sense of the words of the text. 

The above applies to the case when we take the Ishti as indirectly 
helping the Principal Sacrifice. When, however, it is assumed that the 
purpose served by the Ishti is that it remedies the incapacity (of the Sacri- 
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- fice) of attaining the final result, caused by a discrepancy in the correct 


observance of the Disposal of the remnant of the sacrificial substance,— 
the necessity of such Disposal being indicated by the subsequent words (of 
the texts relating to the Principal Sacrifice),—then, in that case, inas- 
much as it would be the Result accruing to the Yajamāna (in the shape of 
the Apūrva) that would be absolutely imperceptible, and as such, capable 
of being interfered with in its proper fruition (by the vomiting), it would 
become all the more certain that the Remedial Ishti would be performed 
by the Yojamüna himself. As for the Result that accrues to the Priests, 
—in the shape of the sacrificial gifts,-they are found to obtain it, in any 
case, whether there be a vomiting or not; and as such there being no fear 
of this Result being interfered with (by any vomiting), it would not stand 
in need of the Remedial Ishti, and as such could not du) about its per- 
formance. | .. à 

Then, it — - —Á that—« aid dr — of the Soma, — 

* part of tlie observances necessary for the Performer of the Principal 
“Sacrifice, is meant to serve the purpose of purifying the person that 
“drinks; and hence any discrepancy in this drinking would create a flaw 
“in the Performer (7.e. the Priest), as the purification of the Soma, which 
“would consist in the useful effects it would bring to him, would not have 
“been duly accomplished.” But even so too, (1) inasmuch as the said flaw 
only being an obstacle in the way of the due realisation, by the Yajamüna, 
of the Results (of the sacrifice), the Ishti would serve the purpose of 
removing that obstacle, and (2) as we have in the sentence the words 
‘yah’ and ‘sah’ (which indicates the performer of both actions to be one 
only), ib must be admitted that the Ishti should be performed, at the 
vomiting by the Yajamüna only. 

The same reasoning holds respecting the view that the Ishti is meant 
to affect the final Apurva (of the Principal Sacrifice). 

Some people hold that—''the vomitiug of the Soma does not mean 
“the neglect of an enjoined Duty, nor the doing of that which is prohibited ; 
“and as such, there being no discrepancy in the sacrifice on its account, 
“ the performance of the Ishf; could not be meant to remedy any discrep- 
"ancy; and hence the Ishti must be regarded as a subsidiary to the 
“ Principal Sacrifice, to be performed only when the Soma drunk at it 
“ happens to be vomited.” 

But in that case also, inasmuch as we find the word ‘ yah’ distinctly 
pointing to the Man, the Isht; must be regarded as a purification of the 
Man mentioned in the Context, in accordance with the conclusion arrived 
at (under Sitras III—iv—14, 15) in connection with the sentence 
* Jafijabhyamüno nubrüt&., And hence, in accordance with the Sūtra III— 
viii—4, it must be taken as to be performed by the Yajamna. And as 
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the Ishti pertains to the same object as the vomiting, it is the vomiting by 
the Yajamána that should be regarded as the prompting cause of the 
Ishti. j MES 

Then as for the argument,—‘‘ the vomiting of the Priests also causes 
“either a discrepancy in the proper Disposal of the Soma, or a total des- 
“ truction of the purification of the Performer; and as such, the 
' would stand in need of a remedy,"—the reply is that, even though it 
would require a remedy, yet, no such remedial action could be performed, 
for the simple reason that no such has been laid down ; as we have already 
shown that the Injunction of the Isht: does not pertain to the vomiting by 
the Priests, —whether the Ishti itself be taken as to be for the sake of the 
Man or for that of the Sacrifice. Consequently we come to the conclusion 
that if the vomiting by the Priest should be a flaw in the sacrifice, then 
whenever it should happen, all that we have to do is to quietly ignore it 
altogether; while if it do create a discrepancy in the sacrifice, then, in 
that case, we might perform some ordinary expiatory rite. 

In connection with question under consideration, there is no use of 
considering the question as to whether the Ishti is for the sake of Man, or 
for that of the sacrifice, etc., etc. But if it be necessary to learn the true 

Jes then we must admit that theory which has been found to be appli- 
able to the case of the sentence ‘ jaiijabhyamano’nubrite, etc.’ (III—iv— 
^ 15). (That is to say, it must be regarded as being for the sake of the 
Man connected with the principal Sacrifice). It is in view of this that we 
have the present sütra—' Svamino và tadarthatvat.’ 


Stra (36): Also because we find certain indicative 
(words). 


In connection with the sentence under consideration, we find the 
sentence—‘ ésha vyrdhyaté yat somam vamati’ (‘He who vomits the Soma 
loses his prosperity ’); and there can be doubt that this ‘loss of prosperity" 
applies to him alone whose prosperity is sought to be accomplished by 
the drinking of the Soma, and for whom a discrepancy in this drinking could 
cause a ‘loss of prosperity.’ And we find that both of these apply to the 
Yajamana only ; and hence the Ishti must be taken as to be performed by 
him, 
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ADHIKARANA (14). 


[Out of the Agneya-ashtakapala-Caru it is only the Dvyavadána that is to 
be offered in Homa]. 


Sütro (37): “ The whole should be offered; as the mate- 
rial is meant for that purpose.” 


[In connection with the JDarga.Pürnamüsa, we find the sentence 
‘ yalagneyo shtakapalo’ mavasyayam paurnamdasyancdcyutd bhavati' ; and in 
regard to this there arises the question as to whether the whole of the 
material prepared is to be actually offered, or only a portion of it is to be 
offered, and a little left as a remnant. And on this question, we have the 


following—] a 
PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The words 'ashtükapüloh' ‘aaqnéyah, etc., distinctly indicate that 
“the whole of the material is to be offered; as itis only when the material 
* has been actually thrown into the Sacrificial Fire that it comes to belong 
“to the Deity,—as is clearly indicated by the Injunction *àhavaniye 
'* juhoti, and by the Arthavàda * Agnimukha vat Dévak.’ [And hence the 
“material could not be called ‘ Agnéya,’ until the whole of it had been 
"offered to Agni]. Such being the case, if a part of the material were left 
“behind, then that would mean the doing of something contrary to what 
“has been laid down (in the Veda). Hence it must be admitted that the 
“whole of the material is to be offered into the Fire." 

Question: Does the propounder of this Pürvapaksha not perceive the 
Injunction of those actions that are done with the Remnants of the mate- 
rials offered—such actions, for instance, as the Svishtakrt Offering, the 
Ida-pragitra, the Sanyavàkakàla, the Bhakshacaturdhakarana, and the like ? 
[That is to say, he must be wholly ignorant of the Injunctions of these 
actions, otherwise he should not have asserted that no ‘remnants’ should 
be kept]. 

In answer to this, some, people declare that the Pürvapaksh: does not 
perceive the Injunctions of these actions. 

But that answer is scarcely correct; because if we were to lose sight 
of such palpable facts, as distinct Injunctions, in propounding the Pūrva- 
paksha, there is no theory, howsoever absurd, that could not be put 
forward as one. [That is to say, the Pürvapaksha is always such as has 
all the semblance of a reasonable theory, aud not one that, on its very 
face, bears the stamp of untenability]. Consequently it must be admitted 
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that the opponent is fully cognisant of the said Injunctions, and yet he 
puts forward the above Pürvapaksha, in view of the following arguments: 

“The actions laid down as to be performed with ‘Remnants’ would 
“ not justify the bringing in of fresh supplies of materials, only in cases 
“ where there are * Remnants’ of the previous supplies. When, however, 
“the whole of the material has been offered (and there is no * Remnant" 
* left), those actions would certainly justify our bringing in fresh supplies. 

“That is to say, in a case where only the ‘ Doyavadüma' (*'Pwo- 
“ slices’) are offered out of the whole Cake, and the rest is left as ‘Rem- 
“nant, the Svishtakrt offering, and the other actions—enjoined by such 
“ sentences as ‘out of the other half a slice is cut for Svzshtakrt' and the 
* Jike— would not justify the bringing in of fresh supplies of that material, 
“as shown under Sūtra IV—i—28. When, however, we come to recog- 
“njise the necessity of offering the whole of the Cake (and the impropriety 
“of keeping ‘Remnants’), then inasmuch as the Svishtakrt offering will 
* have no ‘already existing substance’ to be related to, there would be an 
“impossibility of the carrying out of that part of the Injunction which 
“refers to that Offering; and hence in this case, we do certainly recognise 
“ the necessity and advisability of bringing in fresh supplies of the mate- 

“rial; and hence, other Cakes, etc., would certainly be prepared for the 
—— of the Svishtakrt offering (and ties similar actions). 

“ Question: ‘In that case, how would you explain the word ‘ Césha, 
* in such Injunctions as geshàt svishtakrte'vadyati ? ’ 

“ Answer: In such sentences, the word ‘¢ésha’ would be explained 
“as used in the sense of ‘another material,’ just as in the sentences 
“<ajyēna césham’ and * tacchéshéna.’ 

“That is to say, in the sentence ‘ajyéna çēsham sansthapayate’ (* He 
“finishes the rest by means of Butter’), we find the word * ¢ésha’ used in 
“the sense of an action other than, or similar to, that whose performance 
“has been finished; so also, in the sentence ‘tatah géshéna vigishtadecaja- 
“tyadimanto janma pratipadyanté’ (Gautama’s Nydyasutra——),—the 
“sense of which is that the action resulting in Heaven having been fully 
“used up in bringing about that result, and that action which has a 
“definite result of its own not being capable of being used for the sake of 
** another, it is by means of other actions that people take birth, etc., etc., - 
‘ —we find the word ‘césha’ in the place of ‘anya,’ (‘other’); and 
“similarly in the sentence ‘¢ashat svishtakrté, the word *gésha' would 
“mean a material other than the one offered at the original Primary 
“Sacrifice, or another supply of the same material. 

“Or, the word 'geshàt' may be taken in the sense of a secondary 
“ material, a material other than that used at the Principal Sacrifice, 
“which, however, is kept ready at it, as a subsidiary material. Though 
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“there may be none of the Principal Material left, yet all others have the 
“character of being similar to it. Consequently at all such sacrifices, 
“other materials would have to be used; as will be explained under 
“ Sutra IV —1—29. 

“Even if, in consideration of the word ‘¢gésha,’ there should be kept 
‘a * remnant' of the same material (that is used at the Principal Sacri- 
'"fice),—then too, there is another purpose served by the present discus- 
“sion; it need not necessarily be that which is laid down by the 
“ Siddhünti; as the following also is possible; when, in accordance with 
"the sentence laying down the Principal Sacrifice, there comes to be the 
‘possibility of the whole of the material to be offered, —and yet ‘Rem- 
“nants ' of it are kept, for the sake of those actions that are laid down as 
“to be performed with such ‘ Remnants,'—then, these latter actions (the 
“ Svishtakrt offering and the rest) would be as instrumental in the briog- 
“ing in of that material as the Principal Sacrifice itself; and hence if the 
“slice kept for any of these actions, happen to be destroyed, spoilt, or 
“stolen, it would be necessary to prepare another supply of the material, 
"*—just as in the case of the Principal Sacrifice. While, on the other 
“hand, if these actions were to take in only the mere ‘remnants’ of the 
“material spoken of in the Injunction of the Principal Sacrifice, then, 
“inasmuch as they would depend solely upon the material used at the 
“ latter sacrifice, they would not be themselves instrumental in the bring- 
"ing in of any materials on their own account; and hence even if the 
“ slice kept for these actions happen to be destroyed, spoilt or stolen, there 
“would be a simple non-performance of those actions. Thus then, even 
“though the fact of the whole not being offered at the Principal Sacrifice 
“ be accepted by both (of us, the Parvapakshi as well as the Siddhānti), 
“yet there is a necessity of the present discussion." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (38): There would be a ‘remnant’; inasmuch as 
the slices are cut ‘out of’ (the Cake). 


If * agn&yo'shtákapüloh, etc.’ were the only text bearing upon the case 
in question, then, of course, we could not but admit the necessity of the 
whole (Cake) being offered. Asa matter of fact, however, we find we 
have also the texts—‘ dvirhavisho’vadyati,’ ‘madhyatpurvardhacca dvira- 
vadyati, ‘ angushthaparvamatramavadanam bhavati,’ * dvyavaddnam juhoti, 
—all of which lay down the offering of certain slices cut out of the Cake; - 
and all these texts taken together show that only a portion of the Cake is 
to be offered (at the Principal Sacrifice) ; and hence it follows that a 
‘Remnant’ should be kept. 
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Sutra (39): Objection: “These other texts merely lay 
“down the method; and as the whole és meant for 
“the Deity (the offerings are to be repeated)." 


Objection: “If the sentences quoted could not be explained otherwise 
"than by rejecting the necessity pointed out in the original injunction of 
“the offering of the whole of the material,—and if they were in proximity 
‘tothe sentence laying down the Principal Sacrifice, —then alone could they 
“ set aside the indications of this latter. As a matter of fact however, the 
"sentences in question dealing with merely purificatory actions they 
“could be very well reconciled with the original sentence laying down 
“the Principal Sacrifice in question; as it is quite compatible for the 
“whole of the material to be offered, piece by piece,—each piece, measur- 
“ing an inch (lit. of the size of the part of the thumb from the middle-joint 
“to its tip), being purified by a process of cutting, repeated twice over, 
“out of the middle and the former half of the material (Cake). 

“Thus then, the sense given by all the sentences (those brought 
‘forward by the Siddhant: taken along with the original Injunction of 
“ the Principal Sacrifice) comes to be this: ‘The offering of the whole 
“Cake is to be done by such and such a method’ ; and thus we have no 
* prohibition of the homa of any portion of the Cake; from which it 
“follows that the whole of the Cake should be offered. 

“Then, it has been argued that —' The Homa could not be performed 
“all at once in the way declared in these sentences, as that would not 
“be a Homa of Two-slices (Dvyavadana).’ But then, the Homa of the 
"slices could very well be repeated (till the whole is finished), like the 


‘‘ Jyotishtoma; the reason for this being—‘ tadarthatvat’—1.e. because 


" “of the fact of the whole Ashtakapala Cake being meant for the Deity, or, 
“for the Sacrifice, or, for the Apürva (resulting from that Sacrifice), the 
“injunction, contained in the original sentence laying down the Principal 
“Sacrifice, would not be fulfilled by the offering of a mere portion of it. 
“Or, the expression ‘tadarthatvat’ may be taken in the sense— 
“* because the purificatory action of Outting is meant for the material.’ " 


Sutra (40: Reply: It could be done once only; as the 
action will have been complete (in that single perform- 
ance); specially as the Material is only a subordinate 
factor. | | — s EC 


Reply: What has been urged above, by the Pérvapakshi,—that “ the 
two-cuttings, and the corresponding Homa, should be repeated over and 
over again’’—is not possible. Because, though it is quite possible for 
the Cutting, which is a subordinate factor, to be repeated any number of 


. 
| 
| 
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times, yet, the Homa, being a principal factor, could never undergo a 
repetition. 

That is to say, the sentence ‘cuts the material twice’ laying down 
the mere ‘Cutting’ as a purificatory action, it would be possible to carry 
it on, as long as there may be the material to be purified ; as for the Homa, 
however, it is an action leading to a distinct result, and as such it is a 
Predominant factor, as shown under the Sutras II—i—7 and 8; and hence 
as it would be completed by a single ‘ Dvyavadàua' (Cutting into two 
slices), it would not be proper to repeat it over again, simply because 
there is a portion of the material left behind; and the Homa not being 
repeated, there would be no use for repeating the ‘ Cutting’ either; as it 
is only that substance which is employed in an action that takes up puri- 
fications, and not that which has got nothing to do with the Action in hand ; 
in the case in question, we find that there is no other use for the material, 
save the said ' Dvayavadüna ' offering, and hence when that has been done, 
the material would stand in no further need of any purification (by the 
‘ Cutting’); and consequently there can be no repetition of the ‘Cut- 
ting.’ 

If the Homa were merely for the sake of the material, then, on ac- 
count of this latter, it would have to be repeated itself, as well as lead to 
the repetition of the Cutting ; but as it is not for the sake of the material, 
it cannot be repeated. Specially as we find that the sentence in question 
does not mean— ya; whotiti hiyamanasya dviravakhandanamupüyo vidhi- 
yate' (‘the twice-cutting is the method laid down for the material offered,’ 
—the word ‘ yajjuhot:’ pertaining to the material offered); for certainly 
the word ‘juhoti’ does not denote the material; nor has the Verb ' juhot: ' 
the Passive Affix, by which it could be taken as pointing to that which 
is offered in Homa ('*Hüyamüna '). The fact is that the sentence lays 
down the twice-cutting with regard to the Action (denoted by the Verb 
‘juhott’). As for the idea of the material, that we have from the word 
‘yat’ in the phrase ‘yat ;uhot?,' —it is based upon a misconception, and as 
such, we cannot attach any importance to it; because the word is not 
found in the Vedic sentence, but has simply been put in by the commen- 
tators by way of a qualifying adjunct to the Verb, with a view to show tlie 
fact of the Homa being merely referred to in the sentence (for the sake of 
the enjoining of the Dvyavadàna with regard to it). | 

As for the argument, —'* The Homo should be repeated for the sake 
of the utilisation of the whole material, spoken of in the originative 
Injunction of the Principal Sacrifice,—just as we have repetitions in con- 
nection with the Jyotishtoma,”—it is wholly inadmissible. Because if the 
necessity of the offering of the whole material had been established, then 
alone could there be a similarity with the case of the Jyotishtoma ; as a 
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matter of fact however, we find that, in the case in question, the offering 
of the whole is distinctly precluded ; and as such it can never be regarded 
to have been established. 

That is to say, in the sentence ‘ àgnayo'shtükapülah, the relationship 
with Homa, of all parts of the Cake equally, would, at best, be based upon 
Inference; consequently, before this inferred relationship has had time to 
be duly accomplished, we find that there is directly established, by means 
of the sentence 'Dvyavadünaijuhoti, the relationship, with the Homa, 
of a part taken out of the Cake, and when this latter direct relationship 
has been once established, there is no appearance of the inferred relation- 
ship (of the whole cake). And hence we find that the property of being dedi- 
cated and offered to Agni (being Aynéya), which was spoken of as belonging 
to all the parts of the Cake (in common), becomes restricted, in its appli- 
cation, to the * Dvayavüdana ' (Two-slices) only, by means of the Injune- 
tion * Dvyavadünan jühoti'; just as the number ‘seventeen ' is restricted 
by means of the factors met with in the Context. And the meaning 
comes to be this: ‘One makes the two-slices Agnéya (i.e. dedicated and 
offered to Agni) Consequently, the Injunction not affecting the other 
portions of the Cake, there can be no Homa with these latter. 

Then again, it is not necessarily the actual offering of the whole of the 
material that makes it‘ Agnaya ' ; even if only * Two-slices’ are taken out 
of it (for being offered to Agni), that alone would make the whole of it 
* Agnéya.’ 

That is to say, all that the Nominal Affix (in * Agnéya’) signifies is 
that the Cake is for the sake of Agni, and not that it is actually offered to 
Him ; and there are two ways in which it could be for the sake of Agni: 
(1) by being actually offered, and (2) by supplying the portion that 4s 
offered. For instance, in the case of the sentence ‘Vrzhibhiryajéta, we 
find that the Vrihi-corn is not what is actually offered, but it serves as the 
original substance out of which the offering material is made’; and it is as 
such that the Corn is laid down in the sentence. Consequently, even though 
the whole of the Cake is not actually offered, yet inasmuch as it would 
form the original substance out of which the ‘ Two-slices’ are taken to be 
offered, it would be * Agnéya’ all the same ; and hence it is the offering of 
the ‘ Two-slices ' only that make the Cake ‘ Agnéya.’ 

There are two ways of explaining (the word ‘ Aynéya’ as applying 
io the 'Two-slices,—(1) that the relationship of the Deity is transferred 
from the whole Cake to the * Two-slices,’ and (2) that it is the fact of the 
‘ T'wo-slices ' (offered) being taken out of the Cake that makes this latter 
* Agnéya.’ 


For these reasons we conclude that the whole is not to be offered in 
Homa. 
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Sūtra (41): Also because we find the word ‘ Remnant.’ 


It is only when we accept the above conclusion, that we can justify 
the use of the word ‘ Gésha’ (‘Remnant’), in its direct meaning of that 
which has been left after the offering has been made. Then again, we are 
saved from the trouble of assuming the existence of a second Cake, for the 
sake of the ‘latter half, etc., out of which the slices for the sub- 
sequent Homas are laid down as to be taken out. (This assumption would 
be absolutely necessary for the Pürvapakshi, as for him, the whole of the 
former Cake having been offered, it would be necessary to find a second 
Cake, out of which the slices for the subsequent Homas would be cut), 


Against the above, the Opponent brings forward the following argu- 
ments : “ It has been urged that, like the number ‘seventeen ' the name of 
“ ‘Agnéya’ is restricted to the * Two-slices’ only. Butthisis not possible ; 
“because one ‘seventeen’ has been mentioned, without reference to any 
“ particular Context, in regard to the Samidhéni verses, and not to any 
“ Sacrifices; and hence its relationship with these latter could only be 
'" inferred, through that with the Samidhénis; but so long as a direct re- 
^ lationship is possible, it cannot be right for us to accept one that could 
“only be inferred ; and hence in this case, it is only natural that there 
"should be a restriction. In the case in question, however, we find that 
“the relationship with Deity (Agni) is not far-fetched, being distinctly 
“signified by the nominal affix (in the word ‘ Agnéyah’) ; in fact it would 
“ be the relationship of the ‘ T'wo-slices' (with the Deity Agni) that would 
“ be far-fetched and indirect; as in the original Injunction, it is the whole 
“of the Ashtakapàla Cake that is spoken of as related to Agni; while it is 
“only a supplementary Injunction (‘ Dvyavadànena juhot:’) that connects 
“the * Two-slices’ with Him. 

“The following argument might here be urged: ‘of the Ashtakapdla 
* Cake, the relationship with the Sacrifice is far-fetched ; while that 
“of the Two-slices is direct ; and so long as this latter is possible, there can 
“ be no necessity of assuming a far-fetched one (that of the Deity Agni). 

* But this is not right; because in that case, the sentence Dvyava- 
“ da@nanjuhotz would come to be accepted as the original Injunction of the 
“ Homa (and not the sentence ‘ Agneyo'shtükapàlah, etc.) ; as if the 
“ sentence * Agnéyo'shtakapalak, etc.’ were to be restricted in its applica- 
“ tion, by the sentence * Dvyavadünanjuhot?, then it would be this latter 
' sentence that would serve as the original Injunction of the Homa in 
“ question ; and that would give rise to a Syntactical split in the sentence 
* * Agnéyo'shtakupalah, etc.’ as shown under the Sūtra, II —ii—6 ; as it 
* has been already explained that unless a Sacrifice is inferred, such sen- 
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'! tences as ‘ Agnéyo’shtakapalah, etc.’ can neither stand in need of another 
* sentence, nor be related to any sacrifice. Consequently, even though 
* the connection of this latter sentence with a Sacrifice be an inferred one, 
‘vet, inasmuch as its signification would not be otherwise complete, it 
“ must be admitted that that connection has been already established (as 
‘ without the sacrifice the Cake would not be offered, and as such itcould not 
* be spoken of as * Aynéya’), and thus this connection being once estab- 
‘lished, it could not be set aside by any number of direct connections 
“ appearing subsequently. 

* Nor, in the case in question, is any such relationship as that of the 
“ general and the particular possible; because there is no such relation- 
“ship possible between the whole (Cake) and the part (the * T wo-slices ’), 
“ As a matter of fact, we find that the sentence ‘ Agnéyah, etc.’ distinctly 
“ enjoins the whole Cake (as to be offered to Agni); and so also does the 
“ sentence ‘ Dvyavadinam, etc.’ directly enjoin the ‘ Two-slices’; and 
* hence the offering of both is equally authoritative (and as such, the 
* former could not be set aside by the latter). 

“ Objection : ‘“ The offering of the portions other than the Two-slices 
“ would be laid down, only in a general way, by the generic word puro- 
“ dāça; and as such, would be less authoritative than that of the Two- 
** slices.’ 

“ Reply: If the Cake had been laid down, with regard to its parts, 
“then alone would the Injunction apply to the other parts, in a general 
“ way (as you say); as it is, however, the Cake is laid down directly by 
** itself (as one complete whole). 

* That is to say, those texts that relate to Classes are taken as in- 
* dieating the Individuals of those classes, because of the fact of no action 
“being possible with regard to any Class ; and in this case, inasmuch as 
“they would apply to the Individuals only by indirect Indication, it is 
" only natural that they become a little weakened in their authority, on 
“that account. In the case in question, however, we find that the whole L 
“ (Cake) itself is not incapable of accomplishing the action (i.e. of being 
“ offered) ; and as such there can be no ground for having recourse toan in- 
" direct indication with regard to that word (‘ Ashtākapāla’). If we were 
“ to go on assuming such Indications, without sufficient cause (in the shape 
"of Apparent Inconistency and the like), then, in that case, even those 
"texts that relate to the parts of the Cake (the * Two-slices* f.i.) we 
“ could go on taking as indicating the other parts; and as such these too 
“ would become weakened in their authority. Consequently, we must 
“admit that, just as in the case of the sentence * Dvyavadünafüjuhoti, 
"the ' Dvyavādāna’ (Two-slices) is accepted as being, by itself, in- 
“dependently of its parts, the material enjoined for the Homa,—so, in the 
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"same manner, the Ashfakapala Cake also could be taken up as the 
“material directly enjoined, by itself, independently of any of its parts 
“(such as the ‘ Two-slices’ and the like); aud when the Cake has been 
“taken up as a whole, if its parts come in its wake, why should any one 
“stop them (from coming in)? All that we insist upon is that these 
" parts do not become related (to the Sacrifice) by reason of any inherent 
“capability in themselves ; and that the Injunction in question does not 
“refer to them. And as to the fact of the whole and the part not being 
“wholly distinct from each other, that would apply as much to the other 
“parts of the Cake as to the * 'I'wo-slices' (and hence there could be no- 
“thing to justify us in restricting the original Injunction ‘Agnéyah, etc.’ 
“to the offering of the ‘ Two-slices’ cut out of the Cake). 

“Thus by taking the two Injunctions (‘ Agné&yah, etc.’ and ‘ Duyavada- 
“nanjuhoti’) together, we come to the conclusion that what they mean is 
“that (1) ‘having offered the T'wo-slices we should offer the Remnants’ ; or 
“ (2) ‘there is an option’, by which at times we could offer the whole Cake, 
“and at others the Two-slices only ; (3) or, inasmuch as the whole Cake 
“is enjoined in the original Injunction, the offering of that (like that of 
“the Amiksa@) would be more authoritative ; and as such the ‘ offering of the 
“ Two-slices ' could not be accepted either as rejecting it, or as an optional 
“alternative to it, or as to be offered conjointly with it; and hence this 
" latter offering (of the * Two-slices') would have to be taken as a wholly 
" distinct action by itself, in accordance with Sutra II—i1— 23 ; and at this 
“action, the material (of the * Two-slices’) would be taken from elsewhere, 
“as it would have no connection with Ashtakapàla Cake. For, even if this 
“latter action were related to the previous action (at which the whole 
“Cake has been offered), as the * T wo-slices' would have to be taken from 
“elsewhere (as the Cake will have been wholly offered up),—there would 
“be all the objections due to the question as to whether this other sub- 
“stance is to be taken conjointly with the former Cake, or only as its 
" optional alternative. (4) Or, lastly, when it has been duly ascertained 
"that the whole of the Cake is to be taken up, and we find that the In- 
“junction with regard to the ' Two-slices ' is incapable of laying down 
“ another action, on account of its laying down a mere accessory in the 
" shape of the material,—we come to recognise this latter action as per- 
“ taining to the aforesaid Ashftakapàla Cake (as its purificatory rite); aud 
“then, inasmuch as the purification has to be repeated as long as there is an 
‘object to be purified, it would become necessary for the ‘offering of the 
** T'wo-slices ' to be repeated (just like the Jyotishtoma), for the purpose of 
“ producing, in the principal material (the Cake), the qualities laid down in 
" the Veda; and this would become tantamount to the Pérvapaksa posi- 
"tion taken up in Sutra 39—that the Injunctions in connection with the 
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“e Twoeslices’ etc., merely lay down the method by which the whole Cake 
“is to be offered; as there would be no authority for the offerings to be 
* made of the slices cut out of the Cake. 

* [n fact the offering of slices cut out of the Cake would involve a 
“ most objectionable Parisankhya (Preclusion). Because, in that case, the 
* Injunction could not have the Restrictive character; because all parts of 
“the Cake are equally capable of being offered. If it were yet to be 
* known which one of its parts should be offered, and then in answer to 
“that we had the Injunctions as to the offering of slices * from the middle’, 
‘“*from the front half’ and so forth,—then alone could the Injunction 
“ serve the purposes of a Restriction. Asa matter of fact however, the whole 
“of the Cake is known as the material to be offered; and under the cir. 
“ cumstances, the subsequent specification of the * T'wo-slices' could not 
“ but be taken as precluding the use of the other parts of the Cake; and as 
“such it would be open to the three usual faults of the Preclusive Injunc- 
"tion—v/z. the non-signification of its own meaning, ete. etc, These 
faults are capable of being explained away only in those cases, where au 
" Injunction pointing to the taking of that which is sought to be preclud- 
“ed by the Injunction under consideration, is not definitely ascertained, 
“and has got to be assumed (on the ground of Indicative Power, etc., etc.). 
“ In the case in question, however, the Injunction of the whole Cake (which 
"is sought to be precluded by the Injunctions as to the offering of the 
“< Two slices,’ etc.) is fully ascertained, and has not got to be assumed; 
"aud when it is thus fully established, the said Preclusion could 
“ never be shown to be free from the said objectionable features. Hence it 
“must be admitted that there can be no offerings of slices cut out of the 
“ Cake. 

“Then again, if the name ‘ Agnéya’, as mentioned in the sentence 
"s * Agnéyo’shtakapalah, elc, were to be restricted iu its application to the 
* * T'wo-slices' meant to be offered in the sacrifice, then, in that case, the 
"other portions of the Cake would cease to belong to any Deity; and 
“ hence the ownership of the Yajamd@na in these would continue intact; and 
“in that case, we could never reconcile with this the Sutra II—iv—50, 
“ wherein it is argued that all the sacrificial priests are equally entitled, 
“with the Yajamüna, to the eating of the ‘ Remnants’, as the latter has 
“ceased to have any ownership over them, after they have all been 
‘dedicated to the sacrificial Deities. 

“ The following argument might here be brought forward :—It is the 
“< Twoeslices ' alone that is related to the actual dedication to the Deity ; 
“but it is the whole material that is spent; and the ownership ceases by 
“mere expenditure, and not by the connection of the gift with the Deity. 
" Consequently there can be no incompatibility of what we hold with the 
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“ assertions as to the cessation of the Yajamana’s rights of ownership over 
* the ‘ Remnants.” 

* But this is not true. Because at the very time that the sacrificer is 
“ laying out tbe materials, he knows full well that such and such a quantity 
“of them would be offered ; and we see no reason for assuming that he 
“ spends more than what he knows he has actually to offer. 

“That is to say, at sacrifices, people spend the materials simply for 
“the purpose of making offerings to the Deities, and not by mere lavish- 
“ness. Consequently, whatever they may have, in excess of what is meant 
“to be actually olfered to the Deities, would be as unspent as the materials 
“that might be lying in the house of the Sacrificer. Nor, in the case in 
‘‘ question, have we any Injunction for mere spending apart from the offering ; 
“in fact, we find that the spending (even of that which is to be offered) is 
"only implied by the Apparent Inconsistency of the relationship to the 
“ Deity (Agni) which is what is enjoined (by means of the word * Agnéyah’ 
“in the sentence in question). And this Apparent Inconsistency can point 
"to the expenditure of just that much of the material which would be 
“required for the offering to the Deity ; because there can be no incon- 
" gruity or inconsistency in the non-expenditure of any material over and 
“above that (which is meant for the Deities). Because in all cases what 
"is desired is the proper completion of an Action ; and thus too, the said 
“ Apparent Inconsistency can point to the Injunction of the expenditure 
“of only that much of the material as would be necessary for the proper 
“completion of the Sacrifice, and of no more than that; consequently, just 
"^ as at the time that the Corn is brought to the place of the Sacrifice, in a 
"eart, and four haudfuls are taken and laid out near the altar, the 
“ownership of the master does not cease with regard to all the corn in the 
“cart (but only to those four handfuls),—so, in the same manner, in the 
"ease in question also, even though the whole of the Cake might be 
‘brought up, the ownership of the sacrificer would cease with regard to the 
"''Two-slices' etc. only, and not with regard to the other portions of the 
“ Cake. 

“ The opponent might bring forward the following argument: ‘At 
"the time that the Cake is laid out on the altar, it could not have 
"till then been divided into the middle part, the front part, etc.; and so 
"even though the whole may not be meant to be actually offered, inas- 
‘much as the parts to be actually offered have not been differentinted, 
‘it would be necessary, till such differentiation, to consider the whole as 
“ spent (even though not offered). Because before such differentation, it 
“is not yet known from which part of the Cake the Two-slices, etc., would 
"be cut out for the actual offering; consequently if the whole were not 
‘actually regarded as spent, it is just possible that the said slices might 
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“be eut out from that portion of the Cake, which may not be that which 
“had been previously considered as spent (or given away); and this would 
“involve the unauthorised anomaly of offering that which had not 
“been considered as spent, and not offering that which had been so 
“thought, Consequently the expending (though not the actual offering) 
* must be of the whole Cake (and as such the sacrificer's ownership over 
“it will cease all the same, whether the whole be offered, or only a part). 

“ But it is not so; because when a general law has been carried into 
* effect, there can be no occasion for the particular one; consequently (if 
“itis to have any functioning) this latter must operate from the very 
* beginning (i.e. before the general law has been actually carvied into 
“ action). 

“That is to say, when a general law once becomes carried into action, 
“it can never be set aside by anything ; consequently if the Corn has been 
“brought in and laid out, in regard to the Deities, for the making of 
“the Ashtükapüla Oake, it has begun to be looked upon as actually 
“ offered to the Deities, and then if any portion of it be not offered, 
* with regard to that portion, we shall have committed the anomaly 
“of not finishing what we had begun; and thus it is necessary that 
“the whole should be actually offered. If, however, it be meant to 
‘qualify the said general law by the particular one, that ‘ the Two-sleces 
“alone should be offered,’—then, this must be done from the very begiu- 
“ning; aud from the very beginning we must have it in our mind that— 
“out of the four handfuls of corn that have been brought in for the 
“ preparing of the Ashtakapdla Cake, I am laying out, for the sake of 
* Agni, only that much which would be required for the making of the 
** Two-slices ; and though we do not perceive any difference (among the 
* various portions of the Corn for the Cake), yet the words used for the 
“conveying of the offering may be such as—‘ Only that much of the 
'* Corn, as will be required for the T'wo-slices, is not mine. Just as in 
"ordinary life, we find that when out of a heap of substances, one is 
“told to take ‘as much as he likes, no particular portion of the Cake 
“is specified, and yet the whole is not looked upon as spent away (by 
“ those words), so, in the case in question also (the whole heap of the 
'' Corn brought in for the Cake, could not be looked upon as spent away). 
“That we do not bring in only that much of Corn as would be required 
“for the Two-slices only, is due to such express Injunctions as—' brings 
“in four handfuls,’ ‘the Cake is made of the size of the horse’s hoof’; 
"and in view of these Injunctions, the ‘ T'wo-slices’ offered to the Deity 
‘fis recognized to be only that which is taken out of the Cake of the 
“ specified size, etc. ; and hence the bringing in of the Corn other than 
"that required for the ‘ Two-slices’ must be looked upon as done in mere 
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** obedience to the said Injunctions as to the quantity of Corn and the 
“size of the Cake, and not for the purpose of actually spending away 
“anything more than the aforesaid ‘ Two-slices.' 

‘ Thus then, it must be admitted that, just as in accordance with 
‘the sentence ‘brings in the corn from the cart, which qualifies the 
' bringing in and laying out of the Corn by the fact of its being brought in 
“the cart, though there is a large quantity of corn in the cart, yet the - 
“ownership of the Sacrificer does not cease with regard to the whole 
“quantity therein; so, in the same manner, even though the whole Cake 
“would be laid out for the cutting out of it of the ‘ Two-slices,’ yet the 
“ownership would not cease with regard to it (except over the slices); 
"and thus the ownership of the Sacrifice continuing over the rest of the 
^ Oake, he is quite entitled to execute, by means of that, any exchanges 
“or purchases (of service, etc.); and this could not be reconciled with 
“ the declaration that the Sacrificer and the Priests are equally entitled 
'* to the ‘ Remnants.’ 

* The above reasoning also serves to set aside the theory that the 
* Ashtakapala Cake becomes ‘ Agnéya’ (dedicated to Agni) by the fact 
“of its supplying the ‘Two-slices’ actually offered to that Deity. 
‘* Because in that case, too, there would be no justification for the spending 
“of the rest of the Cake. Nor, like the Corn, could the Cake be spoken 
“of merely as the origin (or source) of the ‘ Two-slices.’ Because the 
“Corn, by itself, is inedible, (and as such not capable of being offered by 
** itself), and enjoined in a wholly different sentence (‘ Vrihibhiryajéta’) ; 
“and as such it is necessarily regarded as laid down merely with reference 
'* to the Sacrifice, at which, however, the only material to be offered con- 
“ gists of the Cake, which is enjoined in the original Injunction (of the 
“ Sacrifice itself), and which requires a substance out of which it could be 
“made; and hence the Corn could not be recognized as helping the 
“ Sacrifice, except by serving as the substance of which the Cake is made. 
“As for the Ashtakapala Cake, on the other hand, it is quite edible by 
“itself, and enjoined by the original Injunction of the Sacrifice; and as 
“such it is quite capable of helping in the Sacrifice, directly by itself ; 
“ specially as it is not found to be laid down as subsequent to the Injunc- 
“tion of the ‘ Two-slices, which would be in need of the mention of a 
* substance out of which it could be taken out; and hence the Cake 
“ cannot be regarded as helping the Sacrifice, by merely serving as the 
“ substance out of which the * Two-slices’ is taken. 

* Under these circumstances, we should like to know how the Sid- 
‘‘dhanti meets the arguments in favour of the whole Cake being offered." 
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To the above, we offer the following reply: The above arguments 
cannot be successfully met by those who are deluded into the belief that 
Yaga and Homa ave identically the same thing. As a matter of fact, 
however, these are two distinct actions ; and on that we base our explana- 
tion. 

That is to say, if the Injunction ‘ Agnéyah, etc., had also laid down 
the actual throwing in of the offering, then, it could not be precluded by 
the Injunction in regard to the ‘ 'l'wo-slices' ; and in that case we would 
have the offering of the whole Cake. But this throwing in could be 
regarded to be laid down by the Injunction ‘ Agnéyah, etc. only if 
‘ Yaga’ and ‘ Homa’ were identically the same action. As a matter of 
fact, however, these two are wholly distinct actions, as we have proved 
under the Cabdantaradhikarana (II—ii—1); and as for the arguments 
propounded in support of this view by the Sūtra itself, we shall deal with 
them under the Sūtra I[V—ii—28; where we shall show that while 
‘ Yaga’ consists in the mere resigning of one’s ownership in favour of the 
Deity, ‘Homa’ consists of the throwing in of the material, ownership over 
which has been resigned in favour of the Deity. Though there are certain 
likely objections against this view,—such, f.i., as that in this case, the 
Darea- Pürnamüsa sacrifices, not being ‘ Homa,’ should not be performed in 
the sacrificial fire, etc., etc., etc.; but all these we shall refute under the 
same Sūtra. 

Thus then, there being a distinct difference between the two, we 
come to the conclusion that the sentence ‘Agnéyah etc.’ enjoins just that 
much without which the Cake mentioned would not be * Agnéya’ (* dedicated 
to Agni’); and as a matter of fact we find that for this (accomplishment of 
the character of ‘ Agnéya’) all that is necessary is that the Sacrificer 
should resign his ownership, and that too in favour of the Deity Agni,— 
and not that the offering should be actually thrown in. Under these 
circumstances, if we had no other sentence (such as * Dvyavadünasiguhoti), 
then the action enjoined would be regarded in the following light: 
‘Having brought in the well-cooked and complete Cake, prepared in 
‘eight pans, and placed it in a clean place (as is necessitated by usage), 
‘we should utter the words this is no longer mine, thereby resigning our 
‘ownership (over the Cake) in favour of the Deity ; and in due obser- 
‘vance of this resignation, we should never again assert our ownership 
‘ over that Cake ; forif we did assert it, we would undo the former offering 
‘and would be acting a lie; specially as in a case where one thinks 
‘from the very beginning, of asserting his ownership, he does not use 
‘the words, this is not mine, it belongs to the Deity; but when we have 
‘once resigned our ownership in favour of the Deity, we would not mind 
‘what happens to it subsequently.’ This much having been ascertained 
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to be indicated by the sentence in question, it would have nothing to 
gay regarding what might be done next (and hence in accordance with 
{his sentence the Yajamüna could have no further responsibilities with 
regard to the cake). 

But at this stage we meet with other sentences,—such as ‘ wpastr- 
nati, *doirhavishovadgat, *abhighürayati, ‘ catwravattaiuhoti, and so 
forth ; and these lead us to the conclusion that ‘Two-slices out of the 
aforesaid Cake should be thrown into the fire ’; in fact, every one of these 
sentences stands in need of a substance out of which the materials spoken 
of should be taken; and as such every one of them has reference to the 
aforesaid Cake; and they do not lay down independent substances. 

For instance, in the sentence ‘ Caturavattanjuhoti, we find that in- 
asmuch as the Homa has not been laid down in the previous Injunction, 
the sentence cannot be taken as laying down the material (Caturvatta)’ 
in regard to the Homa ; but as for the material Caturavatta (Four-slices), 
brought about in accordance with the preceding sentence (Dvirhavisho- 
vadyati, which speaks of cutting the Cake ‘twice’; and this twice- 
eutting would give rise to four-slices), we find that it stands in need of 
some purpose for which it could be used ; and hence all that the sentence 
ean be regarded as enjoining is the ‘throwing in’ (Homa) of the ‘ Four- 
slices’; and as such it cannot be taken as laying down the ‘ Homa as 
qualified by the Fowr-slices. As for the Homa, it consists of three 
factors extending to its very completion [these factors being, (1) the 
resigning of the ownership, (2) in favour of the Deity, and (3) throw- 
ing into the Fire] ; and hence whenever the last of these factors (i.e. the 
Throwing in) is laid down, there arises the question, as to whether the 
other two factors are to be taken as enjoined independently by Injunc- 
tions assumed through Apparent Incousistency, or they should be accepted 
as enjoined elsewhere (in connection with some other action). And so 
long as we can get at these in a simple way, there can be no justification 
for having recourse to a more complicated method ; and hence, in accord- 
ance with Agnéyyadhikarana, it must be admitted that the sentences 
refer to the Ashtakapala Cake, with regard to which the two factors—of 
giving away, and that £o a Deity—are already known (being laid down 
in the sentences * Aynéyah, etc.’). Nor would this involve any incompati- 
bility with the fact of this Cake having been originally laid down as 
a direct auxiliary to the Sacrifice; as that which is thrown into the Fire, 
loses nothing of its character of being an auxiliary to the Sacrifice to Agni. 
There would have been incompatibility, only if the slices were thrown 
in as offerings to a Deity other than Agni, or if they were used in an action 
quite contrary to the nature of Sacrifices. In the case in question, how- 
ever, we find none of these two conditions. 
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Thus then, the sense of the whole comes to be this: ‘The Sacrifice 
should be performed with the Ashtakapala Cake kept in a certain place,’ 
and ‘ Two-slices out of that Cake should be thrown into a certain place’; 
and then coming across the sentence ‘at the altar one keeps the offering 
material on the grass, we conclude that ‘the Sacrifice should be per- 
formed with the Cake placed on the grass at the altar’; and in accordance 
with the injunction that ‘the Homa is offered into the Sacrificial Fire,’ we 
come to the conclusion that ‘the T'wo-slices offering is to be thrown into 
the Sacrificial Fire.’ 

Now then, there remains yet another question to be dealt with: Is 
this Homa (of the T'wo-slices) something wholly different from the previous 
Sacrifice (of the Cake), and forms a mere part of the procedure of this 
latter? Oris it a part of the same Sacrifice, which, being stretched to 
a further point (to that Homa), becomes a little modified in its form ? 

And on this question, we unhesitatingly declare that the latter 
alternative is the correct one. Because if it were a wholly distinct action, 
then it would have a wholly different material and Deity,—just as we 
find in the case of the Narishtha and other such Homas. While in the 
case in question we find that, in accordance with the Cabdantaradhikarana 
(II—ii—1), it must be admitted that it is the same Sacrifice that, being 
stretched further, develops into the Homa. 

- Nor does this involve a disappearance of the original sacrificial 
character of the action, as the Homa also is a particular form of Sacrifice; - 
and though it is possible for the General to exist without the Particular, 
there is however no Particular possible without the General. Just as, 
when we say ‘bring the tree’; if we add ‘ of the Çimçapā, this addition is 
in no way contradictory to the original sentence,—so, in the same manner, 
having said ‘one should sacrifice,’ there can be no contradiction in the 
subsequent addition of ‘Homa.’ Thus then, it must be admitted that 
in the case in question, it is the Sacrifice itself that is performed in two 
forms,—-with the whole Cake: the one, that is modified into the Homa, 
being performed with the ‘Two-slices,’ and the generic form (in the 
form of an offering in a general way) being accomplished with the rest 
of the Cake,—and both these forms of the Sacrifice—the General and the 
Particular—are accomplished at one and the same time; as at the very 
time that the ‘ Two-slice' offering is being thrown into the Sacrificial 
Fire, the Yajya and the Anuvakya Mantras (that are being recited at the 
time) keep on recalling the fact of the whole Cake having been previously 
set aside for the Deities. 

Thus then, it must not be thought that, because it is the ‘ Two-slice ’ 
offering only that is contained in the Juha (the Offering Ladle), and 
which is taken up, by the operations known as ‘ Acavana’ and ‘ Pratya- 


OUT OF THE AGNEYA CARU ONLY DVYAVADANA TO BE OFFERED. 1435 


gravana’ for being offered,—therefore, it is that alone that has been 
set aside for the Deities. Because what should be done by the Sacrificer 
and the Adhvaryu Priest, who are both versed in scriptural lore, is that 
in accordance with the injunctions of the Veda, they should jointly per- 
form the setting aside and the dedicating to the Deities, while the Adh- 
varyw should perform the additional operation of throwing the ‘Two- 
slice’ offering into the Fire, Nor does this additional operation produce 
any change of form or ugliness in the Sacrifice; because, on the strength 
of Vedic texts, we are led to believe that this additional operation adds to 
the beauty of the Sacrifice. For, certainly, the fact of one foot of man 
having gone forward before the rest of the body does not make any differ- 
ence in the man; and in the same manner, in the case in question, if the 
one foot (part of the Sacrifice), the ‘Two-slice’ offering, is made to goa 
step farther, in the shape of being thrown into the Fire, that does not 
involve an incongruity, inasmuch as the enjoined fact of the Sacrifice 
being performed with the whole Cake will have been duly accomplished, 

all the same. Consequently we might take the un Action (Sacri- 
fice) itself to have the said aforesaid two forms: | 

Or, the factor of * Yaga' may be taken as the Principal, and that of 
‘Homa’ as the Subsidiary: inasmuch as in the sentence mentioning the 
result (i.e. the sentence ‘ Darca-Pirnamasabhyam  svargakümo yajéta’), 
we find it mentioned in direct connection with the ‘ Yaga’: and as for the 
‘Homa,’ itis simply found to be mentioned in close proximity with it, 
whence it is regarded to be the subsidiary (of that Yaga). 

Though the Homa is accepted to be out of the same material as the 
Yaga, yet the former could be very well taken as subsidary to the latter, 
just like the washing, etc., of the Corn. Nor is it absolutely necessary 
that all actions that pertain to a common object should be regarded as 
equally Primary in their character; as we actually find all purificatory 
rites (which are admitted to be subsidiaries) pertaining to the same object 
as the Primary Sacrifice; there being some of these rites that are per- 
formed before, and some after, the performance of the Primary Sacri- 
fice; while some are done simultaneously with this latter. 

Some people declare thus: “The Homa under consideration (t.e. 
“that of the ‘Two-slices’) is of the nature of those purificatory rites 
"that are done after the Primary’ Sacrifice, as this Sacrifice, in the 
“ shape of dedicating the material to the Deity, is found to have been — 
“ completed at the time that the material is laid ont on the altar." 

But this is not correct ; because the Sacrifice, that is to be performed 
with the Cuke, cannot be completed by means of the Corns in the 
inedible (uncooked) state; and further, if the Sasrifice could be accom- 
plished at the time of the laying out of the Corns, then, in that case, if, 
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after that, the material should be destroyed, spoilt or stolen, there could 
be no need of bringing in a fresh supply (as the Saerifice having been 
completed there would be no further need); and this would be a direct 
contradiction of what is said under Sūtra VI—iv—2; and also of what the 
Bhashya says in connection with the animal that has been killed at the 
Sacrifice—' it is protected as belonging to somebody else, as it would, in 
time, be connected with the Deity (to whom it should be offered). Hence 
it must be admitted that, at the time of the laying out of the materials 
all that is done, in the way of offering it, is the determination to give, in 
the words ‘I shall offer this to such and such a Deity,—and not the 
actnal Sacrifice ; as this latter, whieh has for its procedure the aforesaid 
offering, and consists of the making of that offering to a certain Deity, is 
fouud to be duly completed only at the time that the material is actually 
thrown into the Sacrificial Fire; and hence it is only at this time that 
the Sacrifice is accomplished by means of the whole Cake ; and the ‘ T'wo- 
slices, which is a part of that sacrificial auxiliary (in the shape of the 
Cake), is purified by means of the ‘throwing into the fire, which isa 
subsidiary of the Principal Sacrifice. 

Thus then, inasmuch as the due accomplishment of the Sacrifice is 
accompanied (or marked) by the said ‘ throwing in’ (or Homa), before this 
latter is done the Sacrifice must be looked upon as incomplete ; and hence 
if the material be destroyed, spoilt or stolen (before the Homa has been 
done), it is only right that another supply of the material should be 
brought in. For even though the Homa is a sanctificatory rite, yet it is 
not absolutely incapable of being the means of having fresh materials 
brought in; specially as even such offerings as the Svishtakrt and the 
like will be shown to be incapable of justifying the bringing in of fresh 
materials, on the sole ground of the Sacrifice having been duly completed 
(even before these offerings). 

If, however, this ‘throwing in’ (Homa) were the Primary action, 
then the Darga-Pirnamdsa would be spoken of as ‘Homa’ (and not as 
‘ Ydga’); and further, inasmuch as no Primary actions are ever found 
_to be transferred to the Modifications of Sacrifices, there could be no 
‘ Homa’ in the Saurya and other modifications of the Darga: Pirnamasa ; 
and as such at these, the materials would have to be offered, without 
being thrown into the Sacrificial Fire. Whereas in case the Homa is 
taken as subsidiary, there would be a transference of this into those modi- 
fications, and so the offerings at these would have to be thrown into the 
Sacrificial Fire. 

As for those Injunctions which originatively lay down the Homa 
itself, even though the factor of ‘ Sacrifice’ would form the first half 
of such actions, yet it would be this latter that would constitute their 
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Soul. Or, in these cases, the ‘ Sacrifice’ may be taken as subsidiary to 
the Homas ; as in these cases the factors of ‘ giving away’ and ‘ dedicating 
to the Deity ' may be taken as implied by the * Homa’ itself. In the case 
of the originative Injunctions of Sacrifices, on the other hand, inasmuch 
as the two factors of ‘ giving away’ and ‘dedicating to the Deity’ are 
already pointed out by the mention of ‘Sacrifice’ itself, the subsequent 
mention of ' Homa’ comes to be taken as pointing out only the third 
factor of ‘ throwing in, —just as in the case of the sentences ‘ Ahavaniyé 
yupagukala hotavyah. And thus it is established that the Homa is sub- 
sidiary to the Sacrifice. 

Such being the case, we find that the Cake is mentioned in connec- 
tion with the ‘ Yaga’ (‘Sacrifice’), and not in connection with the Homa ; 
and the Homa also is laid down for the ‘ Two-slices,’ and not for the 
whole Cake; and hence the Homa comes to be recognized as being done 
with the ‘Two-slices’ only, and with no more of the Cake. Then as 
for the whole Cake, inasmuch as it has been given away (or dedicated) 
to the Deity, even though it be not thrown into the Fire, it is only natural 
that the Sacrificer should not look upon it as his ‘own’; nor would there 
be any of the objections attendant upon Preclusions. 

Consequently, the operations, that are laid down as to be done with 
the ‘Remnants, would be duly accomplished by means of the ‘ Rem- 
nants’ left after the ‘ T wo-slices' etc. have been cut ous of the Cake. 

Or, we might even go so far as to declare that there is no difference 
between the ‘Yaga’ and the ‘ Homa’; as both form the fore and hind 
parts of the same action; just as we find in the case of the God Narasimha 
(Man-Lion, who has the head of the lion and the body of Man). 


EPO PBF LP PRP LF OP OP ge imm ecm OO 


ADHIKARANA (15). 
[The Svishtakrt should be performed out of all Remnants]. 


Sūtra (49): “Inasmuch as the Actions do not tend 
“to the bringing in (of materials), they should be 
* performed, out of one (Remnant) only: specially 
‘as the Remnant és a secondary factor.” 


We have found that after the offerings have been thrown into the 
Sacrificial Fire, there are left behind the Remnants of the materials; 
and we now proceed to consider how, in what manner, the Svishtakrt 
and other offerings are to be made out of these Remnants. 

[ The question is as to whether these actions should be done with 
every one of the materials, or with only any one of them]. 

Inasmuch as the opponent thinks the actions in question to be 
primary ones, he puts forward the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ They should be done with only one of the materials, Even though 
“ these actions are primary actions, yet, if the materials had been brought 
“in solely for the sake of these actions, then, for the sake of paying 
“regard to all of those materials, even though the Sacrifice would be 
* accomplished by means of any one of the materials, like the slices cut 
“out of the animal body, yet we would have connected the Sacrifice 
* with every one of the materials, Asa matter of fact, however, it is 
“not so; as the actions in question do not tend to the bringing in of 
“materials (for the sake of themselves); and hence, just as in the 
“case of the T'ushopavüpa-kapüla, so in the case in question also, the 
“ actions would be performed with any one of the materials only." 


Sutra (43): ** Also because of the sanctification having 
been accomplished.” 


* The actions in question, even if they are merely sanctificatory rites, 
“accomplish only such sanctification of the Principal Action, as is not 
“ perceptible to the senses ; and inasmuch as such a sanctification would 
“be duly accomplished by the offering of the Remnant out of a single 
‘ material, there would be no ueed of any other material. 

“Then as for the word ‘sakrt’ (in the sentence ‘sakrt sakri 
“ svishtakrie vadyati’) vefers to the single cutting; otherwise, inasmuch 
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* as the singleness would be duly observed only by the offering of all the 
* materials, in the manner of a single action, there would be no need for 
“the mention of ‘once’ (‘sakrt’). 

** Or, the Sūtra may be explained as that the offering of the Remnants 
“would have been out of all the materials, only if they were sanctificatory 
“actions; as a matter of fact, however, they are not so, inasmuch as the 
“Remnants are already sanctified by means of other purificatory rites. 

* It might be argued that even if it were so, there would be nothing 
“wrong in having yet another purificatory rite performed. And in reply 
*to this also we have the Sūtra itself, taking this to mean that, (that is 
“not possible) as the time for purifications has passed off, that is to say, the 
“material stands in need of purifications, only so long as it has not 
“been utilized ; consequently, after the completion of the Principal Sacri- 
“fice (at which a certain material has been used), there can be no need 
“for any further purificatory rites performed with regard to that material ; 
“and as such there can be no further occasion for any such rites." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (44): They should be done out of all materials; 
as the reason applies equally to all; and also be- 
cause the sanctification is for that purpose. 


According to the definition given in Sūtra II—1—8, the Actions in 
question are merely purificatory in their nature; and among ‘ Purifica- 
tory actions ' also, they belong to the sub-class of ‘ Pratipatti ' (or Actions 
of Disposal), in accordance with the Sūtra IV —ii—19; and as such 
these are required by all the materials concerned, as all of these have 
equally served their purpose in connection with the Principal Sacrifice. 
Though it is quite true that these actions do not tend to bring in any 
materials, yet inasmuch as these actions themselves are such as are 
brought about by the substances (Remnants) under question, they cannot 
but pertain to allof these. Even when the Principal Sacrifice has been 
duly completed, if we find the Remnants of the materials offered at it, 
there arises a desire to know in what way these should be disposed of, 
and as such it is only right that we should have the Injunctions as to 
the particular offerings through which the said Remnants are to be 
disposed of. 


Sütra (45): Also because we find indications (by 
certain words). 


In the sentence ‘sakrt sakrt svistakrté avadyati, we find that the 
repetition of 'sakrt' (once) is explicable only if the ‘cutting’ ('ava- 


' 1440 ` TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. III—PADA IV.—ADHI. (! 


dana’) be taken as to be done out of all the Remnants, ar 
for offerings, which are merely sanct?ficatory in their cha 

These Sütras also serve the purpose of showing 
foregoing Adhikarana. That is to say, the question b 
the sake of the offerings of Remnants, the Pürvapakshi 
of the fact of the whole material not being given awa: 
Sacrifice), what would be the use of all the discussion 
Adhikarana ?—the answer to this is to be taken as su; 
(of the present Adhzkarana), explained in the mm 
That is to say, inasmuch as, according to the Parva 
would not tend to bring about the offerings in question, 
have to be done out of a single material; and in that 
of the Svishtakrt would have to be wrested forcibly fro 
Sacrifice; and as the single offering would have com 
offering (to Svishtakrt) the whole material would be p 
and there would be no need of the offering being made « 
materials. Whereas, in accordance with the Siddhanta, 
the materials equally tend to the offerings in question 
certain words of the Vedic texts being indicative of it, 
to the view of the Siddhanta (that the offerings are to be ` 
the materials), which appears as the useful conclusion arriv 
help of the foregoing Adhzkarana; just as in the Ad 
with the Paurnamüsi Sacrifices. 
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ADHIKARANA (16). 


[The Offerings of the Svistakrt and the rest should be made ont of 
the First Material. ] 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


Sutra (46): “If the offerings were to be made out of 
“one only, then they could be done out of any one 
“that one might like; as all of them are equally 
“capable of being used.” 


—  [Admitting, for the sake of argument, that the said Offerings are to 
be made out of a single material, there arises the question as to whether 
they should be done out of the first, or out of any of the Remnants that 
we might like to utilise;—and on this we have the Pürvapaksha as laid 
down in the Sūtra. 

Though the word meant to be used was 'yàthükümyam, yet, inas- 
‘much as it is meant to be a qualification of Buddhi (Idea), it is spoken of 
in the Feminine gender; and as such we have the Feminine ending ‘ nish,’ 
in accordance with the Sūtra 'shzdgaurüdibhyagca! (Panini, IV —1—41); 
and then there being an elimination of the ‘ya’ of the 'shyas' affix, in 

scordance with the Sutra ‘ halastaddhitasya’ (Panini VI—iv—150), we 
get the form ‘ yathakami.’ 


ELI 


SIDDHANTA. 


tra (47): They must be done out of the principal 
material, as that is the first (to present itself), 


The Offerings of Remnants are due to the existence of the Remnants, 
also to the necessity of doing what is enjoined in the Veda; and hence, 
ey come to be related to that material which happens to be mentioned 
irst (before the other materials) in the scriptural text bearing upon 
e question ; and as, at that time, there would be no incongruity in the 
fering being made out of that material, it is directly made. And when 
iis has been done, the injunction has been carried into effect, and hence its 
injunctive function ceases forthwith; and there being no reason for the 
offering of any other Remnants, if such offerings were made, they would 
be incompatible with the sense of the Injunction, Consequently, they are 
not to be performed. 

18] 


ADHIKARANA (17). 
[The division of the Cake is for the purposes of eating. | 


Sūtra (48): “Inasmuch as the * Eating? is not found 
“to be mentioned, the word * Daina’ should be taken 
‘Sin the sense of ‘ Purchase’ (or Exchange).” 


In connection with the Quartering of the Cake, we find the parts 
pointed out as ‘ Idam Brahmanah’ etc. And there arises the question as to 
how these parts come to be pointed out as belonging to the Brahma and 
others ; and it being found that these sentences lay down giving of the 
parts to the priests, there arises the question as to whether this Giving 
is laid down simply as a means of purchasing the services of those 
Priests, who could do anything they liked with the portions of the Cake 
received by them,—or it is laid down for the due fulfilment of the action of 


Disposal (of Remnants), which is accomplished by their being eaten by ~ 


the Priests. 
And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ The giving is laid down as the means of the purchasing of their ser- 
“ vices. Because in the case in question we do not find any such senten- 
“ces as, ‘ Yajamanapancama idam bhaksayanti, laying down either the 
‘“ predominance of the material, or the actual Hating of that. Conse- 
“ quently, inasmuch as Materials are accessories to Sacrifices, and as they 
“are found to be given to only those that have been connected with the 
‘* performance of the sacrifice, it must be admitted that, even though there 
“is no direct declaration of Purchase, yet the giving of the Cakes, like 
“ that of the Sacrificial Fee, cannot but be regarded as serving the purposes 

‘of the said purchase." 


Sutra (49): ‘* Also because of these being praised as 
*6 such.”? 


“ We find the Giving of the Cakes eulogised as—‘ésha@ vai Dargapur- 
“namasayordakshina Rtvijām utsahakarint’; and there can be no doubt 
"^ that this pertains to the purchase (of the services of the Priests).” 
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SIDDHANTA. 


. Sūtra (50): It must be for the purposes of eating; 
because as regards the material, they are all equal. 


The Divison of the parts of the Cake among the Priests is not for the 
purposes of the Purchase; because in all cases we find that a Purchase is 
effected by something belonging to one’s self; and when the Cake has 
been given away to the Deities, there is no person having any sort of 
ownership over it. | | 

That is to say, inasmuch as the whole Cake has been given away 
to the Deity, the Sacrificer is no longer its owner; and as such he has 
as much ownership over it as the Priests, Brahma and the rest; con- 
sequently just as these latter could not make any gifts of the Cake, so 
too the Sacrificer. Consequently if he were to effect a purchase (by giving 
the Cake in exchange for the services rendered), he would be asserting his 
rights of ownership over it; and thereby he would be undoing the gift that 
he has previously conveyed to the Deity. For these reasons, we cannot 
admit the giving to be for the purposes of Purchase. 

Then there remains the question—‘‘ On what grounds do you take it 
“ to be for the purposes of Hating ?" 

And to this we offer the following answer:— 

We have already explained that the Liùga (or Indicative face) of a 
thing consists of its capability ; and this is admitted, on all hands, to be 
the means of ascertaining the use to which that thing is to be put; then 
there can be no doubt that the Cake is capable of being eaten, as it 1s found 
to be so by its very nature. 

The Bhàsya has made the declaration — We have never seen the Brahma 
and other priests in any way helping the parts of the Cake.’ But this is not 
quite proper; as they are actually found to help them in their Disposal, 
Then goes on the B^àsya with another declaration— On the other hand, we 
find the Parts of the Cake helping the Priests’; and this too is not proper; as 
in that case the giving would come to be for the purposes of the Purchase ; 
as, (1) it is not by being eaten alone that the Cake could help them,—it 
might help them, in some way or other, even merely by being taken 
home; (2) as it will be explained in all cases, that the Hating is meantas a 
purificatory of the material (and not as helping the Priests) ; and (3) the 
Eating is not spoken of as being left off, on the occasion of any Penance, 
etc., and certainly all things connected with the Man himself would cer- 
tainly cease on such occasions. 

For these reasons, we must explain the Bhasya in the following 
manner: "There is no doubt that there is a Disposal of the parts of the 
Cake; but still, when we come to seek for the special purpose served by 
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the restriction of the performers (of this Disposal, to the Priests only), we 
conclude that the purpose of this lies in the fact of the action bringing 
about a certain purificatory power in those performers; because so long as 
we ‘can find a visible purpose, we can have no authority for assuming 
an imperceptible one. And there can be no doubt that the purificatory 
rite that is most intimately connected with the performer is the Hating; 
and hence even if they were to carry their shares home, unless they would 
eat them, they would not bring about any effects in themselves; conse- 
quently, howsoever far they might carry them, it is absolutely necessary 
that they should at last eat them. 

Thus then, (1) inasmuch as there would be no reason for passing 
over the first of such rites that is cognised,—(2) as the capability (of the 
Cake itself), and the fact of the portions being pointed out as belonging to 
such and such Priests, distinctly point to the necessity of the Hating that 
has been commenced,— we conclude that it is the Hating that helps 
the Priests, Brahmé and others. As for the ‘Remnant’ that stands in 


ueed of Disposal, its natural capability shows that the best manner of its 
disposal consists of its being Eaten. 


Sutra (51): As for the said Praise of the Giving, it is 
due to the said pointing out. 

As for the above-quoted eulogy—' Esha-Daksinü, it must be ex- 
plained, as refering to the desirable effects that follow in the wake of the 
Eating, or as due to the fact of the portions being pointed out as belonging 
to Brahma, and thus bearing some sort of a similarity to the Sacrificial 
Fee (Daksina). 

For these reasons, it must be admitted to be fully established that 


the Injunction with reference to the Division of the Cake, is for the pur- 
pose of its being Eutgn (by the Priests). 


Thus ends the Fourth Pada of Adhyaya III. 


SLB LPB LOO ISIN P RES AP 


ADH YAYA III. 
PADA V. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 


[The offerings of the Suistakrt, etc., are not to be formed with the 
Butter in the Dhruva-vessel, etc., etc. | 


Sutra (1): “(The Offering of the Remnants should be made) out 
“of the Butter also; (1) because of the mention of 
«é 6 ati 3,2? 


We now proceed to deal with the suppression of the too extensive 
application of the law propounded in Sara III—IV —44. 

[In connection with the Darga-Pürnamüsa, we have the sentence 
* uttarürdhàt Svistakrté samavadyati,’ * Idamupahvayati, and so on, laying 
down the various Offerings of Remnants. And with regard tothesesenten- 
ces, there arises the question as to whether the Svistakrt offering, herein 
laid down, should, or should not, be made out of the Butter used at the 
Upameuyaja.] 

And the Sūtra recalls, from the Sutra III—iv—44, the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


* (The offering in question must be made out of the said Butter), as 
“it is only then that we could justify the subsequent description ‘out of 
“all materials,’ which mentions all materials, without any exception (and 
“hence the leaving out of the Butter would not be in keeping with the 
“ Description. )”’ 


Sūtra (2): (2) “ Also because of the reason.” 


We have a historical narrative in the Veda (“The Deities said to 
““Svistukrt, carry offerings to us; he replied, I crave the boon of having 
“a share in the sacrificial offerings; they said--name it; he replied—may 
“ they offer to me, one by one, the slices out of the Latter half ;)—which shows 
“the reason for which offerings are made to Svistukrt; and there can be 
“no doubt, that this reason is as applicable to the case of Butter as to 
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“any other materials; as the reason given is that— because Svistakrt 
“carries the Offerings to the gods, he craved the boon of a share 1n the 
“ offerings’ ; and as a matter of fact, we find that the Butter also has been 
“ carried by him to the Deities of the Upamguyaja ; and it follows from this 
* that he should have an offering out of this Butter also." 


Sutra (3): (3) ** Because in regard to a certain (action) 
“we find the word ‘samavatta,’ ” 

“The word * Ekasmin'-in regard to a certain action; or it may 
* mean that, according to you, the Siddhantz, if a single material be 
“cut out for the offering to Sviştakrt, then there would be no sense in the 
* word ‘Samavatta,’ which signifies ‘being cut out together with other 
“ materials; whereas according to us, inasmuch as the Butter would also 
“be cut out and offered to him, along with the other materials, the word 
“< Samavatta' would be quite relevant and compatible. 

* We now proceed to show where this word ‘ Samavatta’ is actually 
“found: we have a Sacrifice laid down in the sentence, * Adityah prayant- 
* yaccarwrbhavatt' ; and in connection with this same Sacrifice, we find 
“the declaration, 'ajyasyaimam carumabhipuryajyabhagah Pathyadayag- 
“catasro dévatà yashtavyah’, which lays down four sacrifices, which, by 
* reason of their having the same material as the Upameuyaja, must 
“be regarded as the modifications of this latter; while the Sacrifice 
“laid down in the first sentence—i.e. the Adityacarn Saerifice—is the 
“ modification of the Agnéya Sacrifice; and in connection with this 
“ last Sacrifice, we find the declaration, ‘ Agnayé Svishtakrté samavadyats ' ; 
“and if only one part of the Caru were to be offered to Svistakrt, then we 
* should have had the word *avadyat?'; whereas if the offering be made 
"also out of the original Butter used at the Upameuyaja, then in this 
“latter case also the Sacrificial offering would have to be made; and this 
‘necessitating the cutting out (and offering) of both the Caru and the 
“ Butter, the use of the word ‘ Savadyati’ becomes fully justified. For 
“this reason, too, it must be admitted that the Offerings of Remnants are 
* to be made out of the Butter also." E 


Sutra (4): (4) ** Because we find an Avrthavada of 
Svistakrt with reference to the Butter.” 


“ We find the passage—' Avadàya avadaya dhruvam pratyabhighara- 
“yati, Svishtakrte ‘vaddya na pratyabhigharayati’ (* Having made each 
“ offering, one refills the Dhruva vessel, but when he has made the offering 
“to Svishtakri, he does not refill it’); and in this the word ‘prāti’ (in 
‘*“ pratyabhigharayati ’, * Refills’) distinctly shows that the offerings re- 
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“ferred to are those taken out of the Dhruva vessel, as is also justified by 
“ the very nature of this vessel itself, which is apparently found to be meant 
“to serve the purpose of holding the offering materials. And hence it 
“follows that the offering that is made to Svistakrt, is also taken out of 
“the Dhruva; as is shown by the prohibition (in the passage quoted) of 
“the Refilling of that vessel, after the offering to Svistakrt has been 
“made. And then again, the distinct injunction, that ‘there shou!d be no 
** offerings after that to Svishtakrt', also indicates that the previous Re- 
* fillings (spoken of as following after each offering has been made) were 
“solely for the sake of (being offered to) Svistakrt. Consequently, in 
“accordance with the Sūtra ' Tatsámünyàt, etc. it must be admitted 
“that the offerings of Remnants should be performed out of all the 
* materials." 
SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (5): There being no Remnant (of the Butter), it 
could not be so;—the absence of Remnant being 
due to the whole of it having been taken wp. 


The offerings of Remnants are made only when there is a Remnant, 
left of the material used at the Principal Sacrifice. As a matter of fact, 
we find that there is no Remnant left of the Butter used at the Upameu- 
yaja; for the simple reason that the whole of it has been taken up by the 
Sacrifice. 

By the next Sutra we proceed to show why the whole of the Butter is 
taken up. 


Sutra (6): There could be no * Remnant? in the Dhru- 
va; because this belongs in common (to many actions). 


In the Dhruva, there can be no * Remnant’ of the Upameu-yaja; (1) 
because the Butter that is brought in it is not related exclusively to any 
particular action; and hence all actions that are to be done with Butter, 
are done out of the Butter in the Dhruva; as is distinctly authorized by 
the sentence ‘Sarvadsnai và étad grhyaté,’ 

For the Tattivzyas also (though they have no such text as * Sarvasmaz 
và élad grhyaté’), we find that the Upāmçuyāja is mentioned in the course of 
the mention of such actions as the Upastarana, Abhighürana and the 
like; and hence the sentence ‘ upastrnannabhiyhdrayanndjyasya yajan’ 
shows that the Ajya (Butter) is a material belonging in common to all 
these actions. 

And then, in the case of all things that are common to many—f. i. an 
Assembly, a Forest-picnic, Company-dinners, and such other things,—we 
find, that when the share of one has been taken away by him, his connection 
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with the material ends then and there; and to the rest of the thing, the 
remaining owners are entitled, and as such that cannot be spoken of as the 
‘Remnant’ of the share taken away ; and consequently, in such cases, the 
rest of the material, not having served its purpose, could not stand in 
need of Disposal. When, however, all the persons entitled have taken up 
their respective portions, then there does arise a need for Disposal, but 
that too in keeping with the common character of the material. Thus then 
in the case in question, when a portion of the Butter in the Dhruva is 
taken out for the purposes of the Upamcu-yaja, there is no * Remnant’ 
of the portion of that Sacrifice; as the rest of the Butter in the vessel has 
still got to serve its purpose in connection with the subsequent actions of 
Upastarana, Abhighürana, and the like; and it is admitted on all hands that 
the Offerings of Remnants are merely meant to be the Disposal of mate- 
rials that have served all the purpose that they had to serve, and are no 
longer required; and as such they could not take up those materials 
which have yet to serve certain purposes. For these reasons it must be 
admitted that there can be no ‘ Remnant’ (of Butter) in the Dhruva. 

As for the common ‘ Remnant’ that would be left after all the said 
actions have been completed, we have an altogether different Disposal laid 
down for that,—in the form known as ‘ Samashtiyajuk.’ If this (* Samash- 
tiyajuh') also be regarded as an independent Principal Action, just like 
the Upastarana and the rest (and not as a mere ‘ Offering of Remnant’), 
then, in that case, the presence of any ‘ Remnant’ in the Dhruva would be 
all the more impossible (as the ‘ Samashtiyaj7u’ is distinctly laid down as 
consisting of the offering of all the Butter that might be found in the 
Dhruva, after the Upastarana and the other actions have been done). As . 
a matter of fact, however, we can quite reasonably take this Samashti- 
yajuh as a mere Action of Disposal; (1) as, on referring to the text of the 
Taittiriya, we find that it is originatively related to another action; (2) 
and as, being mentioned as ‘ Homa’, it cannot be regarded as a Sacrifice. 
And then, inasmuch as this Action is laid down as taking up all the 
Butter in the Dhruva, it naturally precludes the performance of all the 
other Offerings of Remnants. Hence, too, it must be admitted that there 
can be no Remnant in the Dhruva. 


Sütra (7): Though it is taken out in the Juhii, yet it is 
the whole of that that is connected with the Homa. 


The opponent might argue, that—“ there is a portion of the Butter 
“taken out in the Juhi, exclusively for being offered in the Upameu-yaja ; 
“and there would be a Remnant of that attached to the Juhu,—just as 
“ there is of the Soma in the vessels and cups." But this is not possible; 
bevause it is the whole of that Butter (in the Juh&) that is laid down as 
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to be offered in the Homa, by the Injunction ‘ caturavatian 3uhot?*; aud we 
have already shown, in connection with the Caru meant for the Upadhana, 
that that which is laid down for one purpose cannot be rightly used for 
another. For this reason there can be no ‘Remnant’ in the Juha either. 


Sutra (8): Obj.:—* As in the cups (soit would be possible 
| in the Jh also). 


It is argued that—“ Though the Soma in the cups is laid down as to 
“ be offered in Homa, yet we always find Remnants of it in those cups; and 
“similarly, we could have a ‘Remnant’ in the Juhi also (in the case in 
‘t question )." 

And we have got to refute this argument (which we proceed to do in 
the following Sutra). 


Sūtra (9): It is not so; because (in the case of Soma) 
there is no infringement of the Injunction; and 
also because it is brought up simply as an offering 
material (and not as connected with Homa). 


The case in question is not similar to that of the Soma ; because in the 
ease of the latter, it is brought up into the Vessels and Cups, simply by 
way of being laid out as mere offering materials ; and as such there is no 
Homa of it,—as we shall explain in the Adhikarana on the eating of the 
Soma-vemnant (Sutras ITI—v—19 et seg.). And hence for one, who would 
refute the infringement of Injunction brought forward in Sūtra III—v-— 
19, there would not be a Homa of the whole quantity of the Soma; and as 
such, in this case, there would be no incompatibility, either with the fact 
of the Offering of Remnant being found to serve another purpose, or with 
the fact of its being taken from all quarters in accordance with such sen- 
tences as ‘ Somasyügne vihi, etc.’, or with the names given to the Cups, in 
the sentences ‘ Sarvatah parihàram acvinam bhakshayati > (where * Aevina ‘ 
is the name of one of the ten Cups); while every one of these facts would 
have been contradicted if the whole of the Soma were offered (and no 
Remnant was left). 

Or (‘ codanavirodhat’ may be explained in the following manner)—In 
the case of the Soma, the non-offering of the whole is not found to infringe 
any Injunction; and as such, in view of this ‘non-infringement,’ the 
whole is not offered. In the case in question, on the other hand, we find 
the non-offering of the whole of the Butter to be contradictory to a dis- 
tinct Injunction. And itis this non-infringement (in the case of the Soma) 
that is the reason for there being a Remnant in the Cups. Such is the 
sense of the Sutra. 

182 
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The Bhasya did not bring forward the case of the ‘ Cups,’ before it 
introduced the present Sutra; and hence, in that case, it is necessary to 
assume an Objection-Sütra,—showing that the existence of the material 
is not necessarily accompanied by the offering of the whole of it,—and then 
to supply the answer to that (assumed Sūtra). And this answer is that, 
in the case of the Soma, we would have a Remnant in accordance with 
another declaration to that effect; whereas in the case in question, we have 
no such other Declaration (and hence there would be no Remnant); and 
thus the reason ‘ Homusamyogat’ (‘because of connection with Homa’) 
being qualified by—‘ while there is no declaration to the contrary, '—there 
can be no flaw in the reason given. 

Or again, in Sütra 7, we could substitute the word * ca’ in the place 
of ‘tu,’ and then take the Sūtra as embodying an ‘objection brought for- 
ward by the Pürvapakshi; and those who would take the Sūtra thus 
would have to cite, in support of their contention, the instance of the 
‘Cups’; and then Sütra 8 would be taken as recalling that instance: 
And, in this case, the sense of Sūtra 7 would be thus:—The opponent hav- 
ing urged that—' because of its being taken out in the Juha, there 
would be a Remnant, as in the case of the Cups’,—the reply is that, * that 
is connected with Homa’; and this has already been explained above. 


Sutra (10): The word ‘all’ applies to that which exists 
(in the case in question); Because the word pertains to 
those alone that have been mentioned in connection 
(with the case). 


As for the descriptive reference contained in the sentence ‘ Sarvebhyo 
havirbhyah ’,—a reference which is based upon a previously indicated possi- 
bility (of the offering of ‘all materials’),—we take the ‘all’ referred to 
be that which we perceive in the case in question; because in any case the 
word ‘all’ can only be used relatively with reference to things that may 
appear in the present connection ; as it is absolutely impossible to speak 
anything of the Absolute All; and as such our view is not incompatible 
with this use of the word ‘all.’ Thus then the words ‘ Sarvebhyah 
havirbhyak’ must be taken to refer to those materials which, on account 
of their being remnants of those, are capable of Disposal, or those that 
exist merely as Remnants of the original materials. [This Sutra meets 
the Pürvapaksha argument in Sitra (1)]. 


Sutra (11): The other is based upon a particular genus. 


Asin the previous case, so in the present one also, the word ‘ samava- 
LI 9 » . . . 
dyati’ is a mere descriptive reference; and as such it could apply to 
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the Butter also; consequently, when the Carw would be cut up (for 
being offered), that would inevitably involve the cutting up—even though 
not desired—of its parts also, on account of these being intimately mixed 
up. Consequently the prefix * Sam’ (in * Samavadyati’) should be taken 
as a mere descriptive reference based upon the fact of the two subtly 
mixed up genuses (of Caru and Butter). [This meets the Pürvapaksha 
argument contained in Sūtra (3)]. 


Sutra (12): The last refers to the non-emptiness (of the 
vessel). 


The last argument that has been brought forward by the Prvapaksha 
(in Sūtra 4), is that based upon the Arthavada with regard to the Svishtakrt. 
But that is quite explicable in accordance with our theory also, as indi- 
cating non-emptiness. That is to say, in the sentence ‘ Svishtakrte-vadàyan 
na pratyabhigharayati’, the ‘avadina’ (‘offering’) spoken of must be 
taken as that ‘cutting’ which is made out of that material from which it 
is actually made, or from which it can be done. As a matter of fact, we find 
that this ‘ Avadana’ is capable of being done out of such materials as the 
Cake and the like; while what is done out of the Dhruva is only the action 
of Upastaruna and Abhighadrana. Nor do we find the Avadüna out of the 
Dhruva connected with the Dative (in * Svishtakrté’). Specially as even 
though some other substance may have been offered to the Deity, yet 
the Dhruva would stand in need of * Refilling’ (* Pratyabhigh@rana’) for 
the sake of the actions of Upastarana and Abhighf@rana, in connection with 
which it has been found to be useful. And thus there would bea use for 
the Dhruva, before the Svishtakrt offering, even after the other offerings 
have been made, and hence with each offering, it should be refilled ; but 
when the Svishtakrt offering has been made, there is nothing more to be 
done; and hence there is no further need for refilling it. Nor can the re- 
fillings be regarded as purificatory of the previous offerings ; as that would 
necessitate the assumption of an invisible result for them. 

As for the non-emptiness (of the Vessel), it is clearly for the sake of 
the action to be performed next; consequently without making the Artha- 
vada in question apply to the Svistakrt, we could explain it as referring to 
the non-ewptiness of the Vessel prior to the Svishtakrt offering. 


ADHIKARANA (2). 


[The ‘ Offering of Remnants ' should not be performed in connection with 
the Sakamprasthayya. | 


Sūtra (13): The performance of the Svistakrt and the 
Ida in connection with the Sakamprasthayya, also 
és like the above. 


In connection with the Amāvāsyā Sacrifices, we have always the per- 
formance of the Svistakrt and the Ida, out of the Sannayya material; 
and the Sükamprasthayya is a modification of the material (of the San- 
nüjyya) ; and hence there is an idea that those actions should be performed 
out of that modification also; and on this point the case of the Sākam- 
prasthayya differs from that the Butter in the Dhruva (though, in accord- 
ance with the rule * Prakrtivad Vikrtih ', the Offering of Remnants would 
be performed in connection with the Sükamprasthayya, just as with the 
Sünnüyya). And hence there being a doubt as to whether the case in 
question is amenable to the reasonings of the foregoing Adhikarana,—the 
present Sutra serves the purpose of pointing out the fact of the case of 
the Sakamprasthayya being exactly the same as that of the Butter in the 
Dhruva. That is to say, just as in the case of the latter, so in the former 
also, there would be none of the offerings, on account of there being no Remnant, 
—this absence of Remnant being due to the whole of it having being taken wp 
(Sutra 5). And in this case the fact of the whole of it having been 
taken up is shown by the following: We find the sentence * Homürthe 
prasarpatah saha kumbhibhik’, which lays down the unpartitioned milk, 
as to be offered ‘along with the milking pots’; and this distinctly shows 
that the whole of the material is offered (because when the pots also have 
been offered, there cannot be any Remnant) ; and hence it is not possible 
for any Remnant to be kept. 


ADHIKARANA (3). 
[In connection with the Sautramani there is no ‘ Offering of Remnants’]. 


Sūtra (14); So also in the case of the Sautramani (there 
would be no Remnants) in the vessels. 


The phrase ‘ tadvat’ is to be supplied from the preceding Sūtra. 

In connection with the Sautraàman:, we find mentioned certain vessels 
of wine, and of milk, named ‘ Agvina’ and the like ; and inasmuch as these 
vessels only serve the purpose of keeping the various materials separate— 
just as in the case of the Cups (of Soma), so in this also—there would be 
no possibility of the whole of the materials being offered up. And hence 
inasmuch as this would lead to the idea of the case in question differing 
from those dealt with before (and hence not amenable to the previous 
reasonings),—the present Sutra points out the amenability of the case in 
question to the reasonings of the previous Adhtkaranas. 

And each of these Vessels is taken up for Homa, in the same order 
that it is held ; and the Vessels as held are laid down as to be offered up, 
in the sentence—‘ Yathagrhitau rtvijà upüdadate, utiare * gnuu payogra- 
hàn juhvati, dakshinésuragrahan’ (which shows that there can be no 
Remnants, as even the Vessels are offered up). 


Sütra (15): The mention of ‘Remnant’ also is to be 
explained as before. 


The Prohibition, contained in the sentence ‘ wcchénasta, na sarvam 
juhoti, which is not subsidiary to an Injunction, is a mere descriptive 
reference. ‘ Ucchinashti’ isan Injunction, and the subsequent Prohibition 
is a descriptive reference to it; and this latter would point out the impossi- 
bility of the ‘ Offering of Remnants,’ through the fact of the whole of the 
material being offered up in Homa. Then as for the ‘ Remnant’ that is 
spoken of, there may be some other action, either in the shape of a distinct 
Disposal, or in that of another Principal Action. And for these reasons, 
the Svistakrt and the Idà should not be performed (out of the Sautra- 
mani). 


ADHIKARANA (4). 


[In connection with the Sarvaprshthésti, the Svistakrt, the Ida and the 
other * Offerings of Remnants’ should be performed only once]. 


Sutra (16): “ The material being one, and the Actions 
* diverse, the actions in question should be per- 
“formed with each action.” i 


It having been established that there are certain ‘ Offerings of Rem- 
nants’ to be performed, we now proceed to consider the case of panbiculani 
‘Offerings of Remnants.” — — 

In connection with the Sar -— we imd the passage ‘Indraya 
Rathantaraya, Indraya Varhataya, Indraya Vairujaya, Indraya Vairagaya, 
Indriya Cakvaraya, etc.’; and we find that this passage speaks of six in- 
dependent Deities, shown by the six words with the dative ending, and 
hence also six different connections of the Deity and the Material; and as 
in the Sacrifice occupied by one Deity there could be na room for the 
other Deity, the distinctive feature of the Deity caunot be regarded as 
pointing to six different actions, For some of these actions there are dis- 
tinct offering materials laid down; while for some of them, there is laid 
down a single material, in common, in the shape of the Cake of the size of 
the Cart-wheel. And when we accept this fact, we come to the conside a- 
tion; ‘of the question, as to whether the ‘Remnant-Offering’ would be 
different for each of these latter Actions, or, on account of the material 
beíng the same, there would be a single offering, in common amongst them. 
( Objection: “The question forms a subject of Adhyaya XI, and as 

pe would be dealt with in that Chapter, under the Sūtra, ‘ ékadravyé, 
> (XI—iv—42); and — — it need not be taken up for 
ens in the present connectión." l 
Reply: Inasmuch as, in the case in question, the material has to ld 
isposed of, it bears the Action distinctly; and as it is piece by piece t 
th¢ material is subsidiary to the Principal Actions, there ean be no sing 
performance in common; and hence, though the discussion really b: a 
to aegra XI, yet, inasmuch as it involves the consideration of the Rem 
nant and'the Original, it forms a fit object to be dealt with in conne 
with the matter of ‘ Remnant-Offerings.’ 
And on the above question, we have the following — 


/ 


4 
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PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ It is only when the Material is one, that there would be a single 
“performance common to all the actions concerned; specially in a 
‘case where it is in the same condition that the Material helps in all the 
“actions ; the more so as, in such cases, we do not perceive any reason for 
“making any difference ; in fact no such difference can ever be made. In 
*'the ease in question however, the Material is found to help in the 
“Sacrifice, piece by piece (and not as one complete whole) ; and the sanctifi- 
“cation of the Material also lies only in the help that it accords to the 
“ Sacrifice; and hence a difference in the Principal Sacrifice would make 
“a difference in the said Sanctification (the Svistakri offering, the Ida, 
* ete.) ; and as such these could not be performed once only, as common to 
“all the Principal Sacrifices. As a matter of fact, we find that, even though 
“one part of the Cake (that is offered at one action, f.i.) may have been dis- 
“ posed of, yet there could be a Disposal of another part ofit. Inasmuch as 
“the exact places out of which the various offerings are cut out are 
“different, it is quite natural that there should be a differentiation into 
“the ‘Northern half’, the ‘Southern half,’ etc., etc. And hence we 
“conclude that the Svistakrt offering and the Idà are to be repeated. 
* with each action." 

SIDDH ANTA. 


Sutra (11): The Remnant of each action not being dis- 
tinguished, it would belong equally to all (and hence 
there can be but one Disposal). 

The Svishtakrt and the Ida are to be performed once only ; because 
these offerings are not purificatory of the Sacrifice, nor of the material 
that is offered in Homa; then as for the ‘ Remnant of the Homa’ (that 
which has been left aftev all the Homas have been performed), that is 
one only (for all); and as such it is only right that the * Offering of 
Remnant’ should be done once only, which would apply, in common, to 
all the Homas. 

That is to say, if the offerings in question were purificatory of the ` 
Sacrifice, or of the Material that is offered in Homa, then, the difference 
among the Sacrifices, and among the Materials, would have led to a diver- 
sity in the offerings in question. As a matter of fact, however, we find 
that they are purificatory of the Remnants; and we also know full well 
that in the case in question, there is a single Remnant, common to all the 
Homas ; and it is the * Northern’ and * Southern’ halves of this common 
Remnant that are taken up for the offerings in question; and they are 
not the parts of that slice which has been cut out and offered at the Princi- 
pal Sacrifice; as no such parts have been spoken of in connection with 
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the original Sacrifice ; and as such we can certainly ass 
specifications not being cognized. For if one could take 
half’ for the sake of one of the Principal Sacrifices, 
the due fulfilment of what has been enjoined; and h 
cipal Sacrifices also will come to have all their needs s 
very slice. . 

For these reasons it must be admitted that the offering 
are made only once, as common (to all the Homas con 

As for the excesses left after the Disposal-Off 
utilised in a subsequent Dzsposal-Offering, fi. in 
(Quartering of the Cake). 


ON ONIN ON ON p ag a yg I T Se gt 


ADHIKARANA (5). 


[Out of the Indra-Vayu Vessel, the Eating of Remnant should be done 
twice.| . 


Stra (18): In the case of the Aindravayava, there 
should be an Eating with each action, because of « 
distinct declaration to that effect. 


[At the Jyot’stoma, we have several vessels containing Soma, and 
each vessel is dedicated to a distinct Deity; one of these is dedicated 
jointly to Indra and Vayu; this is called the ‘ Aindravdyava-Graha’; as 
the Remnants in every one of these vessels has to be eaten, with regard to 
this Aindravayava vessel, there arises a question as to whether the 
Remnant in it is to be eaten once only, asin the case of the other vessels, 
or twice, in view of the fact that out of this two offerings have been 
made, one to Indra and another to Vayu ; and as such it practically con- 
tains two Remnants. | | 

. Though the proper place for this discussion would have been after 
Sütra 19, where the questionof the Eating of Soma in general has been dealt 
with,—yet it has been introduced here, simply because, being an excep- 
tion to the conclusion of the foregoing Adhikarana, this presents itself to us 
more quickly than the said general question. 

On this, we have the following Pürvapaksha, based upon reasoning : 
“the material being one and the same, a single Eating would suffice for 
“the due carrying out of the scriptural Injunction.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


In view of a distinct Declaration that to the effect,—' Dviraindra- 
vayavasya blaksayati, —we must admit that the Remnant should be eaten 
twice. 

Though it is quite true that we have certain Adhikaranas where, as in 
the present case, the Purvapuksha is based upon reasoning, while the Sid- 
dhanta in reply is based on Verbal Authority,—yet that does not appear 
to be quite the proper method ; because in such cases no Doubt is possible: 

Such an A4alhikarana is put forth only in a case where a certain thing, 
having been found to be possible on the ground of Reasoning, is, however, 
set aside on the ground of Verbal Authority ; and hence the thing in ques- 
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tion not being admissible, such an Adhikarana would be of use in all cases 
that might be found to be amenable to the said Reasoning. [In the case 
in question however we find the reverse to be the case, as the ‘Twice 
Eating’ was not possible, on the ground of any Reasoning; but has been 
found to be made possible by Verbal Authority.] And as this Reasoning 
in question has been already shown in the foregoing Adhikarana, there 
would not be much use for the present discussion. 

Consequently we must explain the Adhikarana, not as it has been done 
above (in accordance with the Bhasya), but-in the following manner: 
The Opponent brings forward the following arguments against the Sid- 
dhanta of the foregoing Adhikarana,—and this we might take as— 


PÜRVAPAKSHA (B). 


“ At the Sarvaprstha, the Svishtakrt and the Idà should be performed 
“ with each action ; as all these principal actions are wholly different from 
* one another. Forexample, we find that, in reference to the Aindravayava, 
* where the Principal Actions are admittedly distinct, we have as many 
“ Purificatory Remnant Offerings as these Actions, in accordance with 
* such declarations as—' Dutraindravayavasya bhaksayati’, * Dvirhyétasya 
“ vashatkarotz*; and hence it must be admitted that there should be as 
“ many purifications of the Remnant as there are Vashatkaras.” 

For this reason, the present Sūtra (18) we should take as explaining 
the case of the Aindravdyava (that has been cited by the Opponent in 
support of his view in regard to the Sarvaprstha), and then supplying the 
Answer to these arguments. And this Answer we can represent as— 


SIDDHANTA (B). 


In the case of the Aindravayava, though the Hating should have heen 
done once only, it is done twice, because of the direct Declaration to 
that effect,—and not because of the diversity of the Principal Actions 
concerned; specially as we have shown under the ‘ Hetvadhzkarana ' (I— 
—ii—28 et seq.), that a Vedic sentence cannot be taken as giving the Reason 
for any thing. | - 

In this way, the present Adhikarana comes to be a mere supplement 
to the previous one; and inasmuch as it also serves the purpose of 
reminding us of the Discussion in regard to the Eating of Soma, there 
would be no incongruity in the order of the Adhikaranas (sought to be 
explained away at the beginning of the present Adhikarana). 


Nam e, a LR, ua D, Lu DR, ap s a, f ee re 


ADHIKARANA (6). 
[There should be an Eating of the Soma-Remnaunt. | 


Stra (19): “There should be no Eating of Soma, as there is 
“no Declaration to that effect.” 

In the case of the Aindravayava, there might be an eating, even on 
account of the qualified Injunction; soit is with regard to the Soma in 
the other Vessels and in Cups, that there is a doubt as to mia, or not, 
there is an Hating of those. 

Though among these also, the case of the Somas referred to in. the 
sentences ‘Sarvatakpariharam Acvinam bhaksayati’ and the like would 
be amenable to the same reasoning as that in regard to the Azndravayava, 
—yet with regard to these also, we have to consider the question as to 
whether these sentences merely serve the purpose of laying down qualifi- 
cations with regard to the Huting whose performability is already fully 
recognized, or they lay down the qualified Hating itself. 

Question : “ What difference does this make ? ” 

Answer: If these sentences themselves are also the Injunctions of the 
Hating, then this has to be done only in the cases specified in these sen- 
tences; while if the Injunction of the mere eating is got at elsewhere (and 
the sentences quoted be the Injunction of mere qualifications), then, in 
that case, even though the Indicative Force of the words might point 
directly to only a part of the Soma, yet it would apply to all the Somas. 

In regard to this Question, then, there are three probable alternative 
theories, viz, (1) Inasmuch as the sentences that are found to serve the 
wholly different purposes of laying down qualifications, they stand in need 
of an Injunction,—and as there i$ no Injunction,—there can be no Eating ; 
(2) or, those very sentences may be taken as Injunctions, and accordingly, 
there is to be an Eating out of those vessels only that are specified in 
them; (3) or, there is to be an Hating, on the aforesaid grounds of the 
Name (that is, given to the Cups and Vessels, as ‘hotugcamasah’ and the 
like), the performing of the Vashatküra, the Homa, aud the Abhigava. 

And out of these, we having the following as the— 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“ All the Soma in the vessels and cups being entirely taken up by 
"the Homa,—just as in the case of the Butter ( Adhi. 1), the Sàkainpras- 
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* thayya (Adhi. 2) and the Sautrümani (Adhi. 3),—there would be no 
“ Remnant; whence, then, could there be any Hating? The Hating can- 
“not be said to be implied by any Original Primary Sacrifice (as the 
“ Jyotistoma, in which we have all the Vessels and Cups under con- 
“ sideration, is its own Original Primary). Nor do we find any direct In- 
“ junction as to the Eating in question ; the Injunction that we have refers 
“ to a wholly different thing ; and as such, is incapable of laying down the 
“ Hating. For these reasons, there can be no Hating of the Soma." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (20): The Eating should be done; because we 
find tt mentioned in connection with the other pur- 
poses. 

[There should be an Hating of the Soma; because we find sentences, 
really mentioned in other connections, pointing to such Eating, —such sen- 
tences, for instance, as ‘ Sarvatahpariharam Agvinam bhaksayatz*; *bhak- 
sitapydyitangcamasan dakséinasyünaso ‘valambé sddayanti’; as certainly, 
if there were no Eating at all, how could there be such specified Hatings 
as those mentioned in these sentences. | 


Siztra (21): These (sentences) would be direct declara- 
tions (of the Eating itself); as they lay down some- 
thing new; and hence the Eatings should be in 
accordance with these Injunctions. 


If these sentences were merely meant to serve some other purposes, 
then we should have sought for other reasons (such as the Name, etc., etc.) 
for the Hatings in question; as a matter of fact, however, these sentences 
are direct Declarations (of the Hating) ; and hence the Hating should be 
done, only in accordance with the Injunctions contained in these sen- 
tences,—and not elsewhere. 
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ADHIKARANA (7). 
[The Remnant- Hating is to be done by the Priests holding the Cups.] 


Sitra (22): Inasmuch as the Cups are named (after 
the Priests), (the Hating should be done by these), special- 
ly as the connection (of the name * Camasa ?) és due to 
that (Eating). 


We admit that the Hating would be done, in accordance with the In- 
junctions; but these Injunctions are to be followed as qualified by the 
aforesaid Name, Vashatkara, etc., and not merely as mentioned in those 
sentences. 

Though in regard to the Cups, we do not find any direct Injunction 
(in the Brahmanas) of the Hating, yet such Injunctions are inferred from the 
names contained in the Directions (* Praitu hotugcamasah ’, etc., etc.) ; that is 
to say, we find the Directions for the fetching of the Material accompanied 
by such names as ‘hotugcamasa’ (the ‘ Hotri's Cup’) and the like; and these 
names could not be applicable, if the Hotrz and other priests did not 
actually Eat (‘camanti’) out of these Cups. Because the word * camasa’ is 
formed out of the Root ‘ cami’ = to eat, with the Locative affix *asan of the 
Unàdi class (the word being etymologically explained as * camanté asmin iti, 
camasah’); and hence at the time that the Direction (‘ Prastu hotugcama- 
sak’) is heard, the name ‘camasa’ indicates the connection with actual 
Hating, either in the past, or in the future, or in the present; and as we 
do not perceive any Hating in the past or the present, we conclude that the 
Eating indicated is that in the future; otherwise, the Direction, ‘ Praitu 
hotugcamasah ', could not be carried into effect. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that there should be an Hating 
by the Hotr? and other priests. 

Then, inasmuch as the Cups that are brought forward (in obedience to 
the said Directions) are those that contain the Soma,—and as it is the Soma 
that stands in need of Disposal, and is most proximately related (to the 
Cups),—the Hating is to be of the Soma contained in the Cups; specially 
as we have such declarations as, ‘ Sagésagcamaso hiyaté, alpam juhoti. 
Nor do we cognize the presence of any other substance, such as Rice and 
the like, the Hating of which could justify the name of ‘ camasa’; nor 
would the Eating of any other such material form part of the Sacrifice; and 
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hence such Eating (of some extraneous material) would be open to the 
following anomalies; (v) the indications of the Context would be contra- 
dicted ; (b) the Direction in question would have to be removed from its 
legitimate context ; (c) the name of * Somacamasa’ would be incompatible ; 
(d) if the material eaten were Rice or (anything other than Soma), the 
Cups would become impure by the Hating, and as such no further offerings 
could be made by those Cups (as is laid down) (the ease of the 
Soma is different, inasmuch as the Veda distinctly declares that there is 
no impurity attaching to the Eating of the Soma); (e) if, for the sake of 
purification, we were to scratch out certain portions of the Cups, then, the 
particular Cup that had been named ‘hotrigamasa ' will have ceased to 
exist, and the newly repaired one, and the material contained in it, 
could not bear the said name (of * hotrcamasa’) ; and as such, there would 
be a contradiction of the Injunction of the Homa as to be performed with 
the material specifically named (as ‘ hotricamasa’). 

The same reasoning holds respecting the taking up of other Cups; 
as the bringing in of such would involve an infringement by exceeding 
the exact number of the Cups laid down. Nor (in the case of the Hating 
being of Rice, etc.) could we perform the subsequent Homas with the 
Cups made impure by the Hating, on the sole strength of the Injunction 
(of the Homa); as this Injunction has the chance of being carried into 
effect, in the case of the eating of Soma, which would not involve any 
infringement of the rules of conduct with regard to impure Cups. Nor can 
it be urged that “ the infringement would be exactly the same in the case 
of the Hating of Soma." Because in regard to the Soma, we have the 
distinct Declaration that—‘ there is no impurity attaching to the Eating 
of Soma.' 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Priests holding the 
Cups should eat the Soma. 

The Bhàsya also must be taken in the above manner,—and not as it 
appears on the face of it; for if one Proof becomes interrupted by another 
Proof, its comprehension becomes an exceedingly difficult matter, "There- 
fore all that the text brought forward by the Bhasya does is to prohibit 
the Hating of Soma by other than Brahmanas. If the name ‘ Prayaja- 
münasya' does not indicate the Hating of the Soma, then we could not 
explain, either the declaration—* Sa yadi somam vibhakshayisét ’—contained 
in the Injunction of the Phalacamasa, or the Prohibition ‘a Somam.' 


Hence it must be admitted that the Priests holding the Cups should 
eat the Soma. 
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ADHIKARANA (8). 
[The Udgatri Priests are to eat, together with the Subrahmanya Priest. | 


Sutra (23): "I. Only one should eat out of the Udgatri- 
“ camasa (the Cup held by the Udgatri Priest); because 
* of only one such being directly mentioned.” 


Before explaining the Hating consequent upon the performance of 
the Vashatkara, the Homa aud the Abhisava, the Author proceeds to 
show that particuiar Hating which is based upon Name. 

In the Direction referred to in the foregoing Adhikarana, we meet 
with the name ‘ Udgatrrnam camasah’; and with regard to this, there 
arises a fourfold doubt: (1) should the Hating be done by only one Udgatr 
Priest; or (2) by all the Priests ; or (3) by only those Priests that do the 
Hymning; or (4) by all the four Chandogas (Samavédi Priests)? Some 
people take the (2) and (4) together, on the ground that the word 
‘Sarva’ is used in both Süíras (24 and 26), and that through proximity, 
the Indication in question is applicable to the Ohhandoga Priests alone. 

Question: * Wherefore should there be any doubt in regard to the 
matter in question ? 

Answer: The reason is this: In the word ‘ Udgütrrnüm', we find 
a distinct incongruity in the significations of the basic word and the affix 
(i.e. the basic noun denotes naturally only one Udgatr Priest, while the 
affix denotes plurality); and hence it is only natural that there should be 
a doubt as to the acceptance of the signification of the one or the other. 

On the point under consideration, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 


“In accordance with the Pagadhikarana,—and with the law that * it 
‘is in regard to the secondary factor that an illegitimate assumption can 
“be made,'—it is the denotation of the basic noun that forms the pre- 
“ dominant factor ; and then again, in theoriginal Injunction of the appoint- 
“ment of the Udgatr Priest—' Udagataram vrnita’,—we find the Singular 
“ number, which distinctly shows that the Cup in question is to be given 
“to only one Udgatr Priest; and hence it is only one Udgütr Priest that 
“ would eat out of it; and as for the denotation of the Plural number, inas- 
*" much as we do not find it compatible with that of the basic noun, we 
“can not but disregard it as not meant to be significant." 


= 
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PURVAPAKSHA“(B). 


Sutra (24): “II. All should eat it, because of the con- 
‘nection of all.” ; 


* Tt is not right to wholly disregard the plurality. Because in the 
“ case of the * Págamanira ', we disregard the Plural number because 
* there is no room for any plurality in the Context, in which it occurs. 
“In the case in question, however, inasmuch as an Indirect Indication 
“ (of all Priests by the word ‘ Udgütr') is found to be quite compatible, 
' we can have no reason for disregarding the Plurality. Consequently it 
“must be admitted that the Cup in question belongs to all the Priests. 
“ Or, by sub-division (7.e. inasmuch as all Udgütr Priests are Chando- ` 
“ gas, the term ‘ Udgatr’ would indicate all Chandogas, the Sutra may he 


* taken as referring to ‘ all Ohandogas '." 


PÜRVAPAKSHA (C). 


Sütra (25): * The Hymn-singers (should do it); as they 
“are connected with that (‘singing’); specially as we 
“have the distinct declaration of Plurality.” 


“ Inasmuch as the Priests other than the Udgàtr are not denoted 
“by the basic noun (‘ Udgütr'), the plural number (in * Udgatrrnam’) 
“could never have any connection with those other Priests. Nor can we 
“have recourse to an Indirect Indication, without very special reasons ; 
* specially as, in the case in question, by not having recourse to such an 
“Indication, we do not find any meaninglessness (which could justify 
“our having recourse to it) ; because we find the word * Udgatr’ ( —singer) 
“quite applicable, etymologically, to the Hymn-singers, Consequently, 
“by reason of their connection with ‘Singing,’ the three Hymn-singers 
“should eat of the Remnant in question.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (26): All (four should do it); because of their con- 
nection with the (Sama-) Veda; but for other spe- 
cial reasons, it would pertain to some of them only. 


So long as a basic noun can be taken in its conventional signification 
(as a complete word), we cannot accept its etymological signification. 
As a matter of fact, however, we do not find the word ‘ Udgatr’ applying, 
even etymologically, to the Hymmn-singers; because the Hymn-singing 
Priests, the Prastotr and the Pratihartr, are mere ‘ Gatr’ (‘Singers’), 
and not ' Udgatr’ (‘ High-singers’)’; and hence the plural number (in 
Udgatrrnam’) is actually incompatible (as there is only one Udgâtr 
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Priest). This is shown by the further fact of only the second part of the 
Süma being spoken of as ‘ Udgatra.’ 

The Bhàsya should have used the word ‘bhakti’ wei reference to 
the parts of the Sama; and the use of the word ‘ -— is due to mere 
oversight. 

Thus then, we find that, there cannot be many Dagaty Biens either 
by actual appointment as such, or by the connection of ‘Singing’; and 
hence the Plurality of the Udgatr must be taken as based upon the connec- 
tion with the Veda (the Sama Veda) ; because as a matter of fact, we find 
that the teaching of the Samaveda is spoken of as * Aud gátra' ; and thence 
also the action inhering in that Teaching (comes to be spoken of as 
‘ Audgatra’); and from this it is an easy matter to infer that, through 
their connection with these two (the Teaching and the Action), in the 
capacity of the Teacher and the Performer respectively, it is the Men 
(thus connected) that are spoken of as ‘ Udgatr,—in accordance with 
the reasonings pertaining the * Audaméghi.’ 

Objection: “ This reasoning that you have brought forward lias alt 
* ready been refuted under the deeniggeiieilecmenns (II—ni—3). And in the 
“ case in question we find that it is only after the addition of the nomi: 
“nal affix (‘an’) to the word ‘ Udgatr’ that this latter gives rise to the 
“ word ‘ Audgatra’; and the word ‘ Udgàtr ' cannot be explained as having 
“its etymological origin in the word ‘ Audgütra. That is to say, in ac- 
“cordance with the rules of Grammar, the word ‘ Audgaira’ is explained 
“ as formed out of the word ‘ Udgatr’ with the nominal afflx‘ an’; and in 
“no way could any rule explain the word ‘ Udgàir ' as ‘ the performer of 
"the Audgatra functions, which would mean an elimination of the affix 
“(‘an’; in the word ‘Udgatr’). Consequently the name ‘ Udgatr’ 
“cannot be taken as based upon the word ‘Audgatra’; but it must 
“regarded as based upon the actual appointment of the Priest as such, 
“as will be explained later on. For these reasons, the above explana- 
“tion is not admissible." `,- 

Reply: In any case, the word ‘ Udgàtr' will have to be taken in its 
indirect secondary signification ; and hence it would have to be taken as 
applying to the Priest, by means of a backward process (of etymology : as 
the ‘performer of the Audgatra functions’); just as we find the word 
‘Raja’ applying to the Brahmana (which is possible only in the sense of 
‘performer of kingly functions).' 

Iu connection with the word ‘ Raja,’ it has been shown, by the 
sentences ‘in ordinary parlance the word is used in its etymological sense, 
etc., etc., etc,’ (in the Avéstyadhikarana, II—iii—3), that, in the first in- 
stance, the word ‘ Ràgà ' 18 used in the sense of the caste ( Ksattriya) ; and 
hence, through connection with that caste, the functions of protecting and 
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the rest come to be spoken of as * Rajya’; and thence, through the con- 
nection or presence of these functions, the Brahmana, etc., also come to be 
spoken of as ‘ Raja,’ this word being applied to these, either on account 
of their being substitutes for the Kgattriya, or through Inference (based 
upon the presence of the functions of Protecting and the like). In the 
same manner, in the case in question, though, by actual appointment, 
there is only one Udgütr, yet through his connection, his functions of 
teaching and performing being spoken of as ‘audgātra, the Hymn-singers 
also would be spoken of as ‘udgatr,’ by reason of these priests being 
related to those functions. But, inasmuch as one word cannot have more 
than one direct signification, this latter application of the word must 
be regarded to be indirect (or secondary) ; and we have already explained 
that this secondary signification would be admitted, for the sake of the 
compatibility of the plural number (in ‘udgatrrnam’); it was only the 
ground for this signification that we did not point out before; and this 
we have done now, by showing it to be based upon the functions of 
. Teaching (the Sàma-Veda). 

Thus then, we must admit, on the ground of there being no incongruity 
involved in this, that the eating is to be done by all the four Chandoga 
priests (the Udgàtr and the three Hymn-singers). 

The above explanation is not quite admissible. Because as a matter 
of fact, those that are found to be operating, at the time of the Hating, as 
well as those accompanying these operators at the time of the Direction, 
come to be connected with the Hating ; and we find that the Swbrahma- 
nya (who is one of the Chandoga priests) does not perform any operation 
at the time of Eating, and as there is no proximity of this priest, either in 
the Outer Assembly Room, or in the Inner Court, there is no reason 
by which he could be entitled to the Hating. And hence, just as 
in the case of other Ohandogas we find that though they perform the 
Teaching of ths Sàma Veda, yet, not being in any way connected with the 
Sacrifice, they have no Hating to do, so would it be in the case of the 
Subrahmanya Priest also. Then as for the plural number (in * Udgatrr- 
nam’) that might be taken as resting with three Priests only, just as in the 
case of the word ‘ Kapinjalün! (vide Sütra XI—i—88 et seq.). Nor is 
the Eating a purification of the Performer; whereby it should be neces- 
sary to make it apply to the Subrahmanya also, for fear of leaving him 
unpurified. In reality we find it to be & purification of the material, as 
we shall show in several Adhikaranas. 

Hence it must be admitted that the present Sūtra sets aside, by 
means of the word ‘tw,’ only the argument in Sūtra 25, and puts forward 
the same view, of the Eating pertaining to the Hymn-singers, though for 
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reasons totally different from those propounded in the previous Sūtra. 
And thus the sense of the Süíra comes to be this: Though all of them 
are denoted by the word ' Udgatr,’ and not the Hymn-singers only, yet, 
for reasons shown, it should be taken as applying to a part (i.e. some) 
of these only,—i.e. to all except the Subrahmanya; just as in the case of 
the sentence ' Upanishadyodgatarak simna stuvanti.' 

Or, we can take the Sūtra as accepting, by means of the words 
* Sarvétu’ the Second Pürvapaksha (Sütra 24),—and then, by means of the 
sentence, * Küranadekadegé syat’, laying down the theory of the word 
applying to the Hymn-singers only. 
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= ADHIKARANA (9). 
[The annta should also eat the Soma, | 


Sütra (91): * There is no eating for the Ca : 
“as it is not laid down.” "^ '' 


We have finished the treatment of the Hatings based upon Name; 
and the Author now proceeds to explain those based on Direct Declara- 
tions to that effect. m 

We have the Declaration —' Yathacamasamanydn¢gcamasasan¢gcamasino 
bhasayanti, athaitasya hàriyojanasya sarva éva, etc,’ (‘The other cups of 
Soma are eaten by those persons holding the Cups, but out of the Hariyojana 
Cup, all of them wish to obtain"); and with regard to this there arisesthe ~ 
question as to whether the sentence, pointing to the Hating by all priests, 
lays down that of the Grüvastut Priest also,—or pointing only to the 
Eating of the Priests holding the Cups, mentioned in the sentence, it does 
not lay down any for the Gràvastüt Priest. 

The Pürvapaksha 1s iod “ there is to be no adi by the Gràvastàt 
Priest, for reasons just given." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (28): (He should eat) out of the Hariyojana, as it 
is mentioned as related to ‘all,’ 

The word ‘all’ denoting all Priests connected with the performance 
of the sacrifice, we can not restrict it to only a few out of those (i.e. only 
those that hold the Cups), unless we have very special reasons for doing 
so. Consequently, it must be admitted that the Grüvastut Priest also is 
to eat out of the Hariyojana Cup. 


Sütra (29): Objection: The eating would be done by 
* those holding the Cups because of their proxt- 
“mity.?’ 

This Sara explains the sense of the Parvapaksha: “The former 

“ portion of the passage quoted above—‘ The Cups of Soma are eaten by 

“those holding the Cups ’—serves no other purpose save the restrictive 

"qualifying of the word ‘all’; specially as the words ‘atha’ and ‘éva 
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“all the more point to the fact of the Hating belonging to those Priests 
“alone; as the word ‘éva’ can apply to those alone that are specially 
" mentioned. Hence we conclude that the sentence does not point to any 
* Hating by the Gravastut Priest." 


Sutra (30: Reply: The eating would belong to all, be- 
cause of the Injunction; as for the mention of the 
‘camasins’, — is meant to be " asini 
to that. dm adi ! | 


Inasmuch as we have the word ‘all’, which denotes every one of 
the persons concerned, and which, being once restrictively qualified by the 
substrates (Hàriyojana), cannot be restricted and qualified again, by the 
word ‘camasin’, which serves a wholly different purpose; because every 
time that we limit the scope of a word used in the Veda, we are setting at 
nought the direct Vedic Declaration. Hence we conclude that the ‘ cama- 
sins’ are not mentioned for the sake of showing the relationship of each 
Priest with each Cup; but they are spoken of as having a very much 
limited scope, with a view to eulogising the Hariyojana as having a much 
wide scope. Consequently it must be admitted that what the sentence 
means is that ‘ out of the Hür/yojana Cup, all the priests should eat’ (and 
thus the Gravastut Priest also eats out of that Cup). 


ADHIKARANA (10). 
[The performance of ‘ Vasatkara’ is a ground for eating. | 


Sütra (31): There should be an eating, due to the 
Vasatkara. 


Another sentence in the same connection is—‘ Vasatkartuh parthama- 
bhaksah. And with regard to this, there arises the question, as to 
whether it lays down the First Hating (Hating qualified by First), as due 
to the Vasatkdra,—or it lays down merely the character of being First, 
with reference tothe Hating. And on this question, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA, 


“In accordance with the law—‘nacédanyéna gistah’ (1—1v—9), so 
“long as the qualification can, in some way or other, be taken as a mere des- 
“criptive reference, we cannot rightly take the sentence as a qualified 
* Injunction ; and then, the character of the First is something that has 
“not been got at by any other Injunction; hence it is not. possible for 
“the Hating to be enjoined with reference to that; consequently, the 
“sentence must be construed as—'yo Vasatkartuh bhaksah sa pratha- 
“ mah’ (‘The eating of the performer of the Vagatkdra should be the 
“ first’). 

“ Question: ‘Inasmuch as the Wating too has not been enjoined 
“before, we cannot take that as mentioned merely by way of descriptive 
* reference (for the Injunction of ‘ First’). 

“ Answer: Inasmuch as the Injunction of the Hating is involved in 
"the very name (of the Cup belonging to the Vasatkartà), it is quite pos- 
“sible for it to be mentioned merely by way of descriptive reference. One 
"of the Cups is named ‘ Vasatkartuccamasah, and as the very name 
“ ‘camasa’ implies Eating, this can very well be spoken of by way of des- 
“ eriptive reference; and hence the sense of the sentence comes to be that 
“< whoever does the Vasatküra has the First Hating’. | 

“The following argument might be brought forward here: Inas- 
“ much aa in connection with the Vessels and the other Cups (except that 
“ belonging to the Vasatkarta), no Eating has yet been found to have been 
“enjoined (as the said name indicates the eating out of that one Cup only), 
“no such could be mentioned merely by way of descriptive reference.” 
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* Reply: That does not matter; as it is not necessary that what is 
* spoken of by way of descriptive reference must have been recognized as 
* to be performed in all cases ; as all descriptive references stand in need 
“of only that much of recognition as is possible. Nor, in the case in 
“ question, is there any harm in the Vasatkartr Priest not eating out the 
“vessels and the other Cups. It might be urged that, ‘such non-eating 
* would leave Disposal unaccomplished. But, in the case of there being 
no’ Disposal laid down in the Veda, we can have one as in ordinary life ; 
“or we could have the eating also, through reasons to be shown below. 

** The following argument might be brought forward: ‘ The possibi- 
* * lity of the eating, by reason of the Name, being very remote, it cannot 
“ * be spoken of, by way of descriptive reference, by the very much more 
**quickly-operating Direct Declaration; and hence while the former is 
'*yet to be pointed out as to be performed, the Direct Declaration will 
** * have begun its functioning, and denoted, without any specifications, the 
«<: Hating wherever there might be the Vasatkàra (i.e., it will have laid 
“<: down the Hating, and not the First only with reference to any parti- 
“c cular Eating). 

“ But this is not admissible; because prowimity and remoteness are 
“sought after only in cases where there is some sort of a contradiction. 
* In the case in question, we find that the’ Direct Declaration, in order to 
“avoid the chance of an Injunction of more than one thing, stands in 
* need of the Hating being already laid down by some other means; and 
« when it is found that it is not laid down by any means, it has to admit 
“the Injunction to be of the Hating qualified (by First); as we do often 
“admit Direct Declarations to be injunctive of accessory qualifications 
“ with reference to such things as have been laid down by even such 
** remote means as those of the Context and the like. 

* And thus, inasmuch as the sentence lays down the character of 
* First only as the condition for the Hating, the Vasatkara cannot be 
“regarded as a ground for Eating." 


SID DHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: Inasmuch as there can 
be no descriptive reference of only one factor extracted out of the com- 
pound (ie. of the Eating as extracted from the compound ‘ prathama- 
bhaksah'), just as in the case of the expression ' iryaga,—the sentence 
must be taken as laying down all the factors (i.e. the ‘First Hating,’ as 
due to the Vasatkara). 

That is to say, just as in the case of the sentence “tryangaih svistakr- 
tam yajati,’ we do not find the ‘three’ laid down with reference to the ‘ subsi- 
diaries’; but what is laid down is that which is expressed by the whole com- 
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pound (ie. the three subsidiaries); so, in the same manner, inasmuch as 
it isalways the whole word that is connected (syntactically) with another 
word,—and as the withdrawing of one factor would deprive the com- 
pound of its expressive potency,—we cannot take that withdrawn factor 
as that with reference to which something is laid down; i.e, we cannot 
construct the sentence as— that which is the [e of the Vagat- 
kartr should be the first.’ Specially as before the compound (‘pratham- 
bhaksah’) has been accomplished, the ‘ Eating ’ cannot be connected with 
the ‘Vasatkartr’; because in that case the former would be dependent 
upon the latter Min a factor of the compound), and as such could not he 
compounded (with the word ‘prathama’). 

Objection: “ We often find that even though the principal factor of the 
“ compound be dependent upon some extraneous factor, it forms part of a 
“eompound; and hence in the case in question also, even though the 
“c Rating’ would be connected with the ‘ Vasatkartr,’ yet it could P 
“compounded (with ‘ prathamah *)." 

Reply : It could be so, if the * Hating’ were the only factor — 
on an extraneous factor; in the present case, however, we find that thé 
. * first! also is so dependent, on account of the relationship of the Vasat- 
karir; as the cause of the ‘first’ is not the ‘ Hating,’ but the character 
of the Vasatkartr; and hence the syntactical connection would bé 
‘Vasatkartur prathamah’ (‘the first of the Vasatkartr’); and that 
would involve a distinct incongruity. While, if we were to take the in- 
junction (of ‘ first’) as with reference to ‘that which is the Hating of the 
Vasatkartr’ (‘yo Vasatkarturbhaksah’) we would have the anomaly 
of having a qualified reference (the reference being to the * Hating quali- 
fied by the Vasatkartr’); as mere ‘Hating’ could not indicate the 
Vasatkartr ; and as for the character of the ‘ Vasatkartr that is found 
to be concomitant with actions other than the Fating (and as such could not 
necessarily indicate it). If the reference were to any one of the two only 
(ie. either the ‘Hating’ alone, or the ‘Vasatkartr’ alone), then the 

first’ would be enjoined for all Hatings (if the reference were to Hating 
only), as also of all the operations of the Vasatkartr (if the reference were 
to the Vasatkartr only); and both of these would be equally absurd. 
Consequently, the sentence must be taken as laying down the ‘ first Eating 
of the Fasatkarir. And as both, (‘first’ and ‘ Vasatkartr’) qualifying 
each other, would be related to the same object (the action of Hating). 
where we would have Vasatküra, there alone. we could have the ‘first 
Eating. sa | 

Question: “ Inasmuch as the Vasatkara is the causal condition, how 
“could it be enjoined? And if it is nob enjoined, how could there be a 
* restrictive qualification (by means of this) ? ” 
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Answer: Mutual restriction is always due to the two being related 
to the same action; and it does not make any difference whether the 
factor is enjoined or not enjoined (vide Sutra III--i—12). Asa matter 
of fact, however, the ' Vasatkartriva' is not wholly incapable of being 
enjoined. Because the fact of the Vasatkara being the causal condition 
is not signified by such agencies as the word ‘yadi, the Locative ending, 
and the like; but the factis that the Vasatkartr having been enjoined 
as accessory to an action, the fact of its being a causal condition is only 
implied. Hence the objection urged above does not affect our theory. 

Objection: *''In the sentence ‘tasmadékam sümatrcé kryat8 stotr- 
“yam, we find the ‘three’ enjoined with reference to the ‘ Rk,’ even 
“though this occurs ina compound ; and in the same manner, we could 
* have the Injunction of the ‘ First’ only." 

Reply: Not so; because in the sentence quoted by you also, what is 
held to be enjoined is what is signified by the compound (‘trea’); as what 
is taken to be enjoined by it are the ‘three verses’ for all the Hymn- 
samas. But then what happens is that the whole (‘ three verses °’) could 
be accepted as the object of the Injunction, if both the factors (of the com- 
pound) were such as are not got at by other means; but as a matter of 
fact, we find that the factor of the ‘Rk’ is already got at by the general 
Injunction of Sama, as also by the order of the text ; and hence, in accord- 
ance with the Sutra I—iv—9, they are not taken as enjoined by the sentence 
in question (whose injunctiveness is taken as restricted to the number 
‘three’ only). In the sentence ‘ Vasatkartuh prat hamabhaksaA', we find 
that what is signified by the compound is enjoined only to the extent 
of the Vasatküra, and hence if, like the ‘Rk’ (in the case of the other 
sentence), the ‘Hating’ (of the present sentence) also were already en- 
joined and known as existing everywhere, then it would be abandoned 
by the Injunctive potency (in the sentence), As a matter of fact, we find 
that it is not known or enjoined as existing in regard to the nine cups and 
the vessels; and being (in the sentence in question) presented only as the 
causal condition, it could not be abandoned (by the Injunctive potency); 
nor could it be taken as merely spoken of by way of a descriptive 
reference, In the case of the other sentence also, if the ‘Rk’ were not 
known to exist in any place, then, inasmuch as there would be no difference 
in the nature of the compound, we should have had to admit the fact of 
the Injunction applying to the Rk verses also; but as a matter of fact 
they are already known to exist in connection with all the Hymnal 
Samas (and hence these cannot be taken as enjoined by the sentence). 
Then again, the sentence enjoins the member ‘three’ of the Rk verses; 
and as the ‘Rk’ forms the principal factor in the compound (‘Trea’), 
—even though it be dependent upon an extraneous factor, there would be 
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nothing incongruous in its being com] 
ease in question, however, we have already 
not related to all * Hatings.’ vinis 
For these reasons it must be admitted th: 
Vasatkartr Priest, to be done first, is that w 
performed the Vasatküra, and then that ug 
reason of the name (of the Cup); and it is t 
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[Thus there are two *eatings ' for the Vasatkartr | 
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ADHIKARANA (11). 
[The actions of Homa and Abhisava also are causes for eating. | 


Sutra (32): Homa and Abhisava also (entitle to drink). 


Those enumerated above are not the only causes for Hating; as the 
actions of Homa and Abhisava give rise to another Hating; because of 
the sentenee ‘ Havirdhané grüvabhirabhisutya, àhavaniy8 hutva, pratyai- 
cah parétya, sadasi bhaksan bhaksayanti. (‘Having, in the storeroom, 
pounded the Soma by means of stones, and offering it into the sacrificial 
Fire, and coming back into the Assembly Room, they eat of their portions ’). 

(1) Inasmuch as the actions Homa and Abhisava themselves, with 
all their accessories are already laid down elsewhere, they could not be 
taken as being enjoined by this sentence (which, therefore, must be taken 
as laying down the Hating due to these actions). 

Objection: * Like the Diksüvükya, the sentence might be taken as 
“laying down the order (in which the actions of Homa and Abhisava and 
“ Hating are to be performed )." 

«Reply : But this is not possible; as the order of sequence is implied 
by the very nature of the actions themselves ; as there could be no Abhi- 
sava (pounding and extracting) of that which has been offered into the fire, 
nor could there be an offering of that which has been Haten [hence the 
order of the actions must be—(1) Pounding, (2) Homa, and (3) Hating]. 

(2) And then as for the ‘coming back’ (‘ pratyañcah parétya ’), 
that also is implied by the very nature of things; as in coming from the 
place of the Sacrificial Fire to the Assembly Room (such is the way in 
which the houses are constructed, that) one could not but ‘ come (or walk) 
back ’ (and hence the sentence cannot be taken as laying down this coming 
back). | i 
(3) Inasmuch as the Hotr and other Priests are performing their 
operations in the Assembly Room, it is necessary to bring the Soma into 
that Room, for the sake of those Eatings of it that are due to the per- 
formance of Vagatkāra, and to the names (of the various Cups); and here 
it is also necessary for the Adhvarya Priest to convey the invitation for 
Hating (to the various Priests concerned) ; and hence the mention (in the 
sentence) of the * Assembly Room’ is only by way of a descriptive reference 
(and hence this too cannot be taken as the object enjoined by the 
sentence), 
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And thus we find that the only factor, spoken of in the sentence, 
which is not already implied or got at by other means, is that of Hating ; 
and hence it is this alone that can be regarded as the object of Injunction. 

And the purpose served by the mention of the actions of ‘Homa’ 
(‘hutva’) and ‘ Abhisava’ (‘ Abhisutya’) is simply to show that the 
Hating enjoined in the sentence is to be done by the same persons that 
perform these two actions. And these two actions, of Homa and Abhi- 
sava having been found to serve distinct purposes of their own, they can 
not be taken as mere accessories to the Hating. As for the Hating, we 
have already found that it serves as the purification of the material; and 
hence the mention of the relationship of other things (Homa and Abhi- 
sava) is not for the purpose of showing its subsidiary character. Hence 
it must be admitted, from the very nature of the things concerned, that 
the Homa and the Abhisava are the causal conditions of Hating. 

And for this reason, it must be admitted that the Performer of the 
actions of Homaand Abhisava should also eat the Soma. 


e 
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ADHIKARANA (12). 
(The Vasatkartr and others should eat the Soma out of the Cups. | 


Sutra (33): ** Because of the direct declaration with 
“regard to the Cups, the generat declaration would 
“apply to the others.” 


[We find the sentence ' Praitu hotugcamasah, pra Brahmanah, prod. 
gatrnam’; and then there arises the question as to whether the Performers 
of the Homa, Abhisava and the Vasatkara should eat of the said Cups or 
not. That is to say]. In a case where we have a coalition of the afore- 
said causal cohditions of Hating,—(1) should we take the two Eatings 
conjointly, (2) or as optional alternatives, (3) or as one setting aside the 
other ? 

The common notion being that, inasmuch as they would all serve the 
same purpose, they should be taken as optional alternatives,—against this 
we have the following — 

PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


* Inasmuch as the sentences, * practu hotuccamasak,’ etc., speak of the 
“ Cups as specifically related to the Hor, etc., the generic declaration, as to 
“the Hating consequent upon Homa and Abhisava should be taken as 
“ duly observed by the Hating of these out of the Vessels; and as such the 
“connection of these with the Cups must be regarded as set aside by the 
' former specific declarations, And hence the eating (by the Performers 
“of Homa, etc.) should be out of the vessels (other than the aforesaid 
~  Oupa).” 
SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (34): There should be (eating by the Performers of 
Homa, etc., out of the cups); because there is equal 
cause for this; specially as the sentences quoted 
are not meant to specify the Performers (Hol- 
ders) of the Cups (to the preclusion of all others); 
because they merely speak of these (Holders, as also, 
among others, related to the Cups). 


There would be a possibility (of the Performers in question eating out 
of the Cups) ; because of the presence of the causal conditions. In a case 
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where we have the causal conditions, in the shape of the Vasatkara, we 
would have the said possibility, by Direct Injunction, bearing upon the 
relationship of the Vasatküra, Nor does this Injunction operate only in 
a general way ; as it is directly laid down, in a specific form, inregard to 
the Soma for which the Vasatkàra has been performed. In fact the Name 
(* hotuccamasah, etc.) would certainly be weaker in authority, on account of 
its extreme remoteness from its objective ; but with all that, we do accept 
the indications of that Name to be authoritative, as we find that there is 
no other function to be served by it. And such being the case, all that 
the sentences (‘ partu hotuh, etc.’) must be regarded, as laying down the 
eating of these priests, and not as setting aside anything else, in the shape 
of the Hating by the Performers in question, being out of the said Cups. 
And then again, in the case of a material that consists of various parts, it 
is quite possible for many persons to eat out of the same Cup; specially 
when the substance that is eaten is the bitter and hot Soma. In fact we 
have a direct declaration to the effect that ‘ only a little should be eaten’ ; 
and certainly if one were to eat up all that would be in the Cup, it could 
not be said to be‘a little’; while if he leaves a little in the Cup, that little 
would stand in need of Disposal; and as such there would be room for 
another Hating (out of the same Cup). Hence it is necessary that there 
should be room for the eating, by the Performers in quim m E: the 
said Cups. 

[Though the Bhàsya has another Sütra here, yg the Vartika does 
not take it up; and the reason for this omission seems to lie in the fact 
of the Sūtra not being found in the Sūtra text.) 


ADHIKARANA (13). 
[The first Hating is that by the Hotr Priest. | 


Sütra (36); * There being a single vessel, it is the 
* Adhvaryu that should eat first; as such is the 
'f order of sequence.’’ 


It has been proved that more than one person should eat out of the 
same vessel; and we now deal with the order, ete., in which the Fating 
is to be done by them. (And on the question, as to which Priest should 
eat the Soma first of all) we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Tf the Adhvaryu eats it first, then there would be no disorder in the 
* performance, due to an unnecessary increase in the number of the pass- 
“ ings from hand to hand ; otherwise (inasmuch as it is the Adhvaryu who 
* holds the Cup after the Homa has been offered), if he did not have the 
“first Hating, but had to pass on the Cup to others, then it would be neces- 
“ sary for the Cup to be offered back again to him (for his own Hating out 
“ of it) (and then it would be passed on to others) ; and this would involve 
“a deal of unncessary disorder. Hence it must be admitted that it is the 
“ Adhvaryu priest who should do the first Eating." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (81): The Hotr priest (should eat first); because 
of the words of the Mantra. 


Inasmuch as, after the more authoritative proof has been put for- 
ward, the introduction of the weaker becomes very difficult, the Author 
begins with the putting forward of the words of the Mantra. 

Tth Mantra that is recited in praise of the Stone shows that the first 
Eating is to be done by the Priests performing the Hawtra operations. 
This Mantra is as follows :—* é/é vadant [at the time of the Pounding they 
emit the sound] catavatsahasravaccübhikrandanti [this qualifies the afore- 
said sound | haritébhirasabhih [with faces made blue by the touch of the 
Soma] vistvikarman? grüvünah sukrtah [behaving well] sukrtyaya (by 
this good behaviour) hotugcit purvé haviradyam ücata [ate up the portion 
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that was to have been eaten by the Hotr first of all]; and the Mantra dis- 
tinctly shows that the ‘first Eating is to be done by the Vasatkarir 
(he being one of the Hotr Priests) (and this is also pointed out by the 
sentence 'Vasatkartuh prathamo bhaksah’). Indicative of the same 
thing we have also the Mantra, ‘ Hoténa nah prathamampühi '—1.e. just 
as the Hotr is the first to drink the Soma, so, etc., etc.—which, by the 
simile put in, distinctly shows that the Hotr is the first to eat. 


Sūtra (38): Also because of a distinct Declaration (to 
that effect). 


We have already spoken of the qualified Injunction ‘ Vasatkartuk 
prathama bhaksah’; (and this distinctly declares that the first eating 
is to be done by the Vasatkartr who is one of the Hotr priests). And as 
the several factors have been laid down before, there can be no incon- 
gruity in the fact of the sentence enjoining more than one thing. In 
fact, the compound (* prathamabhaksah’) supplies a further reason (for 
the multifariousness of the Injunction) ; that is to say, inasmuch as the 
Compound lays down a single Karaka which has been mentioned in the 
same word with another, the present case is not subject to the law 
enunciated in Sutra II—ii—6. 


Sutra (39): Also because of the order of sequence in 
the prompting causes. 


The effects always appear in the same order as their causes; and 
we find that the prompting cause (of eating), in the shape of the 
performance of a certain action in connection with the sacrifice which 
is the first to appear is the Vasatkàra (a function of the Hotr Priest), 
which is followed by the Homa, the function of the Adhvaryu ;—as is 
distinctly pointed out by the Injunction ‘ Vasatkrte juhott.’ [And as such 
the eating of the Vasatkartr—Hotr would necessarily precede that of 
the Adhvaryu. | 

Objection: “ The action of Pounding (Abhisabha by the Adhvaryu) 
“ preceded even that of the Vasatküra." 

Reply: True, it did appear before; but that alone did not make it 
the prompting cause of the Eating of Remnants; as it is the Pounding 
as taken along with the Homa that constitutes the prompting cause (of 
the Eating), —as wil! be shown under Sutra VI—iv—25. [And though 
the Pounding be done before the Vasatkara, yet as the Homa is done 
after this latter, the Eating due to the two actions of Pounding and Homa 
would necessarily come after that due to the Vasatkara]. 

Some people might be led away, by the sentence ‘ hotugcit purvé 
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b that any of the Hotr priests might do the 


present Sütra and the last have made it quite 
g is to be done by the Vasatkartr—Hotr, and 
e sentence just quoted should be taken as 


LS 
$ 
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ADHIKARANA (14). 
[The Eating should be done after the Permission ha 


Sūtra (40): The Eating should be do 
permitted; because of the direct 
that Effect. : 


[In the case of many persons eating out of the 
arises a question as to whether every one of them should 
permission to do so has been given, or without any suc 
simplicity's sake, the Páürvapaksha is that “ there should 
as to this " ; but the Szddhànta is that the Hating should be « 
permitted ; because of the direct declaration to that e 
Somo nanupahuténa péyak’ (‘Therefore the Son 
one who is not invited to do it’). ] 

This Satra has been put in, simply for the purpose of 
_ sense of the sentence ‘ tasmat, etc., and for that of p i 

for the next Adhikarana. y 


ADHIKARANA (15). 
[The Permission should be by the words of the Veda. | 


Sutra (41): The Permission should be conveyed by 
means of the words ‘Upahtta upahvayasva’ ; 
because of the indicative force of these (words). 


In answer to the question as to by means of which words the Permis- 
, Sion is to be conveyed, it is declared that it is to be done by the words 
* Upahuta wupahvayasva. Both of these words have been put in witha 
view to show what is to be said by the Person conveying the Permission 
(or Invitation), as well as by one who is permitted (or invited). [The 
word ‘ Upahüto ' = you are invited, being the former, and ‘ Upahvayasva ° 
= please invite, being the latter. | 
The sense of the Stra is that, in any case, the Invitation should not 
be conveyed by means of the words of ordinary parlance. 


ADHIKARANA (16). 
[The Acceptance should also be by means of 


. Sūtra (42): The words conveying th 
the Invitation) are implied in the E 
been quoted before). 


[In the place of * vacanam ', some people - ‘v 

The Pūrvapaksha is that “either both the Tı 
“ Acceptance, or only one of these should be m by 
“ of ordinary parlance.” l 

And in reply to this we have the Siddhanta as follov 

Inasmuch as the mere verbal order is always set asid 
its Denotation, the word ‘ Upahūta’ should be taken as the 
the Permission (and the word ‘ Upahvayasva’) as the one 
Acceptance. | 


ADHIKARANA (17). : 
[The Permission is necessary for those Eating out of the same vessel.] 


Sitra (43: The Permission should be for those who 
eat out of the same vessel; as it is only those that 
are associated together (in that Eating). 


If the Permission herein laid down were such as had not been found 
elsewhere, then it might have been obtained from any person ; as a matter 
of fact however, we find that the ‘ Permission’ here restricted (as to 
be given by means of Vedic words) is only such as is generally found in 
ordinary life. And hence its possibility could never be set aside in a case 
where it is found to exist. It is only among the priests eating out of the 
same vessel that the shares being equal (in accordance with the Sūtra 
X—iii—53) there are chances of differences arising ; and hence the Eating 
is to be done by mutual Permission (or Agreement). Even though the 
Eating by one person would not cause any impurity in the Soma, and as 
. such there is no imperceptible (supersensuous) harm done by such Eat- 
ing, yet the fact of a number of people eating together out of the same 
vessel, is actually found to give rise to such perceptible disagreeable 
results, as the hurting of one another's feelings; and as such, there is, in 
such cases, a necessity for the said Permission. Hence it must be admitted 
that the Permission is necessary only for those eating out of the same 
vessel. 


ADHIKARANA (18). 
[The Sacrificer himself should also eat the Soma. | 


Sutra (44): “The transference of the Tajya-mantras 
' from the Hoty) does not transfer the Eating 
* (from him), just like the Appointment." 


In connection with the Rtugrahējyās of the Jyotistoma, we find that 
the appointment of the six Priests with the Sacrificer as the seventh is laid 
down for the performance of the Yàjyà ; and we also find it declared that 
the * Yājyā belongs to the Sacrificer ' ; with regard to the last there are two 
alternatives —the Sacrificer himself reciting the Yàjyà mantras, or relegat- 
ing the reciting to the Hotr Priest. And in case he should do it himself, 
there arises the question as to whether, or not, this taking up, by the 
Sacrificer, of the Yàjya-vecitation (which might have been done by the 
Hotr Priest), leads to the transference, from the Hotr, also of the per- 
formance of the Vasatkara , and the Hating consequent upon this latter, 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“There can be no such transference of the Hating ; because there is 
* po Vedic declaration to that effect; and certainly the removal of one 
* thing does not necessarily imply the transference of the other; as there 
‘is no sort of connection between the two; so in the case in question what 
* we find laid down is the transference of the Yājyā only, and not of the 
“ Vasatkàra and the Eating also. Consequently, just as the transference 
“of the Yàjyà does not transfer the appointment of the Hotr, so in the 
“same manner, it would not transfer his Hating. 

* Objection: ‘At the time that the Sacrificer performs the Yajya 
“himself, there is no transference (of it from the Sacrificer),—because of 
“ the declaration—the Yàjyà belongs to the Hotr ; but when he directs the 
** Hotr (to do it for him), then, certainly, there would be a transference ; 
“and as such what we have to consider is the question, as to whether, or 
“not, the transference of the Yajya from the Sacrificer involves the trans- 
“ ference of his Hating also.’ 

“ Reply: The Yajya, the Eating and the Vasatküra are found to 
“belong to the Hotr, on account of the name * Hautra’ (given to all the 


VE 


SACRIFICER ALSO TO EAT SOMA, 1487 


“ three); and out of these it is only the Fäjyā that has been set aside, 
“and transferred to the Sacrificer, by the declaration ‘ the Yajya belongs 
“to the Saerificer.' 
“That is to say before the appearance of the sentence ‘the Yajya 
“ belongs to the Sacrificer,’ the name ‘ Hautra’ indicated all the three to 
“ belong to the Hoty; and when the said sentence did appear, it trans- 
“ferred the Yàjya only to the Sacrificer, and left the Vasatküra and 
t Hating in the same position as before (i.e. connected with the Hotr). If 
* we were to explain the ‘ transference’ as being from the Sacrificer (to the 
* Hotr, and not as from the Hotr, to the Sacrificer, as explained above) 
“then the only factor that belonged to him (ie. the Yaya) would 
“be transferred from him; and as such, there being no idea of the 
“possibility of the Vasatküra and the Hating belonging to |him, such 
*there could be no question as to whether these latter should be 
transferred from him or not. Consequently, we must explain thus: 
“The sentence—' the Yaj7y@ belongs to the Sacrificer '——having transferred 
“the Yàjyà only (from the Hotr to the Sacrificer),—the Vasatkara 
“ being something wholly distinct from the Yàjyà, and hence there being 
' no possibility of the relationship (between these two) of the primary 
“and the subsidiary (a whole and part),—the process adopted would be 
“that after the sacrificer has finished the Yà7yà, the Hotr would do the 
* Vasatkara and the consequent Hating. Inasmuch as the Hating is due 
“to the performance of the Vasatkára and not to that of the Yajyà, it 
“cannot be transferred to the Sacrificer by the transference (to him) 
“of the Yàjya." 
SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (45): (The Eating) should belong to the Sacrificer, 
because of the transference ofyjthe cause (of Eating, 
to the Sacrificer). 


If all the declaration we had were in the sentence ‘ Yàjyà belongs 
to the Sacrificer, then, in that case, there may not have been a trans- 
ference of the Eating. As a matter of fact, however, we find the further 
declaration ‘ svayannishadya yajati’ (‘sitting down himself he performs 
the sacrifice’); and then it is well known that the sacrifice is performed, 
not by means of the Yajya only, but by means of the Vusatkdra also ; inas- 
much as this latter is used in connection with the offering of the material ; 
then again, we have the declaration—‘ anavánanyajati* (‘performs the 
sacrifice without resting ')— which shows that beginning with the Yajya, 
till the completion of all that is denoted by the verb * yajz’ (to sacrifice), 
there should be no resting by the Performer; and as a matter of 

— fact, this would be possible only if the Yajya and the Vasatküra were 
| 
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both performed by one and the same person,—and not if these two were 

performed by two different persons (the Sacrificer and the Hotr). And 
for this reason, it must be admitted that the Vasatkara and the Hating 
should belong to the same person to whom the Yàjyà belongs,—even 
though the actions be not one and the same, and there be no relationship 
of the whole and part; and hence we conclude that there should be a 
transference of the Vasatküra and the Hating also (from the Hotr to 
the Sacrificer ). 2 


Sutra (46): As for the Appointment, it cannot be set aside, 
because it has been already made. i 


The Purvapaksin has argued that “ just as there is no transference of 
the Appointment, so far there can be none of the Vasatkara and the Eat- 
ing". And to this we make the following reply :— 

The Appointment having been already made in the past there is no 
transference of it at the time of that of the Yàjyà; while as for the 
Eating, it has yet got to be done; and hence we accept the tanti 
of that. 

That is to say, a transference of the cause would lead to the. trans- 
ference of that alone which would be capable of being transferred from 
one thing to the other. As a matter of fact, we find that, at the time of 
the transference of the Yajyd, the Appointment of the Hotr is not cap- 
able of being transferred or set aside ; nor would the Appointment, even 
if done in connection with the Sacrificer after its proper time has passed, 
be in the correct form. As for the Hating on the other hand, we find 
that it is both capable of being transferred, and of being connected with 
another person, without any incongruity; and hence there can be no 
analogy between the case in question and that of the Appointment. 


There is, however, something to be said against the above explana- 
tion; itis this: “ Why should the Appointment be incapable of being 
“transferred, when, as a matter of fact, we find that it is after every one 
‘optional alternative has been definitely fixed upon, as to be followed,— 
“that the performance of the sacrifice is begun? It is quite possible, at 
“the very time that the sacrificial appointments are made, for us to 
“decide as to whether the Yàjyà would be recited by the Sacrificer or by 
*the Hotr; and when this has been done, the Appointment could be 
“made accordingly,—any one of the two persons being appointed. If 
"the Recitation of the Yàjyà were a conditional action, like the Uru- 
“ krama, the Visnuyaga and the like, then in that case, inasmuch as, prior 
*'to the appearance of the condition, the Recitation would not have B s 
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“onired an existence, it might not bring abont the said Appointment 
“As a matter of fact however, the Recitation is not conditional, but 
“ absolutely necessary,—and as such could always bring about the Appoint- 
“ment in accordance with itself. 

“Then, it has been argued that ‘the Appointment could not. be set 
“aside from the Hotr, because how could it be set aside from the Hotr 
" when it is absolutely necessary for the sake of his own Yajya’? But 
“then there is no distinct Appointment solely for the sake of the Yajya 
“the transference whereof would be suspected. As even for a thousand 
“recitations of the Yaya we could have a single Appointment, in common 
“for all of them. And this Appointment is done with a view to certain 
"supersensuous results; and then? inasmuch as it is done after the 
“ Appointment for the whole performance of the Joytishtomu has been 
" made, there would be no difference perceived in it, and as such it 
‘could be done in common for all (the Recitations). 

“Then, it has been urged that ‘the appointment of the Sacrifider 
"being made after the proper time for it has passed, it would be 
"defective. But this argument is contrary to what has been said 
“in the Sūtra ‘Gurviopé mukhywsya’ (X—ii—12). Specially as in 
“that case there is no distinct performance of the original Primary and 
“its Modification. 

“As for the declaration, that ‘in the original sacrifice everything 
“should be done in accordance with the direct declarations bearing upon 
"the subject,’—this is contrary to the Survashaktyadhikarana, where 
"it is shown that anything can be done according as the time for 
“it presents itself." 

In view of these arguments, we must explain the Sūtra in the follow- 
ing manner: At the very outset (in sütra 45) we have shown that ' the 
transference of one thing does not necessarily imply that of the other, — 
this dictum being taken for granted, as quite well known and based 
upon other reasons; and in the present S/ra, what is pointed out is that 
‘there can be no transference of the Appointment as it has been 
already made,—that is to say, done for the sake of a different Yajya. 
Consequently, when the Sacrificer would perform the sacrifice, and 
would give directions (to the Hotr,) then too, there would be an Appoint- 
ment for the sake of a different Yajya. But there is this difference 
(between the Appointment on the one hand, and the Vusutkara and the 
Eating on the other), that the Appointment does not. like the Vasat- 
kara and the Mating, follow the trend of the Yajya. 
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ADHIKARANA (19). 


[The Phalacamasa constitutes a modification of the material for 
Sacrifice. | 


Sutra (41): “The Phalacamasu that is prepared under 
s“ certain conditions constitutes a modification 
“of the Eating-material; because of the Direct 
** Declarations.” 

In connection with the Jyotistoma we find it laid down that under 
the condition of the sacrifice being performed by the Asattriya or the 
Vaishya,—instead of the ' Cup of Soma, we should prepare the Phala- 
camasa (the ‘ Fruit-Cup’),—which is thus laid down:—‘ Having pounded 
the sprouts, or the fruits, of the vata tree, we should mix it with the 
curd, and then offer it to the Ksattriya or the Vaishya sacrificer, for eating.’ 
And with regard to this Phalacamasa, there arises a question, as to 
whether it is a modification of the material for Hating, or of that for the 
Sacrifice (i.e. is it meant only for being eaten, or for being offered in 
Sacrifice). 

And on this question, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSA. 


*(1) Because we have the direct declaration—''2f he wishes to eat 
“then the said phalacamasa should be given to him foreating', —(2) because 
“the direct declaration of the pronoun ‘tam’ (in the sentence * tamasamat 
“bhaksam prayacchét’) points to that which has been mentioned be- 
* fore,—(3) because we have the direct declaration of the eating,— (4) 
“because it is the eating (of Soma) that is spoken of immediately before 
“the sentence under consideration,—(5) because the Soma (for eating) is 
“ mentioned in the same sentence as the PhAalacamasa ;—thevefore we 
“conclude that the Phalacamasa becomes an object for eating ; and there- 
“by taking the place of the Soma, it would replace only that Soma which 
“is eaten, and not that which is offered in sacrifice. Because that which is 
“declared in regard to one thing cannot set aside the Soma which is with 

“ regard to something else. 

“Then again, the connection of the Posi: with the Sacrifice 

"is shown by the fact of its appearing in the Context (of the Jyotis- 
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* toma) ; and the indication of the Context is certainly much less authori- 
“tative ; and as such it could not set aside the Soma, which is directly 
“Taid down in the original Injunction, from the Principal action of the 
' Sacrifice (and as such in regard to the Sacrifice, the Phalacamasa could 
* not be substituted for the Soma). 

“ As for the neglect of the Disposal of the Somu (caused by the sub- 
“stitution of the Phalacamasa for it, at the time of the Disposul-eating), 
“it would not be very sinful, even if there were no Vedic text authorising 
* such substitution ; and hence it is all the less so, when we have a Direct 
“ Declaration (of the Phalacamasu as to be substituted for the Soma at 
“the time of eating). 

“ For these reasons, the Phalucamasa should be regarded as a modi- 
“ fication of the material that is eaten (and not of that which is offered 
* in sacrifice)." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (48): It és a modification of the material for 
Sacrifice; as all purification is for the sake of that 


The Bhàsya begins with showing the Indicative force of the words. 
It is only when the Phalacamasa is a modification of the sacrificial 
material, that it can obtain a relationship with the Soma-sacrifice. And 
it is only when the presence of the Soma is set aside by the fact of its 
place having been taken by the Phalacamasa that we can have the phrase 
‘na somam’ by way of a descriptive reference; just like the expression 
‘na gira giréti’ in the sentence, ‘Airam krtva udgayati-, na gira giréti.’ 

Objection: “ Without connection with a sacrifice how could the 
** Phalacamasa be a modification of the sacrificial material? That is to say, 
“the Indicative force (of the expression ‘na somam’) could not be 
“ applicable to the case in question without some sort of connection with 
“a sacrifice.” 

In reply to this, the connection with sacrifice is shown by the quoting 
of the whole passage—' sa yadi Rajunyam va Vaishyam và yajayét, nyagro- 
dhastibhih, etc., etc.—tàbhiryàájayet. (‘In case one be called upon to 
officiate at a sacrifice performed by the Ksattriya or the Vaishya, he should 
fetch the Vata-sprouts ....and have the sacrifice performed by means of 
these’). It is not necessary that the connection must be with only such 
& verb as appears afterwards; specially as it is not the mere fact of the 
verb occurring in the first part of the sentence that forms the basis of 
the signification of ‘ precedence in time. by the affix * kivà* (in the words 
'upaniyojya, etc., ctc.); as we find in the sentence ‘gacchate paktva 
where the precedence, in time, is that of the ‘cating, in comparison with the 
‘going’; and hence in the case in question, the connection with a sacrifice 
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is shown by the sentence itself. Though the actual word used in the 
sentence is the causative (‘y@jayét’), yet the connection should be taken 
as being with the simple ‘sacrifice,’ just as in the sentence grámakümam 
ynjay&l ; because as for the subsidiary performer (who would be the 
nominative of the causative * yagayet '), he is already known, and not lead- 
ing to any result, cannot form the object of Injunction. 

Such being the case, the expressions ‘tamasmat bhaksam’ and 
‘na somam’ would thereby serve the purpose of a descriptive reference to 
the ‘offering of the Phalacamasa' and the ‘absence of soma, both of 
which are previously laid down. 


a e 


The above explanation is not admissible ; as it involves the following 
anomalies: (1) Remote syntactical connection ; (2) the rejection of the 
signification of * tamasma' ; (3) absence of injunctive potency; (4) the 
assumption of the injunctive potency for that which serves the sole purpose 
of pointing out the prompting cause; (5) assumption of the sense of the 
Instrumental ending ; (6) rejection of the Accusative; (7) the removal 
of all Soma; and (8) the assumption of the factor of simple’ ‘sacrifice ’ 
from the causative f yàjayet.' 

That is to say—(l) though between the latter 'y?jayét' and the 
former conditional declaration ‘ sa yadi, etv.’, we have the sentence ‘ sa yadi 
somam vibhaksayiset, yet we take the former two as syntactically con- 
nected, irrespective of the interruption. (2) Though the Pronoun in 
' tamasmai ’ is, by direct declaration, known to have the power of referring 
to the person spoken of in the context, the above explanation would neces- 
sitate the rejection of this power, as also the immediate sequence. 
(3) The presence of the conditional ‘if’ in the sentence ‘sa yadi, etc.’, 
sets aside the injunctive potency of the sentence; and hence it could not 
be taken as laying down the sacrifice as connected with the Phalacamasa 
(unless we were to assume an injunctive potency in the sentence), (4) The 
sentence ‘sa yadi, etc.’, having served all its purpose by having pointed out 
the conditions, any further assumption of the injunctive potency would be 
most incongruous. (5) It will be necessary to assume the absolutely 
non-existing word ‘/a@bhih’ (with the Instrumental ending) along with 
the latter ‘ya@juyét.’ (6) Though in the expression ‘tamasmat,’ the 
word ‘tum’ (with the Accusative ending) signifies the predominance 
(of the eating-material), yet that would be lost sight of; and further, the 
word ‘prayacchét’ being clearly found to have the character of the 
injunctive, it would not be correct to take it as a mere descriptive 
reference. (8) Nor is it quite admissible to extract the subordinate factor 
of the mere 'sacrifi-e" from the causative ‘ yàjayét' and then connect it 
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with the P/«camasa, (7) Inasmuch as the Phalucamasa would be 
recognised as connected with the whole of the Jyotistoma, the Soma would 
be wholly rejeeted, aud the whole of the sacrifice would be performed with 
the Phalacamasa, All these right anomalies are most incongruous and in- 
admissible. 

The anthor of the Bhüsya also says — yājayitumiti gamyaté, and not 
that there is a connection with the causative ‘yajayé. And the author 
of the sūtra also has put forward the reason—‘ because all purification is 
for the sake of the sacrificia! material’, and not that ‘ because it is connec- 
ted with yáyayét. And for these reasons we cannot admit the above 
explanation. 

Some people explain thus:—“ Inasmuch as there is a sacrifice 
“mentioned in the Context, the sentence in question does not establish 
“the necessary relationship with the sentence (of that sacrifice); and 
" hence on meeting with the sentence ‘tam prayacchét, wien there arises 
“a question as to for what purpose, this should be given (prayacchét) ; 
"the answer to this is that it is given for the purposes of yājana 
“(officiating at the sacrifice of the Ksattriya), as is shown by the 
" Context.” 

But this explanation also is open to the following objections: (1) All 
the Soma in the sacrifice would be replaced by the Phalacamasa; (2) 
the absence of connection (of the Phalacamasa) with the eating, which is 
expressed by the word ‘tam’ and as such is cognized by means of the 
same sentence as the Phalacamasa itself ; (3) and in that case (there being 
no such connection, we could not explain the Masculine affix in ‘ tam’ 
(as the Pronoun would apply to the ‘ nyagrathashthivik, which is not 
masculine); (4) and the ‘tam’ would be construed along with ‘ praya- 
cchet, notwithstanding the intervention of ‘bhuksam’ (the construction 
being ‘tam ydjayitum prayacchét’),. 

For these reasons, it becomes necessary that the Siddhanta should be 
explained in such a way as would not do away with connection of 
'bAaksam. Because at the very outset we have to consider these 
questions—(1) Is the ‘eating’ that is enjoined (in ‘tamasmat bhaksam 
prayacchét’) one that has not been laid down before; or isit the same that 
lias been spoken of before? (2) Is the ‘eating’ enjoined as a puri- 
ficatory rite, or an independent action by itself, or as a purificutory vile 
aucilliury to the sacrifice ? 

If it be an altogether new ‘eating’ that is enjoined, then it comes to 
be an indirect aid to the sacrifice, which is not admissible; as (1) that 
would involve the assumption of a transcendental result (following from 
the eating); (2) the use to which it would be put would be very far from 
that indicated by the Context ; and (3) it would be aiding something with 
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which it has no direct connection. Then again, the Accusative ending in 
‘tam’ distinctly shows that the material to be eaten is something to be 
purified ; as otherwise we should have had the word ‘tēna’; and hence 
the 'eating' must be regarded as a purificatory action. 1t is in the 
very nature of purificatory actions, that they take up substances that have 
been used, or those that have to be used; but as that whieh would 
be ‘eaten’ could not possibly be used again, the ‘eating’ must be 
regarded as purificatory of that which has been used. Thus then, when the 
Phalacamasa would be betaking itself to the purificatory eating, it could 
be thus addressed—‘ thou couldst be purified by the eating, only if thou 
wouldst be used for some purpose or other, and not otherwise’; and 
thus looking for its being used, the Phalacamasa becomes, through the 
Context, taken up as an auxilliary to the Sacrifice. And then, before it has 
been used, and thereby become capable of being purified by the eating of 
the sacrificer,—it becomes related to the sacrificial portions, by means of 
. the Apparent Inconsistency (of its being eaten by the saerificer) ; and this 
fact having become duly ascertained, the Phalacamasa would be taken as 
forming the material for the repetition of the offering out of the Cup of the 
Sacrificer ; because the fact of its not being used in the other vessels or 
Cups would not interfere with its being eaten by the Sacrificer (and it is 
only the apparent Inconsistency of this that has been made the ground of 
its connection with the sacrificial portions) And in this manner, use 
would be found for the Soma also (as the other vessels and Cups would 
contain the Soma, only that of the Ksuttriya or Vaicya sacrificer being 
filled with the Phalacamasa). 

Or, it may be that the word ‘ Bhaksa,’ pronounced in connection 
with the context of the Jyotiştoma, would be based upon the original 
‘bhaksa’ of the Soma; and as this latter Bhaksa is known as pwrificatory 
of the remnant of the material used at the Sacrifice, the bhaksa (eating) of 
the Phalacamasa too could be purificatory of it only as the remnant of 
that which has been used in the sacrifice; and it could not be taken as 
serving any purpose other than that purification ; nor, lastly, could it’ be 
taken as an independent action by itself; as we find none of the 
causes —such as ‘other words,’ ete., described in Adhyàya II—that would 
show it to be an independent action. 

And further, the clause —‘ sa yadi somam vibhaksayisét’—distinctly 
shows that the ‘eating’ of the Phulacamasa is correlative to the * eating of 
Soma’, which is thus mentioned in the same sentence with itself; as 
otherwise, the mention of ‘ Soma’ would be absolutely meaningless. 

Nor is it possible for the clause ‘na somam’ to be taken as a mere 
descriptive reference ; because if the ‘ eating of the Phalucamasa’ that is 
laid down in the sentence were a wholly different ‘eating,’ laid down as 
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an indirect aid to the sacrifice, then, in that case, it would not oust the 
Soma; as the two would not have the same functions to subserve (the eating 
of Soma being a Disposal, while that of the Phalacamasa, being, according 
to this view, an indirect aid); and when the Soma would not be ousted, 
there could be no mere descriptive reference of its prohibition. 

Nor can the clause ‘nu somam’ be taken as an Injunction ; because 
that would involve a syntactical split, and the assumption of a transceden- 
tal result; and further, the sentence would become wholly irrelevant 
and absurdly out of place; as the construction of the whole would be 
something like this:—' yadi somam bhaksanéna samskurtumicchét (if one 
should wish to purify the Soma by eating), tatah phulacamusabhaksana- 
maradupakarukum kurydat (then he should do the eating of the Phalaca- 
masa, Which is an indirect aid to the sacrifice), phalacamasam và samskur- 
yat (or he should purify the Phalacamasa)!! And if the sentence is 
construed as—' yéna bhakshanéna yathübhütam somam samskartumicchét 
ténu tüthàbhütameva phalucamasam samskuryat’ (‘one should purify, by 
eating, the Phalacamasa in the same character, and in the same way 
as he wishes to do with regard to the Soma’),— then, in that case, by 
Apparent Inconsistency, we would come to take it as the Phalacamasa as 
related to (and forming the material for) the repetition of the offering made 
. out of the Cup of the sacrificer. 

For these reasons it must be admitted that the Phalacamasa 
constitutes a modification (substitute) for the Soma, as regards the 
offerings at the sacrifice. 

Says the Bhasya: ‘Saisa vyavadhüranakalpana. That is to say, 
just as in the case of the sacrifice performed for the Acceptance of the 
Horse-gift, though the assertion was ‘as many horses as he should accept. 
yet it was taken in the sense of ‘as many as he should give,’ and 
accordingly the Ist: was taken as to be performed by the Giver,—so, in the 
same manner, in the case in question, though the declaration is to the 
effect that ‘ıt should be offered for eating’ (' bhaksam prayacchét’), yet it 
is taken in the sense that ‘it should be offered as the material to be 
offered in sacrifice.’ 

The same reasoning holds respecting such sentences as ‘ putiküma- 
bhisinuyàt' (‘one should pound the putikà, if Soma be unavailable’) and 
the rest (where the putikà is to be taken as laid down, not simply as an 
object to be pounded, but ns one to be offered). 


Sütra (49): Because of the Homa. 
The Injunction of the 'kuga-sprout, with reference to the Homa 
of the material in the ‘other cups’ (in the sentence yada anyámgcamasün 
guhvati athaitasya darbhaturunakénopahatya juhvati’), distinctly show, 
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that the Phalac«masa is meant to be a substitute for the material to be 
offered at the sacrifice. 


Sūtra (50): Because we find (the Phalacamasa) spoken of 
as to be held up at the same time «us the other cups. 


It is only when the Phalacamasa is similar, in character, to the 
other cups, that we can explain the fact of its holding up being spoken of 
along with that of the other cups, with regard to which latter there is 
no doubt as to the materials contained in those being offered at the 
sacrifice, 


Sutra (51): Also because of the indicative force of words. 


We have already explained how the reference to the prohibition of 
Soma (in the words ‘na somam’) indicates that the Phalacamasa is to be 
dealt with in the same way as the Soma—that is to say, by being offered 
at the sacrifice. 


ADHIKARANA (20). 
[The Rajanya-eups should be eaten ont ot by the Brakmanus.] 


« (52): “In regard to the ‘ Anuprasarpana, (the Hating 
“should be regulated by Caste.” 


In connection with the Dacapeya (which is a part of the Rajasiiya 
Sacrifice), we have the sentences—‘Catam | Brühmanàh somam  bhaks. 
ayanti,’ and, * Dacadacaikancamasamawuprasarpeyuh' ; and in regard to 
these, tliere arises the question as to whether the Rajunyu-cups also should 
be eaten out of by the ten Braihmanas, or by Ksattriyas. 

Question : “ What is the ground for this doubt ? ” 

In answer to this, some people put forward the diversity of construc- 
tion that the sentences admit of. For instance, if the sentence ‘ dagu- 
dacackam, ete., be an Injunction, then, ten men of each caste having been 
enjoined by this Injunction, the sentence ‘ catam Brähmanāh ’ would be a 
mere descriptive reference to those therein enjoined,—the name of 
* Bralimana * being used in view of the fact of the number of that caste 
exceeding that of the other castes ;—just as we find in the case of the 
expression the ‘ Brahmana-village’; and in that case it would be ten 
Kesattriyas that would eat out of the Rajanya-cups; on. the other hand, 
if the sentence ‘eatam Brihmanth were an Injunction, then, in that case, 
the other sentence ‘ daga, ete., would be a descriptive reference ; and inas- 
mueh as there is no possibility of an indirect secondary signification in 
‘the case of an Injunction, it would be the Brahmanas alone that would 
eat out of all the enps; and hence out of the ten Majanyu-cups also, the 

eating would be done by ten Brahmanas. 

|o "hus then, on the above question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSA. 


“ Inasmneh as the word ‘annuprasarpéyuh (in the latter sentence) 
“has the Injunetive form, while the word * bhaksayant/’ (in the former 
~ sentence) has the deseriptive form, we must take the sentence < 
^ dagaikum as the Injunction; and then there arising the question as to 
which ‘ten’ shonld do the eating, we are led, by the faet of the 
number always pertaining to homogenous things, to conclude that the 
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* eating out of the Brahmana-cups should be done by ten Brahmanas, while 
“ that out of the Rajanya-cups, by ten Ksattriyas. 

“The word 'Sümanyàt' in the S&ira may be explained in three 
‘different ways: (1) The Injunction having ceased to operate after 
“ having laid down the number ‘ten,’ it becomes necessary to find out the 
“individuals that would make up that number; and the individuals to be 
“accepted should be only those of whom we may have some indications 
*(in the text itself); as a matter of fact, we find that for persons 
“ belonging to the same caste, we have an indicative agent in the shape of 
“one ‘class’ or ‘commonality’ ('sümàánya'), whereas for persons of 
“different castes we have no such indication. (2) Or, the ‘ s@manya’ 
“meant might be the ‘commonality of objects’; that is to say, 
‘‘inaccordance, with the Sūtra III-—i—12, ‘ the number ‘ten ' and the caste 
“< Ksattriya ' should be taken as qualifiying each other, on the ground of 
“both of them being laid down in regard to the Phalacamasa ; and this 
“would mean that the ‘ Ksattriya'-hood extends only over those objects 
“that are contained in the number ‘ten,’ and vice versa; and on the 
“ strength of this, we must admit that ten Ksattriyas should eat out of the 
* Ràjanya-cups. (3) Or, ‘samanyat’ may be taken to mean that when 
* two things belong to the same class, or happen to have the same function, 
"the one sets aside the other ; and hence in the case in question, we find 
“that the caste ‘ Ksattriya’ is already laid down in the Injunction of the 
“ Rajasüya sacrifice (‘Raja Rajasiiyéna svarajyakamo yajéta’), which 
“also lays down the number ‘one’ only (by the singular number in 
*' Raja’); and as the Rajasiya forms the original primary of the actions 
“ spoken of in the sentences under consideration, the number ‘ one’ comes 
“to be taken as pertaining to these latter also; but we find these 
“ sentences distinctly laying down the number ‘ten’; and this latter is 
‘taken as setting aside the former number ‘one’ on the ground of its 
“having been laid down in a general way, ‘s@manyat’ (while the number 
“‘ ten’ is specially laid down), and on that of its applying to the actions 
“in question merely by way of implication (and not by direct Injunction) ; 
“but that does not set aside the ‘ Asattriya’ caste also. Hence we 
"are led to the conclusion that the sacrificer’s cup, without being 
" disjoined from the caste ' Ksattriya, should be connected with the 
“number ‘ten’; that is to say, it is the ten Ksattriyas that should eat out 
“of the Rajanya-cups. 

“ Objection: * The sentence having laid down tle number ‘ten,’ inas- 
“much as the reference would be a qualified one, the sense of the 
“Injunction being ‘yadekaikam camasamanuprasarpanti, etc., etc.’ (i.e. 
“< those that eat out of each of the vessels should be ten’), there would be 
“a distinct syntactical split.’ 
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“ Reply: That would not affect our position ; because it is only the 
“cup that is referred to by means of the word 'camasam with the 
“ aecussative ending; and all that this shows is that the cup is the 
“object to be purified; aud as for the ‘cups,’ we find that they are 
“ capable of no other purification save that by means of eating ; and hence 
“it is this eating that should be taken as indicated by the word 
“ anuprasarpeyuh ' ; and as that eating is found to pertain to every one of 
“the cups, this eating also comes to be mentioned in the sentence in 
“ question, by way of reference; and as such there can be no syntactical 
" split,” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (53): The Brahmanas should do it; because of the 
same word, 


The Ksuttriyas should not eat out of the Rajanya-cups ; because in 
the case in question, we find the Injunction speaking of ' hundred Brah- 
mana:,’ which would have to be taken in its secondary signification, if we 
did not admit the fact of the Brahmanas eating out of the cups in 
question. 

That is to say, the connection of the Brahmanas with all the cups is 
shown by the same word ‘ Brahmana’ being used. And as such the 
Brahmanas should not be disconnected from any of the cups. Nor do we 
find any ground for taking the word (* Brahmana ’) in its secondary sense ; 
(as indicating the Ksattriya) ; specially as we do not find the Ksattriya 
mentioned by any more authoritative means of knowledge ; and if the word 
were taken in the said indirect sense (and the Injunctive character were 
attributed to the sentence ‘dagu, etc.) the whole of the sentence ‘ gatam 
Brühmanàh etc.’ would be a meaningless repetition ; while in accordance 
with our theory, the Injunctive potency of the sentence ‘ gatam Brahmanah 
etc., being inferred from the nature of the declaration in regard to the 
performance of the sacrifice as a whole, it would enjoin ‘tlie hundred Brah- 
maņas’ ; and this being done, the repetition contained in the sentence ‘ dagu, 
ete.’ would serve the purpose of pointing out the various shares. 

Or, it may be that, in accordance with the Sūtra X-—11—53,1t would 
be by direct signification that the ‘tens,’ enjoined in the former sentence, 
would be spoken of by way of descriptive reference, in the sentence 
*daca, etc.’ (and thus in this case, there would be no recourse to indirect- 
secondary signification). And as all the ten cups would be occupied by 
the ‘hundred Brahmanas,’ in ten parties of ten Brahmanas each, there 
would be no room for any Ksattriya. Hence it must be admitted that 
ten Brahmanas should eat out of the ten Rajanya-Cups. 
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The above representation of the Adhkikarana however, is not admis- 
sible. (1) Because, in the first place, if the sentence ‘Catum Brahmanah, 
etc.’, were the Injunction, then, inasmuch as the descriptive reference 
would be the eating which is implied by its presence in the Original Pri- 
mary (the Jajasáya sacrifice),—and as no qualified Injunction (of the 
Brülmana qualified by the number ‘hundred’) would be possible,-—it 
would be necessary to take the Injunction as pertaining to one of these 
only (either the Braéhmanu or the number ‘hundred’); bnt if the Injune- 
lion were applied to the number ‘hundred,’ then the word * Brahmanak’ 
would be absolutely meaningless; (2) while if it were applied to the Brah- 
mana, the word ‘Cutam’ would be meaningless. (3) If then, the sentence 
be taken as enjoining the Brühmana with reference to the number * hund- 
red, then it becomes necessary for you to point out the authority for de- 
claring the eating as to be done by hundred persons. (4) Further, if the 
Injunction be taken as that of the number ‘ hundred’ with reference to the 
Brühmana, then, through the preclusion of the Ksultriya, the mention of 
the Brálmana would become a qualifying adjunct; aud as such the re- 
ference being to a qualified object, we would have a syntactical split; 
and there would be nothing done in connection with the Rajanya- 
Cups (as the Injunction would be restricted to the Cups out of which the 
Brahmanas eat), Then again, inasmuch as the sentence ekaikum, ete.’ 
could not be taken as a mere reference, in regard to the Iajunya-Cups, it 
would be taken as enjoining ten Ksattriyas, with regard to those cups; while 
for the other cups, we have the Injunction of ‘hundred Brahmanus’ in the 
sentence ‘Catam Brahmanah,’ aud we do not know how the nine cups are 
to be divided among the ‘hundred Brahmanas. (5) If, on account of the 
connection of the Soma, the word ‘ Brühmanüh' were taken as a mere des- 
criptive reference, then too, inasmuch as that would involve a preclusion 
of the Phulacamasa (by the ‘ Brahmana- Soma’), there would be the anomaly 
of a qualified reference; and further, as there would be no functioning (of 
the Brahmanas) iu regard to the Phalacamasa, we would, as before, have 
the possibility of (the eating by the Ksattriya). That “the two words 
‘Soma’ and ‘ Brahmana’ are never found to be used in the sense of the Phala- 
camasa and the Ksatiriya, respectively "—cannot be regarded as amy au- 
thority. (6) Then if the reference be taken as to the wnqualified eating, 
then we would have the number ‘hundred’ applicable even to those eat- 
inys that are done out of the aminal body, the cake, etc. Because it is 
not only the ‘eating at the Principal sacrifice’ that is spoken of as ' Bhak- 
sa’; and as such, being a purificatory act (of the Remnants), it would 
pertain equally to all Primaries and Subsidiaries, as shown under the Satra 
TII—vii—2; and further, in this case, the word ‘Soma’ would be abso- 
lutely meaningless. (As what would be laid down would be mere eating 
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in general). (7) 1E the number ‘hundred’? be taken as enjoined with re- 
ference to the Some, then, in that case, beginning from its Purchase, all the 
rites that would be done in connection with the Soma would have to be 
done by hundred persons; and m that case the word * Bhaksayanti? would 
be meaningless. (8) If with reference to ‘eating,’ the connection of the 
‘hundred’ Brahmanas,’ be taken as enjoined,—then too, this latter would 
apply to the case of the (eating out of the remnants of tho) Aminal Body, 
and the cake, ete. ; —and hence the use of the word ‘Somam’ would be ab. 
solutely meaningless. (9) Then, if the ‘hundred Brahmanas’ be taken 
as enjoined with reference to the Soma, this would be absolutely impos- 
sible, because of the word ‘Soma’ not being expressive of the Action; aud 
hence there would be no preclusion of the connection of the Ksattriya with 
the Phulacumase, in the form of the ‘ Vuta-sprout,’ which is not Soma. 

For these reasons, it is not possible for the sentence ‘Cutum Brah- 
munah’ to be taken as an Injunction. 

Then again, there would be no use, or authority, for taking, as a 
mere descriptive reference, the sentence ‘daçadaçaikaikam, cte., whose 
Injunctive Potency is intact, and which has been ascertained to be pos- 
sessed of au independent injuuctive character. How, far could the 
former sentence (‘Cutum Brahm mah, etc.’), which has its verb in the 
Present Tense, be taken as an Injunction? Consequently it must be 
taken as a mere descriptive reference. Nor, in the absence of the condi- 
tional character, etc., is it possible for several verbs to be syntactically” 
connected (and forming a simple sentence, which would be necessary if 
the sentence ‘daru, etc.’, were taken as a mere descriptive reference ). 
Nor do we find any idea of the conditional character in a sentence that is 
wholly devoid of such conditional words as ‘if’ and the like. Nor is the 
sentence ‘daca, etc.’, found to contain an eulogy, for the sake whereof the 
sentence could be taken as a descriptive reference, and as syntactically 
connected (with the Injunction; in accordance with the Sutra I—nu—7). 
Consequently, inasmuch as the whole of the sentence (* Data, ete’), which 
is wholly distinct from the other sentence, cannot be rightly taken as a 
mere descriptive reference, — we must take it as enjoining something. 

Thus then, if, in view of the absence of any limit as to ' hundred.’ 
the sentence be taken as enjoining the various parties of ten, then, in that 
Case, the mention of * Pkaikum’ would become inexplicable (incongruous) ’; 
specially as the Injunction of this latter would involve a syntactical split. 
"And, inasmuch as the (Vasatkartr and the other Priests are entitled to 
several Cups, the * /kaikam, etc’, could not he a mere descriptive reference ; 
and as their eating out of the vessels also is pointed ont by the previous 
Sentence, the specitication of ‘Camusa’ (Cup) would be meaningless; and 
if this word were taken as qualifying or specifying (the matercal as thal 
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contained in the Cups), it would give rise to a syntactical split, Nor, 
as a matter of fact, is it possible for the sentence ' daga, etc., to be taken 
as a mere descriptive reference; because the number ‘ hundred,’ which is 
laid down for the sake of the purification of the Cups, would appear to 
be applicable, as a whole, to each of those Cups. If it be taken as men- 
tioned for the sake of the purification of the Performer (of the eating), 
then there would be a possibility of Division, as in the case of the Sacri- 
ficial gift; and hence, in accordance with the Sūtra X —111—53, we would 
have the Division as ‘ parties of ten to each one of the Cups.’ Andin this 
case, even though there would be an Injunction, yet it would have the char- 
acter of Preclusion; or, it might show that with regard to a single Cup 
there may be ten persons eating out of it; or that with regard to a 
single Cup, ten parties of ten eating out of the same Cups; in any case 
the eating out of the Cup would be done by hundred persons, in parties 
of ten each. 

Thus then, we find that neither of the two sentences in question is 
compatible with the above explanation (and as such both are incapable of 
being taken as independent Injunctions). Consequently, we must explain 
the Adhikarana as follows :— 

Both the sentences are injunctive; because both have the form of an 
Injunction. And then too, in the first place, it is the sentence ‘ Dara, etc.’ ; 
which, as in the Pürvapaksa, is taken as the Injunction; because, as shown 
‘above, no other order of sequence is possible. The word ‘ Anuprasarpanti’ 
indicates that eating, whose existence is already implied by Atidéga (the 
Implicatory Law that ‘the Modificatory Action is to be done in the same 
way as the Original Primary’); and as such, it indicates the Sacrifice, 
just as the eating of the Phalacamasa has been said to do; and hence, in the 
sentence ‘ daga, etc., the portion ‘ camasamanuprasarpanti’ should be taken 
as a descriptive reference, because of the relationship of the qualification 
and the qualified (between the ‘Camasa, Cup, and the ‘ Anuprasarpana,’ 
eating), based upon the fact of either one of these being in need of the other ; 
while the portion 'daga, etc., is to be taken as an Injunction; and the 
repetition of the words may be explained as being due to the fact of the 
number ‘ten’ differing with each ‘one’ (Cup), as would be indicated by 
the predominant character of the ‘Oamasa.’ 

Thus then, the number ‘hundred’ having been completed (by tlie 
repetitions of ‘Ten’), the other sentence ('Qatam Bràáhmanüh) is to be 
taken as enjoining the * Brahmana’ with reference to that hundred,—the 
construction being ‘yacchatam soman bhaksayanti tad Brahmanah.’ 
(* The hundred that eat out of the Soma-cups should be Brahmanas’). So 
long as any portion of the sentence is capable of being taken as an Injunc- 
tion, it is not proper to take the whole as a mere descriptive reference: 
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nor, under the circumstances, would it be right to take the word ‘ Brah- 
mana’ as indirectly indicating (the other castes) ; as it has all its needs 
supplied by being connected with the number ‘hundred’ (and thus there 
is no Apparent Inconsistency in it that could justify our having recourse 
to a secondary signification with regard to the word ‘Brahmana’). Then, 
as for the words ‘somam’ and ‘bhaksayanti, they are not meant to be 
significant ; and assuch there can be no anomaly of qualified reference. 

Nor would the mention of the Soma be wholly anomalous; as all 
that it is found to do is to indicate something used at the sacrifice, and as 
such, it could be taken as pointing to the Phalacamasa. 

Consequently, while we would be still on our way to the assumption 
of the Ksattriya, for the making up of the number ‘hundred’ (enjoined 
by the sentence ‘duga, etc.’),—the other sentence ('Catam Brahmanah, 
etc.’) will have supplied the want by laying down another object (the Brah- 
mana) for making up that number. Nor would this extend to the case of 
the vessels also; as the sentence ‘dagu, etc., refers distinctly to the Cups. 

Thus then, we find that, even as regards the Rajanya-Cups the In- 
junction having pointed out the eating as to be done by the said ‘ party 
of ten, —the place is taken up by the ‘ party of ten Brahmanas,’ (as shown 
above); and thus the material in question having all its needs of purifica- 
tion fulfilled by being eaten by these latter (and thus being duly disposed 
of), it is the Sacrificer (the Ksattriya) who would have no eating to do. 

Thus it is established that it is ten Brühmanas that should eat out 
of the ten Rayanya-Cups. 

In the Bhàsya, we find that the question has been raised as to the 
prohibifition (and consequent impropriety) of the Bradhmanas and Ksa- 
Itriyas eating together out of the same Cup,— and answered by the declara- 
tion that ‘there is no impurity attaching to the eating of the Soma.’ 

And against this portion of the Bhasya, some people urge the follow- 
ing objection: “Inasmuch as there would be no Soma in the Phala- 
camasa, how could there be any impurity attaching to the eating out of 
that?" 

But this does not affect the situation ; because the Phalacamasa, be- 
ing substituted for the Soma, becomes endowed with all the properties of 
this latter; as we shall show under the Satras, ‘ Naimzttikam, ete.’ (III— 
yi— 36), and ‘ Dharmasyartha-krtatvat’ (IX—11—40). 

Objection: “The absence of impurity is a property of Man; and as 
“guch it could not be attributed to the Phal«camasc merely by reason of 
“its being substituted (for the Soma).” 

Reply: It would certainly be not attributed, if it really were a prop- 
erty of Man. As a matter of fact, however, it is not a property of Man; 
as that would involve the assumption of a distinct result (in connection 
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with the sentence, ‘no impurity attaches to tl 
ially as we find that the ‘absence 
answer to the possibility of an impuri 
Soma’; and this shows that the siidi 4 
of the Action. Consequently, it must be a 
when it purifies (by eating), does not brin 
former,—so also would its substitute, the P/ 

And thus, on the strength of the afore 
mitted that the eating out of the ten Bajanya 
Brahmanas. 
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ADHYAYA III—PADA VI. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 


[Such Injunctions, as that of the Sruva being made of the Khudira wood, 
pertain to the Original Primary Sacrifice.] 


Sutra (1): ** It pertains to «ll; as it does not occur 
in “any particular Context. 


In regard to those declarations that do not occur in the wake of any 
particular sacrifice, and which contain indications of the Original Primary 
Action,-—we come to consider the question as to when they become con- 
nected with a Context, they do so with the Context of the Original Primary 
Sacrifice, or they pertain to all sacrifices. Even in the absence of any of 
the six means of Cogintion, in the shape of Direct Declaration, etc., we can 
establish a connection with sacritices, just in the same way as in the case 
of the Agvapratigrahésti. 

In connection with the Sruva and the Juha, we have the Injunctions 
of the ‘ Khudira wood’ and ‘leaves’ respectively ; and the Sruva and the 
Juhi, ave laid down, as accessories of sacrifices, in such sentences as—(1) 
‘ Sruvénivadyati,’ ‘Sruvéndghdramagharayati,’ * Sruvéna parvanan juhoti; 
(2) ‘Juhva juhoti, etc., etc. And as soon as the ' Khadira wood’ and 
leaves’ are shown to be related to the Sruva and the Juhi, they become 
at once taken up by the sacrificial procedure relating to the Sruva and 
the Juhu ; as they do not serve any other purpose (than that of helping in 
the sacrificial procedure); as we shall explain later on, in Adhydya IV. 
Because no result can follow from the class (* Khadirutva’ denoted by the 
word ‘ Khadirah’ iu the Injunction ‘ Khadirah sruva bhavati*), which is 
absolutely without any sort of function; nor do we find any Action pnt 
forward, calculated to bring into play any activity in that Class; nor is 
any fuch action actually mentioned in the sentence itself. Nor can we 
take the sentence ' Khodivah sruvo bhavati, ete., as enjoining tbe Sruvo 
also; as such an Injunction would involve a syntactical split. Conse- 
quently we must take the sentence as laying down the ' KAüdzra wood’ 
with reference to the Sruva; and inasmuch as the material form of the 
Sruv« would be accomplished even withont such Injunctions (as the Srura 
is quite capable of being made of many woods other than the Nhadira) 
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the said Injunction of the Khadira wood would be absolutely useless; and 
it is this Apparent Inconsistency of the Injunction that points to some 
sort of a connection of that Injunction with a Sacrifice. 

Thus then, in regard to the question spoken of, we have the follow- 
ing— 


PURVAPAKSA. 


“Because of the Injunction not occurring in connection with any par- 
“ticular sacrifice, the Sruva, being equally connected with the all Primary 
“and Subsidiary Sacrifices, it should be taken as pertaining to all 


“ sacrifices.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (2): It should pertain to the Original Primary 
alone; as there would be no (needless) repetition 

(in that). 

Inasmuch as all Injunctions pertain to only such factors as have 
not been got at by any other means, the Injunction of the ‘ Khadira wood ’ 
must be taken as pertaining to those sacrifices, in connection with which 
it is not cognisable by any other means. And as a matter of fact, we find 
that it is only in regard to the Original Primary Sacrifice, that the ‘Kha- 
dira-Sruva, is not cognised by any other means, as being connected; 
while as for the modifications of the sacrifices, the connection with the 
said Sruva would be cognisable by means of the Implicatory Injunction 
(that ‘the Modification is to be done in the same way as the Original’) 
the assumption whereof would be absolutely necessary for the sake of the 
bringing in of the other accessories (from the Original to the Modifica- 
tion); and as such the modifications do not stand in need of any direct 
Injunction of the said Srwva; specially as it is only when there is no such 
Injunction, with regard to the modifications, that we are saved from the 
Repitition (that would be inevitable in case there were such an Injune- 
tion; as the connection of the Khadira-Sruva with these modifications 
would, in that case, be expressed hy this Injunction, and it would also be 
indicated by the aforesaid Implicatory Injunction), - E 

We can read the Sūtra as ‘ dviruktatvat, or as *adviruktatvàat, the 
sense of the former being that the view of the Pürvapaksa involves a 
needless vepetition,—and of the latter, that there is no repetition involved 
in the view of the Siddhanta. 


e 


Sutra (3): Objection ; “(The Implicatory Injunction) would 
“apply to (the accessory details) other than the one 
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“in question; as this lutter is found to be laid 
“down by Direct Injunction.” 


[The Sütra may be read as ‘ Vacanaprapt?,' ov as ‘ Vacanapréptih.’) 


Objection: “ A needless Repitition would certainly be inadmissible. 
“But we do not understand why the indication (of the Khadira- 
* Sruva) by the assumed Implicatory Injunction should be taken as close- 
“ing the way of the Direct Injunction in question,—and why it is not 
“held that this Direct Injunction itself does not allow of the application 
“of any Implicatory Injunction. In fact the proper course would be not 
“to admit of this latter in face of the Direct Injunction; because there 
“is no doubt that an assumed Implicatory Injunction is very much farther 
“removed from its objective than the Direct one, which latter should be 
“accepted, on the ground of the proximity of the objective, as also on that 
“ of its being naturally very much quicker in its operation (than any assumed 
Injunction). It might be argued that—‘ inasmuch as the Direct In- 
“ junction is generic in its application, it would be weaker than the assumed 
“one which has a particular application to the case in question.’ But this 
“argument could be turned against the Implicatory Injunction also; as 
“that too applies to all the Accessories of the Original Sacrifice; and as 
“such can have no particular application to the case in question. For 
“these reasons, it must be admitted that the Injunction that does not 
“occur in connection with any particular sacrifice, applies to all sacri- 


* fices.” 


Sūtra (4): "(It might be urged that) ‘in view of a percepti- 
“ble fact (we must regard the Implicatory Injunction as more 
* authoritative than the Direct one).’” 


“Against our conclusion, the following might be urged ’—‘If the 
“< Direct Injunction were stronger in authority than the Implicatory 
«<: Injunction, then, in that case, inasmuch as the way would have been 
“< previously blocked by that, there would, certainly, be no Implicatory 
“ ‘Injunction at all; because in that case, the Khadira-Sruva, applying in 
**eommon to the Origiual Primary as well as to its modifications, —and 
“ having its capability of aiding in the Original Primary distinctly per- 
“ * ceived, —could fulfil the requirements of the Modification also (and it 
“< would not be necessary to actually apply it separately to the case of 
“< the latter). But this would be directly contrary to the distinctly per- 
“ ‘ceptible fact of the Accessories of the Original Primary—in the shape 
“tof the Praydjas,—actually entering into the very constitution of the 
" *modilieations. Hence (in view of this fact) it must be admitted that 
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«'the said Ahadiru-Sruva finds a place in the Original Primary only, 
“< which is entirely free form the Implicatory Injunction.’ ” 


Sūtra (5): “Reply: It is not so; because the Injunc- 
“tion can have only one object.” 


" Reply: The argument brought forward cannot set aside the fact 
“of the Injunction in question applying to all sacrifices. Because the re- 
“jection of the Implicatory Injunction with regard to one factor (i.e., the 
“< Khadira-Sruva’ f.i.) does not mean that it is rejected in regard to all 
“the factors ; for instance, in connection with a certain modificatory sacri- 
“fice, we find the Injunction to the effect, ‘in place of the ordinary Kuça- 
“grass one should use the Gara’; and though this Injunction sets aside 
“the application of the Kuga (which finds place in the Original Sacrifice, 
“and which would come in accordance with the Implicatory Injunction), 
“ yet it does not reject the presence of the Praydjas and the other Acces- 
“ sories (pertaining to the modification in question, in accordance with the 
“said Implicatory Injunction); as we recognize a rejection in cases 
‘where the two Injunctions ave found to have the same objective. Simi- 
“larly in the case in question, the Injunction under consideration would 
* preclude the application of the Implicatory Injunction, only so far as 
“the factor of the ' Khadira-Sruva’ is concerned. Nor is the ‘ Khadira’ 
“capable of supplying the requirements of the modifications; inasmuch 
“as it does not partake of the nature of an action. And further, inasmuch 
“as it would operate with regard to both the Original Primary and the 
‘‘ Modification, at one and the same time, it could not, at the time of the 
“ performance of the latter, be recognised as haviag already served a use- 
“ful purpose in connection with the Original Primary. Then again, we 
“find that the Injunction of the ‘ Khadira’ is wanting in certain elements, 
 "inasmuch as the Sruva has not been found to be applicable; nor can this 
" be recoginized as applicable, without the operation of the permission 
"conveyed by the Implicatory Injunction; specially as the Injunction 
“under consideration cannot be regarded as laying down the Sruva also; 
“because there being no Principal Action mentioned in it, no qualified 
‘Injunction would be possible; and as such, there would be an inevitable 
“ syntactical split. For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Tn- 
“junction under consideration having laid down the * Khadira-wood" with 
* reference to the Sruva, the Implicatory Injunction (that ‘the Modifica- 
“ tion should be performed in the same manner as the Original) should 
“be taken as applying to all the Accessories except the wood of which the 
“ Sruva is made." 
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Sitrec (6): “Objection: ‘But the origination (of this is similar 
“to that of the other accessories of the Original Sacrifice.) " 


“The Naiyāyika comes forward with the following reasoning in his 
‘¢favourite syllogistic form: ‘The Injunction that does vot occur in 
**eonneetion with any sacrifice pertains to the Original Primary Sacri- 
** * fice, —because it lays down things in an abbreviated and in an extensive 
“ *form,—just like the Pray?ja aud the rest.’ 


Sūtra (T): “Reply: not so; as the reason applies 
“equally to both cases.” 


“ Reply: In the first place we have already shown that subjects like 
“what we are dealing with are not amenable to any Inferential process 
“of reasoning. And secondly, the inferential argument brought forward 
“is not quite admissible, as the reason is too wide, inasmuch as in regard 
“to Modifications also, we often find Injunctions in abbreviated, as well as 
* in extensive forms. 

“The following argument might here be brought forward :—In such 

‘eases, either the abbreviated Injunction alone, or the extensive Injunc- 
"'tion alone, having enjoined the Action, the other could not exercise an 
“ «injunctive o— 

" Reply: But that objection would — equally to the case of the 
“ Original Primary Sacrifice also; and so, in any case the aforesaid inferen- 
'* tial argument would be fallacious (and doubtful). Consequently, in order 
* to avoid this, what should have been brought forward as the reason 1s the 
“ mere fact of the brief and extensive declarations, irrespective of the In- 
** junetive or the descriptive character; aud we have already shown that 
* this reason would be much too wide. 


“Or, the two Sutras (6 and 7) might be taken as emanating from the 
“ Mimansukas themselves: In that case, the former Sūtra (6) may be ex- 
“plained as embodying the following objection: ‘If you take the Injunc- 
‘tion in question as pertaining to al? sacrifices, you are very much mistaken. 
** Because in a case, where the vessels and implements are laid down as 
“ý calculated to be utilised in a certain way,—in such cases, it is possible 
"^ for the class, subsidiary to those vessels, etc., to be enjoined. As a 


«matter of fact, we find that the Originative Injunction of any such ves- 


«gel, ete., is not found in connection with any modificatory sacrifice; aud 
“cas such, the sacrifice being devoid of such vessels, the subsidiary class 
“* Khadira could not be enjoined in regard to it. Specially as the con- 


Gon " a à : ‘mee 1 à 1 
''nection of the Kadira with the Original Primary is far more easy and 
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«*'direct than that with the Modificatory Sacrifice. If the vessels, etc., 
“< had been enjoined equally, in connection with the Original Primary 
“tand the Modification, then, in that case, we could have taken the In- 
** junction of the subsidiary class Khadira as pertaining to the sacrifices 
“<in all conditions (i.e. the Original as well as the modified states). As 
“Sa matter of fact, however, they are not so enjoined; and hence we can- 
**not but take the Injunction as pertaining to the Original Primary 


55 


** ¢ Sacrifice. 
* And in reply to this we have the next Sutra (7), the sense of which 


* would be this: All such Injunctions as do not occur in connection with 
“any particular sacrifice stand in need of a previous Injunction; and as 
“for such an Injunction, it is all the same whether this bea Direct or an 
“ Implicatory one. Though it is quite true that the Direct and the In- 
‘direct (Implicatory) Injunctions differ from each other, on the ground of 
“the former being more proximately related to its objective than the 
‘*Jatter,—yet it is only within their own respective spheres that the said 
“ proximity and remoteness differ in their authoritative strength; and they 
“do not make any difference in regard to an Injunction that does not 
“occur in connection with any sacrifice; because, inasmuch as it is only 
“through the vessels, etc. (i.e. the Sruva) that such an Injunction betakes 
“itself to the Sacrifice,—it is always remote from its objective. For these 
“reasons, it must be admitted that the Injunction under consideration 
“pertains to all sacrifices ; and that the Implicatory Injunction applies to 
“all other accessories except the Khadira-Sruva.” 


Sutra (8): Reply: It must pertain to the Original 
Primary; because the object of the Implicatory 
Injunction is one complete whole; and because 
the application of the Principal (Direct Injunction, 
to the modification) would be incompatible. 

The only admissible theory, in connection with the present question, 
is that put forward in Sutra (2). As for the objection urged in Sutra 
(3), that is not tenable; because if the Implicatory Injunction had applied 
to each of the Accessories of the Original Primary,—then alone could 
be possible what is said in that Sūtra; as a matter of fact, however, we 
find that it applies to all the accessories at one and the same time. 

In accordance with the theory that the Implicatory Injunction ap- 
plies to the objects, or to the scriptures,—inasmuch as these factors are 
found to differ from one another, it might be possible to make a distinction 
among the objects amenable to the Implicatory Injunction. In reality 
however, what forms the object of Implicatory Injunctions is the operation 
relating to the Sacrifice,—-as we shall explain in Adhyāya X. And as the 
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sacrificial operation is one impartible whole, it could only be implied all at 
once, and that too, as one complete whole. And this sacrificial operation, 
for itsown accomplishment, takes up, all at once, all the Apirvas relating 
to the Prayājas; these Apürvas, in their term, take up the Prayd@ja and the 
rest; and these latter take up their own Injunctive texts (in the shape of 
the Implieatory Injunction). Thus then, the Implieatory Injunction,— 
in the form of ' Prakrtivad virktih kartavya' —being one only, it would 
apply or not apply, equally to all accessories, and not to portions of these: 
In the case of the substitution of the Cara for Kuga also, what the Direct 
Injunction sets aside is the Kuga, whose existence has been already pointed 
out by the Implicatory Injunction,—as we have already shown under the 
Adhikarana dealing with the comparative authoritative strength of Direct 
Declaration, etc. (III —i11—14). 

Thus then, if, in consideration of the Direct Injunction under question, 
the Implicatory Injunction be set aside from the factor of the Khadira- 
Sruva,—then it would cease to apply to the other accessories also; and 
that would lead to the total rejection of all the accessories (of the Pri- 
mary sacrifice) in the Modification. And this would not be admissible or 
desirable, as we have already shown above. But if, in consideration of 
the accessories of the Original Primary, the Implicatory Injunction were 
accepted as applying to some of these accessories, then it would come to 
apply to the ‘ Khadira-Sruva’ also ; and thus there would be a distinct ‘ Re- 
pitition,’ in the case of the Purvapaksa theory (as shown under Sutra 3). 

Then again, we shall have occasions to show, later on, that, inas- 
much as the Modification stands in need of the operations of the Original, 
Primary, it often abandous the accessories mentioned in its own context, 
and takes up only that which belongs to that Primary. It is for this rea- 
son that it is necessary to admit the priority of the functioning of the Im- 
plicatory Injunction to that of the Injunetion that does not occur in the 
context of any sacrifice. 

And further, it is absolutely necessary to seek for an injunction of 
the Sruva, in connection with the Modifications; and the effort that would 
be necessary for getting at the Injunction of the Sruva would be sufti- 
cient for that of the * Khadira wood’ also; and so this latter need not neces-, 
sarily be taken as forming the object of a Direct Injunction (in connection 
with the Modifications). 

Nor is the connection, with the sacrifice of such Injunctions as those 
under consideration, very distinctly perceptible. In fact it has to be as- 
sumed, through the Sruva, on the ground of Apparent Inconsistency, But 
one who takes the Injunction under consideration to apply to all sacrifices 
accepts the existence of a certain connection of it with a sacrifice. And 
the uselessness of the Injunction being thus set aside (and explained), 
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there would be no Apparent na “a pi the I 
justify us in connecting the Injunction w: 

the other hand, the connection of the Injun f 
by the Implicatory Injunction is based upon a 
thority. 

Those Injunctions (not occurring in the c 
sacrifice), whose connection with sacrifices is disti 
always pertain to all Sacrifices, even though they m 
context of any particular Sacrifice; just as we find in 
ences as—‘ Psa vai Prajapatik saptadago yajné ‘ 

Thus then it must be admitted that the K 
down, in regard to the Original Primary Sacrifice. 


f 
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ADHIKARANA (2). 


[The number ‘seventeen’ of the Samdhenis pertains to the Modifica- 
tion]. 


[An exception to the foregoing Adhikarana.] 


Sutra (9): (The number) being contrary (to that of the Ori- 
ginal Primary), it would apply to the Modification; 
specially on account of the particular Context. 


[Independently of any Sacrifices, we find the number of the Sa- 
miudhénis, laid down iu the sentence ‘Saptadaga Samidhéniranubruyat’ ; 
and with regard to this there arises the question as to whether this num- 
ber (‘seventeen’) refers to the Original Primary, or to the Modification.] 

And on this question we have the present Adhikarana, calculated to 
set aside the idea of Option, created by the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“In accordance with the foregoing Adhikarana, the Injunction of 
“< seventeen Sümidhénis, which does not occur in connection with any 
“sacrifice, pertains, for this very reason, to the Original Primary Sacrifice ; 
* while in the Context of that Sacrifice itself we find the number ‘ fifteen’ 
“laid down in connection with the Sa@midhénis ; consequently we conclude 
“that the two numbers are optional alternatives. 

“Question: How can that which is laid down by an Injunction, not 
“ occurring in the Context of the Primary sacrifice, and which is weaker 
“in authority, be taken as an optional alternative to that which is parti- 
" enlarly laid down in the same Context with it. ? ' 

“ Answer: The Particular sets aside the General, only in cases where 
"the Particular denotes a distinctly preceptible connection. That is to 
“say, it is only when the Particular is equally authoritative with the 
“General, and not when it is based upon a weaker authority, that it sets aside 
“this latter. As a matter of fact, the Samidhen?s (1.c., the recitation 
* of these verses) have no place outside the performance of the sacrifice ; 
“and this makes the chance of both the numbers ('üfteen' and 'seven- 
“teen’) equally possible, in connection with the performance of a sacri- 
"fice. Such being the case, what more than this would the Context 
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“indicate (in regard to the number ‘fifteen’)? For it is only when two 
‘apparently equally authoritative means of knowledge are found to con- 
‘‘tradict each other that we are to draw our conclusions in accordance 
* with that one which is found, upon due examination, to be possessed of 
* greater authoritative strength ; and it is never possible for the Context 
“to be possessed of an authority higher than that of Syntactical Connec- 
“tion ; consequently, while the indications by the Context have yet to be 
* made, the equally authoritative Syntactical Connection will have estab- 
“lished the fact of the two numbers being optional alternatives. Such 
“ being the case, even if a thousand Contexts were to help the Context 
“in question (iu laying down the number ‘ fifteen’), we can pay no atten- 
“tion toit. And we conclude that the number ‘seventeen’ also pertains to 
“the Original Sacrifice (and hence the two numbers must be taken as 
“ optional alternatives)."' 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply: Even though both the 
numbers are equally related to the Sdmidhénvs, yet, inasmuch as, there is 
a distinct difference in the degrees of their relationship to the Sacrifice,— 
the two cannot be taken as optional alternatives. 

(1) The mention of number not being of any use, in connection with 
the Sdmidhénis only, we must take its relationship to the Sacrifice based 
upon the fact of its helping in the accomplishment of the sacrificial 
Apürva ; and this fact of helping in the accómplishment of the sacrificial 
Apürva cannot be indicated by any other means, save by the Context, 
as we shall show in Adhyaya IX. Thus we find that the connection 
of the number ‘fifteen’ is much more authoritative than the Syntactical 
Connection, on account of the former being more nearly connected with 
the sacrificial Apürva. 

(2) An Injunction always, in the first instance, prompts the person 
to that cause of action which serves a distinctly useful purpose ; and in the 
case in question, there is no doubt that ‘ fifteen’ is more directly and easily 
recoginsed as useful (because of its direct relationship to the sacrificial 
Apiürva) ; and hence, there being a difference in the time of the appear- 
ance of the Injunctions relating to the two numbers, they cannot be re- 
garded as equally authoritative. | 

(3) Then again, the action of man is calculated to perform the sacri- 
fice in such a way as not to leave it deficient in any point; and it is not 
meant to give out perfect Samidhénis, And as for the number ‘seven- 
teen' appertaining to a sacrifice, we do not find it to be pointed out by 
any of the six means of knowledge—Direct Declaration and the rest 
though we find these pointing to the fact of the number ‘fifteen’ pertain - 
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ing to the sacrifice. And thus we come to the conclusion that the number 
‘fifteen’ belongs to the Samidhenis as well as to the Ducgapurnamasa 
sacrifices, as pointed out by Syntactical Connection and Context respec- 
tively; whereas the number ‘ seventeen’ pertains to the Sàm?dhenis only 
as pointed out by the sentence under consideration: and with a view to 
set aside the apparent uselessness of this latter number, we could have 
assumed its connection with the sacrifice,—just as in the case of the 
‘ Khadira-Sruva, —if the sacrifice had stood in need of such a connection ; 
as a matter of fact however, we find that the sacrifice has its requirements 
already supplied by the mention of another number (‘fifteen’); and as 
such it does not stand in need of the connection of any other number 
Thus we find that the Samidhénis have their deficiency supplied by 
means of both the numbers ‘ fifteen’ and ‘seventeen’; while the sacrifice 
has its wants fulfilled by the number ‘fifteen’ only. We find that 
even if the accessory attendant upon the subordinate factor were to 
modify the character of the Principal also, there would be no incongruity 
in this, as this would be in keeping with the ‘law of the Kàmsyabhoji" (ac- 
cording to which the observance of the Pupil modifies the conduct of the 
Teacher); and it is all the less incongruous in a case where what is*dis- 
tinctly perceptible is only the incongruity of the subordinate factor of the 
Subsidiary. 

Thus then we find that the number ' seventeen ' is precluded from all 
connection with the sacrifice, by the number ‘fifteen,’ which latter is 
strong in its prior relationship to the sacrifice; and as for the modifica- 
tions of that sacrifice, while the number ‘fifteen’ will be still on its way 
to being connected with them, by the extremely round—about agency of 
the Implicatory Injunction (‘ Prakrtivadvikrtth, etc.’),—they would, long 
ere this, become connected with the number ‘seventeen,’ which is men- 
tioned in the Direct Injunction ; and thus ‘fifteen,’ being thrown aside from 
these modifications, comes to be recognised as pertaining to the Original 
Primary sacrifice only. 


In regard to the above differentiation however, we have got to say 
something; and it is this: The directly enjoined ‘seventeen’ has no 
greater authority for pertaining to the modifications, as all that the Direct 
Injunction under consideration—which does not occur in the Context of 
any particular sacrifice—shows is that the number ‘seventeen ’ belongs to 
the Samidhénis; and as for the modifications taking the number ‘seven- 
teen’, there appears to be no authority whatever. In fact it is the ‘fifteen ' 
that is shown to pertain to the modifications also, by the Implicatory In- 
junction. And hence just as the connection of ‘fifteen’ with the Original 
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Primary, is based upon the superior authority of the Context, so too would 
its connection with the modifications be,—being applied to these, as 1t is, 
by means of the Implicatory Injunction. 

As a matter of fact, we find that until the Samidhénis themselves 
have been shown to be connected with the modifications,—and this can 
only be done by means of the Implicatory Injunction,—the number ' seven- 
teen’ could not enter into these, as it is only through the Samidhénis that 
it could enter into the modificatory sacrifices. And when the operation 
of the Implicatory Injunction has once been admitted, with reference to 
the connecting of the Sàmdhenis with the modifications, it would, along 
with the Sàmidhenis, take the number ‘fifteen’ also, the usefulness of 
whose connection in a sacrifice has been already recognised in regard to 
the Original Primary; and thus having obtained, along with the Samid- 
henis, a prior entrance into the modifications, just as in the Original Pri- 
mary, it would block the way of the ‘ seventeen’ entering into them. 

Hence we must conclude that the number ‘ seventeen’ would pertain 
to only such modifications as the Pugu, the Mitravinda, the Adhvarakalpa, 
etc., the connection whereof with that number is distinctly pointed out by 
the Context, and in the case of which, therefore, the number would set aside 
the connection of the number ‘fifteen,’ which could be indicated only by 
means of the Implicatory Injunction. And it does not enter into all the 
Modifications, on the sole strength of the fact of its Injunction not occur- 
ring in the context of any particular sacrifice; because in regard to the 
Modifications other than the Pagu, the Mitravinda, etc., its entrance would 
be blocked by the prior entrance of the number ‘fifteen’; as all these 
would be pervaded by this latter number, on the authority of the Impliea- 
tory Injunction; and as such they could not take up the ‘seventeen’ 
which is laid down only as belonging to the Samidhénis. This we shall 
explain in detail,in Adhyaya X. Consequently we can admit the connec- 
tion of ‘seventeen’ with all Modifications to be more authoritative (than 
of * fifteen’). 

The author of the Sutra do has used the words—‘ Vikrtam, virodh? ' 
which shows that all that he meant was that the ‘seventeen ' did not per- 
tain to the Original Primary. 

Though as regards the Samidhénis, both the numbers are p ap- 
plicable, on the ground of Syntactical Connection, yet there is this much 
difference that ‘fifteen’ is related to the Sacrifice, by Context (while 
‘seventeen?’ has no sort of connection with any sacrifice). Hence even 
though Context is weaker in authority than Syntactical Connection, yet, 
inasmuch as the two apply to two distinct subjects (the Context connect- 
ing ‘fifteen’ with the Sacrifice, while Syntactical Connection connects 
‘seventeen’ with the Samidhénis), it is the former that serves the purpose 
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of pointing out that which is to be done in connection with the sacrifice, 
It is only when both of these apply to the same object that the former 
is weaker in authority than Syntactical Connection. As regards the 
‘ saeritice ' however, inasmuch as the Syntactical Connection (as not apply- 
img to the sacrifice) would not be contrary to the Context, it would not 
reject this latter. Specially as the difference between the two is that the 
number ‘fifteen’ is specifically singled out as pertaining to the sacrifice. 
And hence, even though Syntactical Connection shows that the two num- 
bers are equally subservient to the Samidheni,—yet as regards the sacri- 
fice, the case of ‘fifteen’ is different from that of ‘seventeen’; and as 
such, the former would always set aside the latter, because the number 
' seventeen ' is not found to be spoken as belonging to the sacrifice, either 
directly by means of Direct Declaration, or indirectly, by means of the 
Implicatory Injunction. Thus then, we conclude that ‘ fifteen’ is enjoined 
in connection with the Original Primary, as also with those Vikrtis (Modi- 
fications of Sacrifices) with regard to whom we have not the Direct In- 
janction of ‘seventeen.’ 


NN FL Sn NO 


ADHIKARANA (3). 
(The milking of the Cow pertains to the Original Primary Sacrifice. | 


Sittra (10): <All that is ‘conditional’ finds place in 
the Original Primary ; as it brings about a change 
only on account of the special relationship (of the 
Original Primary with the condition). 


[(1) We have the sentence—' For the Vucgya, seventeen Samidhenis 
should be recited.’ (2) In connection with the Darcapirnamasa, we find 
the sentence—' The water should be brought in by means of the milking 
vessel, by one who desires Cattle.’ (3) And in connection with the Jyotis- 
toma we find the sentence—' one who desires Brahmic glory, should have 
the post of the Bilva-wood." And with regard to these there arises the 
question as to whether they find place in the Orig Primary, or in 
the Modifications. | 1 à 

The Injunction of the number ‘ seventeen,’ as "— vining to the Sami- 
dhénis recited for the Vaigya, would find a place in the Original Primary 
itself, setting aside the number ‘ fifteen’; as for such use of this Injunc- 
tion, we have the same authority of Context, as in the case of the * fifteen ' ; 
and it possesses the superior authority of the mention (and presence) of 
the condition that the sacrificer is a Vaigya; and as such sets aside the 
original details (as to the number being 'fifteen"). Because until the 
original (nitya) number ‘fifteen’ were set aside, the conditional (Naimit- 
tika, due to certain specified conditions) ‘seventeen’ could not obtain a 
footing, as we find this latter to have been enjoined in the face of the fact 
of all the number ‘fifteen’ appertaining to all performances of the action 
in question. While on the other hand, inasmuch as the ‘seventeen’ has 
been laid down only with regard to that performance which is done 
by the Vaiçya, the original number ‘ fifteen’ has a place in the perform- 
ances of the Brahmana and the Ksattriya, in which latter we could have 
the number ‘fifteen’ without setting aside the conditionally enjoined 
‘seventeen’ (and hence the Injunction of ‘fifteen’ would not justify 
the rejection of ‘seventeen,’ while that of the latter could not but lead to 
the rejection of that with regard to ‘fifteen,’ specially in connection 
with those cases where the action is performed by the Vazgya). 

Thus there being a difference in the potentialities of the two In- 
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junctions, the two numbers cannot be regarded as optional alternatives. 
Nor could the two be used conjointly, at one and the same time; because 
both serve the same purpose, with regard to the Samidhénis; as at any 
one performance, when these Sdmidhenis ave recited as qualified by one 
number (‘fifteen ’ f.c.), they could not, at the same time, be qualified by 
the other number (‘seventeen’). | 

Nor can the Original (Nitya, pertaining to all performances in 
general) number (‘fifteen’) be taken as having the potency of setting 
aside the other, on the ground of Apparent Inconsistency (as it has its 
place in the performances not touched by the specified conditions). 

Then again, just as in the case of one Injunction appearing after the 
other, it is the former that is taken as rejected,—so, in the same manner, 
it is the Nityw (Original) that is always set aside by the Kamya (that 
which is laid down as leading to a particular desirable end) and the 
Naimittika (that which is laid down with reference to certain specified 
conditions). And the reasons for this are as follows: (1) At the time 
that the Nitya is enjoined, it has no opposing factor (which it would have 
to set aside to obtain a footing for itself); while as for the Naimittika 
this is always enjoined with reference to something that is already per- 
vaded over by the previously enjoined Nitya; and as such it always 
comes into existence in opposition to this latter; and when there is 
this opposition, due to the fact of both the Injunctions referring to the 
same object, it is the Nitya that is always set aside by the other. And 
inasmuch as the opposition does not appear simultaneously with re- 
gard to both, both cannot be accepted as optional alternatives. (2) All 
the Nitya accessories are enjoined with regard to the performance in 
general (of the action); whereas the Naimittika is enjoined with regard 
to a particular performance ; and for this reason also, this latter, being the 
more authoritative of the two, always sets aside the former. (3) The in 
junction of the Nitya accessories is always prompted by (due to) the 
remote Apurva of the Principal Action; and the highest authority for 
that (Apürva) has been found to lie in the indications of Context; where- 
as for the Kamya and Naimittika accessories, we have the prompting cause 
mentioned in the same sentence; and as such being more quickly prompted 
(by the quick functioning authority of Syntuctical Connection), these 
latter always set aside the former. 

Then again, as between the Kimya and the Naimittika, it is the for- 
mer that is possessed of greater authority, and as such sets aside the lat- 
er; (1) because the former is more nearly related to the end desired by 
man, while the latter has its result remote from itself; and (2) because 
the former is much quicker in its functioning than the latter; because 
as regards an action cognised as bringing about an end desired by man, 
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the man is quickly prompted to its performance by Direct Declaration 
itself; whereas in regard to the Naimittika, inasmuch as the result is 
found to be remote, the prompting of the man takes some time. | 

Thus then, though it was the Naimittisa that was spoken of in the 
Sutra, yet the Bhasya has dealt with the Kamya only; and the reason 
for this is that both the Naimittika and the Kāmya are equally contrary 
to the Nitya; while there is no contradiction between the Natmittika and 
the Kamya. 

As regards the question of the present Adhikarana, the foregoing 
Adhikarana indicates the following— 


PÜRVAPAKSA. 


“Tn the case in question, there is one point of difference between the 
* Nitya and the Kamya, viz.: the ‘Cup’ and the ‘ Khadira-wood’ are 
“laid down (by the sentence ‘ camaséna apah pranayét, and * Khadivo yügo 
“bhavati, respectively), as for the sake of the Sacrifice; as for the Kamya 
* accessories of the ‘ milking vessel’ and the * Bilva-wood,’ these, as Kamya, 
“are laid down (by the sentences ‘ godohénd pacukümasya pranayét,’ and 
** Bāilvo yupd brahmavarcasakümasya, respectively) for the sake of the 
“ Man; [And as such the former would be more authoritative than the 
“latter |. c y 

“Then, it might be urged that, ‘through a desire for the desirable 
“result, the Kümya would always set aside the Nitya.’ 

“But such a course would lead to the same disastrous results as in 
* the case of the fool who fell upon the beehive, being led to it by a sight 
“of the Honey (and not noticing the bees). Because a rejection of the 
“sacrificial accessory would certainly cause a discrepancy in the due ful- 
* filment of the result of the sacrifice; nor could any desirable result be 
“obtained from the Naimittika or Kamya accessory either, as this would 
“rest in a sacrifice which has been bereft of its own natural (Nitya) 
“accessory ; because as a substitute for the Kamya or Naimittcka acces- 
‘sory, it is always necessary to have a sacrifice which is exactly like the 
* Original Sacrifice in question; and this Original Sacrifice is always re- 
“ cognised as the Nitya with connected accessories of the ‘Khadira-wood,’ 
“ ete., etc. 

“And thus we find, that, inasmuch as it is only the Modification (of 
“that sacrifice) that is not already pervaded over by those Nitya acces- 
“sories, the K@mya ones must be regarded as having a place in this 
“ Modification only." 

“ As for the sacrifice, it is found to be more intimately related to the 
“ Context, and to that which is laid down for its own sake; and for this 
“reason, it always takes up that which is for its own sake (i.e., the Nitya 
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*necessories), and never the Kümya ones; because, inasmuch as all that 
“ the Context seeks is the details of the procedure, it does not take in 
“that which is connected (with the result, i.e. the Kimya) [vide Sūtra 
* ITI—iii—11]; and as such that which is indicated by the Context (i.e. 
“the Nitya accessory) is possessed of authority superior to that of one 
“which is connected with the Result (i.e. the Kamya); specially as tha 
“Context is found capable of pointing to the employment of the Kamye 
* accessory. 

“ Lastly, it is not possible for the Kamya to obtain a substrate that 
‘would be for the sake of the Sacrifice (and not for that of Man only); 
“as such a substrate is already pervaded over by its own (Nitya) acces- 
“ gories. 

“Thus then the conclusion arrived at in the preceding Adhikurana 
“ must be regarded as applying to the Nazmittika accessories also (that 
“is to say, these, as well as the Ka@mya, accessories shonld be regarded as 
‘having a place in the Modifications, and not in the Original Primary 
“ Sacrifice. }” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply : The Naimittika (Condi- 
tional) always pertains to the Original Primary, setting aside the Nitya 
—reasons for which we have already been shown before (Tert. Page 
1079). The only ground for the Naimittika not setting aside the Nitya 
is non-connection (as has been shown to be the case with the Injunction not 
appearing in the Context of any action). In the case in question however, 
we find a distinct connection of a performance qualified by a particular 
performer (the Vazgya',—a performance which, being calculated to ac- 
complish a desirable end of Man, is not capable of betaking itself to any 
other substrate. The superior authority of the Naimittika being thus 
established, it must be admitted that it pertains-to the Original Primary 
Sacrifice. 

Objection: “It is not proper to assert the rejection of that which is 
“ for the sake of the Sacrifice (the Nitya) by that which is for the sake of 
“ Man (i.e. the Kamya), when these two do not pertain to the same object ; 
“because when they pertain to two different objects, there can be no oppo- 
“sition between them. Consequently we admit that iu all cases, apart 
* from those that are for the sake of Man, the fetching of water is to be 
“done by means of the Cup; as the Apirva of that sacrifice can be accom- 
“plished by that means alone. And just as the Cup, which helps the 
‘sacrifice, does not accomplish such desirable results as Cattle and the 
“ like,—so, in the same manner, the Milking Vessel, which helps in the 
“accomplishment of a different purpose (in the shape of some end desir- 
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“able by man), can never help in the fulfilment of the sacrifice. Nor 
‘can the Milking Vessel be vaken as serving both the purposes (of help- 
“ing the fulfilment of the Sacrifice, as well as the accomplishment of the 
"purpose desired by Man); as that would involve a syntactical split. 
‘ Nor is there any Injunction syntactically connecting the Result and the 
“ Fetching (whereby the syntactical split could be avoided); because the 
‘syntactical construction of the sentence would be totally different in the 
"case of its being an Injunction of the Fetching with reference to the 
“ Result, from what it would be in the case of its being an Injunction of 
“the Result with reference to the Fetching; and hence the sentence could 
“not be taken as enjoining both simultaneously (without involving a 
“syntactical split). Specially as the connection of two remote factors is 
“not admissible, unless that of the proximate ones is found quite impos- 
" sible; and hence (of the Fetching) there could not be at one and the same 
"time, possibility as well as impossibility. For these reasons it must be 
"admitted that, inasmuch as in the sentence ‘gadohéna pagukümasya 
* pranayet, the Injunction is found to be taken up by the word ‘Kama’ 
“ (desiring), the sentence cannot serve as an Injunction of the Milking 
“Vessel with reference to the Fetching; and hence not being enjoined, 
“and as such not having the character of the sacrificial accessory, it can- 
“not set aside the use of the Cup which is a sacrificial accessory. And 
"thus being not set aside, it would be absolutely necessary to employ the 
"Oup in connection with the Sacrifice; and when the purpose of the 
"Sacrifice has been served by one accessory (i.e. the Cup), there can be 
"no room for any other (in the shape of the Milking Vessel) Conse 
“quently in view of the accessory (Milking Vessel) that is laid down with 
“reference to a particular desirable end, it would be necessary to repent 
"the action of Fetching (as the Fetching by means of the Cup would also 
"have to be done). Just as in the case of the Vessel dedicated to Indra- 
“Vayu, inasmuch as the connection of Mitavarunna and other deities with 
“that Vessel is not possible, the Injunction (* Ma?trüvarunan grhnàto, etc.) 
“is taken as laying down further repetitions of the Vessel,—so, in the 
"same we would have the repetition of Fetching, with a view to the par- 
“ticular Result desired by Man. This would have the further advantage 
“of causing no discrepancy, either in the Sacrifice, or in the Result desired 
“by the Agent. Nor do we find the purpose of actions served by them, 
“when they abandon their own accessories, and are accomplished by the 
"^ help of extraneous accessories ;— specially when that purpose is not in- 
“dicated by the Injunction of those Actions.” ne 

| To the above we make the following reply: That Accessory,—which 
being laid down with reference to a particular desirable result, is not 
taken up by that which helps in the accomplishment of the Sacrifice, — 
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betakes itself, for the accomplishment of its own purpose, to that action 
which does help in the accomplishment of the Sacrifice. Because an Acces- 
sory, wholly devoid of functioning, could never fulfil any desirable result; 
as when devoid of functioning, it can have no Instrumentality towards the 
fulfilment of that result; consequently it is absolutely necessary for it to 
have taken up a certain Action (or functioning) which is authorised by 
the Scriptures; and in the case in question, we find that the Accessory 
is supplied with such an action, in the shape of the Fetching. But then, 
we find that in regard to this action of Fetching, there isalready an en- 
joined accessory in the shape of the Cup; and inasmuch as this cannot 
be set aside, there can be no Injunction of the Milking Vessel, etc. We 
find that the Cup has been laid down without any view to the rejection 
of the Milkiny Vessel; but of this latter, we do not find any Injunction, 
without the rejection of the Cup. The action of Fetching too is 
taken up by the Accessory pertaining to the desirable result ; and hence 
it could not keep up its own Original Accessory, which is remote from 
the desirable Result. Then again the non-acceptance of the original 
(Nitya) accessory would constitute an excellence; while its acceptance 
would be a defect; just as in the case of the connection of what is dis- 
tinetly prohibited. 

Even though the Accessory (Milking Vessel), laid down with a view 
to a desirable result, serves quite a distinct purpose (from what is served 
by the Nitya Accessory), yet, on account of the intermediate action (F'etch- 
ing) being the same, it is capable of establishing the falsity of (i.e. reject- 
ing) the idea of the other accessory (ie. the Cup). Because the Kamya 
accessory (Milking Vessel) also brings about the accomplishment of the 
Sacrifice, though indirectly (i.e. as the means of accomplishing the result 
for which the Accessory is laid down) ; and in that case, the Sacrifice, hav- 
ing its purpose served by that, does not take up its original (Nitya) Ac- 
cessory (Cup); as all things take up their Accessories only for the 
sake of certain purposes served by them; and hence when that purpose has 
been served by an Accessory, which, in reality, had been meant for another 
purpose (the bringing about, through the Sacrifice, of a certain desirable 
result ),—what would be the use of taking up the original Accessory at all? 
Thus then, in the case in question, the Fetchiny of water, that is done for 
the purpose of the Kneading, etc., of the sacrificial matcrial, having been 
accomplished by means of the Kümya Accessory (the Milking Vessel); 
would not lead to the bringing in of its original Accessory (the Cup), 
and hence the Cup cannot be regarded as an Accessory of that perform- 
ance of the Fetching of water (which is done with a view to the obtaining 
of Cattle) ; and under the circumstance, the non-employment of the Cup 
could not cause any discrepancy in the Sacrifice. 
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Thus, then, there could not be a repetition of the Fetching (for the 
sake of the employment of the Owp), even for the sake of the Sacrifice 
itself; as any such repetition would be absolutely useless; and hence in 
one performance, at least, of the Sacrifice, there would bea rejection of the 
Nitya accessory. Because it is only when the Fetching is actually accom- 
plished that it serves as the substrate of the (use of the) Milking Vessel. 
Consequently, in course of that performance of the Sacrifice which is done 
with a view to the obtaining of Cattle, the Fetching, having been accom- 
plished by means of the Milking Vessel, which has laid down for it a pur- 
pose other than the mere accomplishment of the Sacrifice,—could not 
take up the Cup. Because in all cases, the accessories are taken up for 
the accomplishment of certain actions, and not for the bringing in of 
the mere presence of the accessories themselves. And in the Twelfth 
Adhyaya, we shall show that the Animal, the Cake and the other offering 
materials, when accomplished by means of other accessories, do not take 
up their own specific ones, and this abandoning of the accessories does not 
cause any discrepancy (either in the materials or in the Sacrifice) ; in the 
same manner, the abandoning of the Cup would cause no discrepancy in 
the case in question. Because, even though a certain accessory be such 
as belongs originally to the Action itself, yet, if it happens to be aban- 
doned by the Injunction (of the actual performance), it ceases, for that 
occasion, to be an accessory of that action; and certainly there can be no 
discrepancy in the abandoning of that which is not an accessory; in fact 
it is its employment that would cause a discrepancy. Nor could there 
be a repetition of the principal fagtor, the Action of Fetching, for the sake 
of the secondary factor, the accessory, in the shape of the Oup; nor is 
the Cup an absolutely inevitable accessory of the Fetching; and we 
actually find that in the case of the Fetching having been done by the Op, 
there arises no question as to the necessity of doing it by the Milking 
Vessel also; and under the circumstances, we see no reason why, when the 
Fetching has been done by means of the Milking Vessel, there should be 
any question of having to do it over again, merely for the sake of employ- 
ing the Cup. 

Question: “How is it that the injunction of the Milking Vessel is 
possessed of an authority superior to that of the Cup?” 

Answer: (1) Because the Milking Vessel has been laid down as a 
special case ; (2) and hence its Injunction would become absolutely useless, 
if even in that particular case, we were to employ the Cup only ; and (3) 
because it is enjoined in proximity to a result desired by man ; therefore 
it sets aside the use of the Cup. 

That is to say, (1) and (2) the Injunction of the employment of the 
Cup is a general one, indicating the possibility of its employment in all 
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performances (of the Fetching of water); while that of the Milking Ves- 
sel is a particular one (laying it down as to be employed under certain 
conditions) ; and hence it is possible for the former to have a place with- 
out necessarily setting aside the latter (i.e. in those performances where 
the specified conditions are absent). This however is not possible for 
the Milking Vessel, which can find no place without setting aside the Cup 
(as this latter is connected with all performances). (3) The Cup is very 
much farther removed from the result desired by Man, than the Milking 
Vessel (whose use is directly connected with the acquiring of Cattle); and 
it is a well-known fact that all Scripture tends towards the fulfilment 
of some end desired by Man. 

As for the difference between the two (the Cup and the Milking Ves- 
sel), consisting in the fact of one serving the sacrifice, which the other 
does not, — that has got nothing to do with the case in question ; as we shall 
show under Sūtra, ‘ Arthasyavikrtatvat’; nor is there much use in such 
specialisations as, that a generic accessory helping in the sacrifice can 
be set aside by a particular one only when this latter also is such as helps 
in the sacrifice, And thus, on account of proximity, the two (the Fetching 
and the Milking Vessel) must be regarded as affecting each other’s potency 
and thereby restricting the utility or applicability of each other. For 
instance, the Fetching which has obtained its existence in another per- 
formance, loses its potency of bringing in its original accessory (the 
Cup); while the Milking Vessel also loses the potency of prompting any 
other Fetching. 

And thus, it is only in such performances of the Fetching, as are not 
related to a ‘desire for Cattle,’ that the employment of the Cup could 
be accepted as authorised by the Scripture ; and hence it must be admitted 
that the ‘ Milking Vessel’ (which is laid down as to be used in perform- 
ances connected with that desire) is a ‘modification’ of the Cup. 

That in the Modificatory Sacrifices the Cup alone could be employed 
will be explained in Adhyaya VIII under the Sutra VIII—i—24. Hence 
we conclude that the Modification (of the Cup, in the shape of the Milking 
Vessel) is employed at the Original Primary only. 
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ADHIKARANA (4). 
[The Adhana is not subsidiary to the Pavamānēşți.] 


Sūtra (11): “The laying of fire is for the sake of the 
Isti; “because of the Context.” 


In course of the treatment of such Injunctions as do not occur in the 
Context of any Sacrifice, the Author first of all proceeds to show that the 
Laying of Fire is enjoined without reference to any particular Sacri- 
fice. k 
The fact of the Injunction of the Laying of Fire (*Vasante Agninada- 
dhita’) occurring in the Conteæt of the Pavamanésti (which is laid down 
in the sentence ‘ Agnayé pavamünáàyüstaka palannirvapét, etc.) indicates 
that the said Laying belongs to that Isti; while from Direct Declaration 
it appears to pertain to the Sacrificial Fire purely by itself (and not as 
connected with any particular Sacrifice); hence there arises the question 
as to whether, or not, the Laying of Fire belongs to the Pavamanésti in 
particular. 


And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSA. 


' “Tn accordance with the Sūtra I1I—iv—15, the Laying being a puri- 
“fication of Agni, for the purposes of the Isti, we conclude, through 
* Direct Declaration, Syntactical Connection, and Context,—all of which 
'*are quite compatible with one another,—that the Laying is of that Fire 
“ which is connected with the Ist. [This view is not incompatible with 
“Direct Declaration, as all that this declares is that the Laying is of the 
“ Fire; and this is not infringed in the case of the Laying being done for 
"the Fire of the Ist/.] The Laying of the fire by itself (without refer- 
“ence to any Sacrifice) would be absolutely useless; and it is this 
“ fact of its belonging to the Fire, that makes it capable of being taken 
“for the Fire in connection with the Isti; and hence we must admit 
"^ that the general statement (contained in the sentence ‘ Agninadddhita *) 
" rofers to the Isti; and then too, the Context distinctly shows that it 
“ pertains to the Pavamdnésti.”’ 
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SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (12): not so; as it is the Ishtis that are for the 
sake of the Laying of Fire. 


If the Laying were meant to be an indirect aid to a Sacrifice, then, 
through Context, it could have been taken as being for the sake of the 
Isti. Through Syntactical Connection, however, we find that the Accusa- 
tive ending (in ‘ Agnin ddadhita’) clearly shows that the Laying is meant 
to be a purification of Agni. Under the circumstances, if the Agni were 
solely for the sake of the Pavumanésti then, in that case, through the 
Agni, the Laying also would be for the sake of that. But we have already 
shown that not bringing about any definite results, the Iss themselves 
are for the sake of (subservient to) the Agni; and hence, in accordance 
with the Sutra VI—iv—13, the Laying and the Isti could not bear the 
- relation of subserviency to each other (as both are accessories of Agni). 
Nor have we any reasons for making the Context set aside the denotation 
of the Accusative ending. 


Sutra (13): Also because we find indications to the 
effect. 


The sentence ‘ Ténaivam punarnavannavam karoti’ (where ‘tena’ re- 
fers to the Laying) shows that the Laying is meant to be the purification 
of Agni. 


OR LO OO 


ADHIKARANA (5). 
[The Laying is for the sake of all Sacrifices. ] 


Sūtra (14): “It is for the sake of the Original Pri- 
| “mary sacrifice; just as are all injunctions not 
“occurring in the Context of any particular sac- 
‘6 pifice.’’ 


The question being as to whether the said Laying of Fire is for the 
sake of the Original Primary Sacrifice, or for that of all Sacrifices,—we 
have, upon this, the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“It having been established that the Injunction of the Laying does 
“ not occur in the Context of any particular Sacrifice, it must be admitted 
“that, like the injunction of the Khadira-Sruva, the Laying is for the 
© * sake of the Original Primary Sacrifice, entering into this latter, through 
“the Agni." 
SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (15): It is for the sake of all sacrifices; because 
the Laying has its own specific time (distinctly sub- 
joined) [Or, because the Laying is laid down inde- 
pendently by itself). 


The sense of the Sūtra appears to be as follows :—-If the Laying were 
done at the time of the Original Primary Sacrifice, then it could be taken 
as being for the sake of this latter; as a matter of fact, however, we find 
that the Laying is done at a time that is laid down for itself,—such time 
being the Vasanta, etc. (laid down in the sentence ‘ Brahmano vasante 
Agninüdadhita, etc.’) ; and thus not being connected with any particular 
sacrifice, we must conclude that the Laying is for the sake of all Saeri- 
fices (the Original Primary as well as the Secondary Modifications). 
Specially as the fact of the performance of the Laying being common to 
all sacrifices will be fully established, under Satra XI—iii—2. If it 
were for the sake of the Original Primary alone, then its performance 
would belong only to the Darga Pürnamasa; and in that case, inasmuch 
as its performance would depend upon that of this Principal Sacrifice, it 
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would from its very nature come to be performed in its own time in the 
Vasanta, as well as on the Améamdasya and the Parnamasi days. And in 
that case, such declarations, as ‘Vusante adadhita,’ * Darga- Pürnamüsya- 
yorüdadhita, would become absolutely useless. For these reasons, it 
must be admitted that the Laying is for the sake of all Sucrifices. 

This position however could not be maintained, because we have 
no authority for connecting the Laying either with the Original Primary, 
or with the Secondary Modifications. We have found that, notwithstand- 
ing the indications of the Context, the Laying was not admitted to be for 
the sake of the Pavaménésti; and then, how could we take it to be for 
the sake of any other Sacrifice, when we have none of the six means of 
knowledge — Direct Declaration and the rest,—pointing to that fact ? 

Objection: “ In that case, the present Adhikarana will have been in- 
“cluded in the last (and as such there would be no need of treating of it 
“separately )."' 

Reply : True, it would certainly have been included in it, if the Darca- 
Piirnamasa also were as devoid of results as the Pavamdanésti. As a 
matter of fact, however, the Darqa-Pürnamüsa are found to lead to dis- 
tinet results; aud as such not being a subsidiary action, it could not be 
subject to the law of the Sūtra VI—iv—13; and hence it is quite possible 
for the Laying to be taken as being, through Agni, for the sake of this 
Sacrifice. The Layiny being devoid of any results of its own, it becomes 
necessary to find out some use for its performance; and just as in the 
case of the ‘ Khadira-Sruva, so in this also, the Laying would come to be 
recognised as being, through Agni, for the sake of the Sacrifice. Specially 
as the fires, appearing in the course of performances, are quite capable 
of accomplishing the Sacrifices. We have found that the washing of the 
Vrihi-corn is not for the sake of the mere form of it,—and so also the 
mention of * Khādira’ is not for the sake of the mere form of 1t, —and that 
both of these are meant to be the means to the accomplishment of the 
Apürva (Transcendental Result) of Sacrifices; aud exactly in the same 
manner, the Laying of Fire would be not for the sake of the mere form of 
Agni, bat for the bringing about of the Sacrificial Apūrra. If the Laying 
were merely meant to be the means of bringing about the form of the 
Fire, then, in that case, the Sacrifice would come to be performed even by 
those who may not have laid the Sacrificial Fire (performed Agnyadhana). 
As a matter of fact however, what the Man requires is the Sucrifices to be 
complete in all its details, and not the mere Five ; and hence the connection 
of some Sacrifice being absolutely necessary, it must be admitted that the 
Laying is for the sake of the Original Primary, in order to avoid a useless 
repetition, as shown under Sutra III—vi—2. 

As for the injunction of a distinct time for the Luying,—that could be 
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taken as pertaining to the common character of the performance; just 
like the Cutting of the Sacrificial post laid down by Direct and Indirect 
Injunctions ; and hence that could not justify our taking the Laying to be 
for the sake of all Sacrifices. Then, as for the mention of * Vasanta, etc., 
(as the time for Laying), that could be taken as serving the purpose of 
pointing out a time that has not been mentioned elsewhere. For certainly 
the Laying of Fire that would be done in connection with the Dar¢a-Pir- 
namüsa could not always be performed in the Vasanta, as that Laying 
has got to be performed every fortnight (on every Amavasya and Pür- 
namüsi). But this time of the Darga-Pirnamasa would not apply to 
that Laying which is done in connection with the Darvi-Homa, apart from 
the Agnihotra. And for these reasons the common character of the Lay- 
ing could not be cognised without the declaration of its own time (Vasan- 
ta); and hence this declaration is not found to be useless (which would 
cause an Apparent Inconsistency that could justify our accepting the 
fact of the Laying being for the sake of all Sacrifices.) 

In view of these reasons, we explain the Sūtra as follows :—The 
Laying is not subsidiary to any Sacrifice; it is for the sake of the Agm 
only, as is distinctly shown by the Accusative ending in * Agnin.” And 
inasmuch as the Agni is related to all Sacrifices,—as shown under Sutra 
III—vii—39,—we speak-of the Laying also as being, through the Agni; 
for the sake of all Sacrifices. | - 

The clause ' Svakàlatvàt' (in the Sitra) is to be taken in the sense 
of * Svatantryamnanat,’—i.e. because the Laying is laid down independently 
by itself. | E. — 
It has been argued that, ** from the Analogy of other Injunctions that 
do not occur in the Context of any particular Saerifice, we must infer the 
fact of the Injunction of the Laying also to pertain to all Sacrifices.” 
But to that we offer the following reply: In the case of those other In- 
junctions, we took up the question of the actions to which they pertained, 
after it had been taken for granted that they were subsidiary to some 
such Sacrifice. In the case in, question however, you have no authority 
for taking the Laying to be subsidiary to any Sacrifice. That is to say, 
as for the ‘ Khddira,’ etc., though they are connected with the Sruva, etc., 
yet they are not recognised as to have been laid down merely for the sake 
of the form of the Sruva, ete» because the use of the word ‘ Sruva,’ which 
is expressive of the Class, would be quite possible, even without the ‘ Kha- 
dira’ (inasmuch as the Sruva could be made of other woods also). As for 
the Khadira, that also, on being connected with the particular shape (of 
the Sruva), comes to be spoken of as ‘Sruva.’ And before the Sruva has 
been recognised as being Accessory to a Sacrifice, there is no necessity of 
restricting the Class ‘Sruva’ (to that which is made of the Khadira wood 
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only); and hence it is only right that we should pass beyond the making 
of the mere shape of the Sruva. In the case in question, on the other 
hand, we find that the use of such words as ‘ Ahavaniya' and the like, 
depend, for their denotation, upon the due performance of the sanctifica- 
tory rite of the Laying; and as such, they are not applied to the Fire, 
until that rite has been duly performed; and hence the Laying comes 
to be recognised as having its use in the supplying of the basis for the 
denotation of the said words (‘ Ahavaniya,’ etc.). 

Then, it has been argued that,—'' even without the Laying of fire, 

there would be no discrepancy in the Sacrifices.” But the discrepancy is 
due, not to the absence of the Laying itself, but to the non-accomplish- 
ment (without the Laying) of the Ahavaniya Fire (which is a necessary 
factor in all Sacrifices). If all the effect of the neglecting of Laying con- 
sisted merely in the non-fulfilment of the Laying alone, then, there would 
be no discrepancy in the Sacrifice (by such neglect). As a matter of fact, 
however, we find that without a due performance of the Laying, no Ahava- 
niya and other sanctified Fires are possible; and there can be no doubt as 
to these Fires being very necessary Accessories of Sacrifices ; and as sucb, 
the non-accomplishment of these would surely cause a discrepancy in 
these. Then again, if the Sacrifices were connected with the Fire alone: 
(without any sanetifications) then, inasmuch as the mere form of the Fire 
would be accomplished even without the Laying, this Laying could not be 
aecepted as due to (necessitated by) the performance of the Sacrifice. 
But, as a matter of fact, we find that such Injunctions, as *yadàhavaniye 
Juhot?* and the like cannot be duly carried out, without the performance 
of the Laying. And hence it must be admitted that one who would per- 
form the Sacrifices must perform the Laying also. 
For these reasons, we conclude that the Laying is for the sake of the 
Fire. an os 
As for the Sutra ‘ Dravyasyakarmakalanirpattéh’ ( XI—311—2), which 
might be quoted against the present Siddhānta, we shall explain, under 
that Sütra, that it puts me a theory only by way of admitting for the 
sake of argument. 

The above reasonings also tend to show that the Pavamünéstis also 
are for the sake of (the due preparation of) the Fire, The further ques- 
tions, in connection with the relationship between the Pavamanésti and 
the Laying, we shall deal with in the following Adhikarana. 
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ADHIKARANA (6). 
[The Puvamanéstzs should be performed in the uwnconsecrated Fire. | 


Sutra (16): “The Fire for Pavamanestés should be 
obtained from the Original Primary; just like 
the Prayajas.”’ 


The question that we proceed to deal with is, that as to whether, 
or not, the Paramanéstis are performed by means of the Fire consecrated 
by the Pavamdna-offerings, in accordance with the Sūtra ‘tasyantu syat 
prayàjavat ' (X—i—6). 

And on this question, we have the following 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“In accordance with the declaration—Istisw  Darca-Pürnamüsayoh 
« pravritih, we are led to the conclusion that the Darca-Purnamasa 
' sacrifices, form the Original Primary of the Paramanéstis; and hence 
"just as the Prayajas enter into these latter, on the authority of the 
‘‘Tmplicatory Injunction (‘ Prakrtivadvikrtih ' ),—so, in the same manner, 
“ the fact of their being performed in the Fire consecrated by the Pavamana- 
‘* offerings would also enter into them, by reason of the same authority. 

* Objection: “The Ahavaniya and other Fires become recognised as 
‘occasions for all sacrifices, by means of Direct Declaration ; and as such 
'* itis not right to assert that they are obtained (for the Pavamüna Isfis) 
“ from the original Primary.’ 

* Reply: This does not affect the case; as it is only in cases where 
"the ‘Homa’ is directly mentioned, that the relationship of the Homa 
“ would be recognised as the same as that with the Original Primary. 
“ [n cases, however, where it is the mere ‘ Sacrifice’ that is assumed 
“ from the relationship of the material and the Deity,—while the ‘ Homa’ 
“is obtained from the original Primary, through the sentence ‘ Oatura- 
“vattam juhoti, —inasmuch as the means (in the shape of the Homa) 
“would be obtained from the Original Primary, the Ahavaniya Fire also 
“ should be obtained from the same source;—and it is only Ho to assert 
“that it is obtained from the Original Primary. 

“ Objection: ‘Those Pavamüna Istis that are performed for the 
"sake of mere purification, would stand in need of other such Istis for 
“ their purification ; and those of others ; and so on and on, ad infinitum.’ 
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* Reply: This objection does not affect our position ; in all cases of 
“ such regressus ud infinitum, we can proveed only so far as is justified by 
“due authority ; aud hence the Istis would go on heing performed ouly 
* so long as the time would permit, without trespassing on the prescribed 
** time, such as the Am@vasya, the Paruamési, and the like." 


SIDDH ANTA. 


Sutra (17): Not so; because the Pavamana Istis are 
performed for the sake of (the consecration of) the Fire. 


It is only the accessories of the Original Primary, such as the 
Prayaja and the like, that are transferred by Implicatory Injunction. 
The Pavamüna Istis however, are not the accessories of sacrifices, as we 
have just shown in the Adhikarana on the ‘Laying of Fire. Hence 
what is transferred by Implicatory Injunction, is the mere form of the 
Ahavaniya aud other Fires, and not the 7$s(2s,— as shown under the Sūtra, 
* Ripam và acésabhitatvat’ (VII—iii—29), 

As for the Arambhaniya Isti however, it is the accessory of a sacri- 
fice; and hence to the question of this Isti we shall devote another 
Adhikarana ; and the law arrived at in connection with that Ist would 
apply to the present case also. Even if the Pavamana Istis were 
accessories of the Darga-Pirnamdsa,—until they are actually enjoined, 
they are not seen in connection with the Original Primary ; and until the 
Bhavana is fully supplied with its three constituent factors—of the object, 
the Instrwment and the Procedure,—the Injunction would not be operative. 
Henee the Original Primary being without the Pavamüna Istis, the 
procedure that these latter could take up would be only that which is 
laid down by sentences other than that enjoining the Original Primary. 
Otherwise, in one and the same sentence we would have the thing referred to 
as already enjoined, and also as enjoined as if not already enjoined ; and this 
would involve a self-contradiction in the very form of the thing, Hence 
it must be admitted that the Ahavaniya aud other Sacrificial Fires 
necessary for the Pavamāna Istis, are exactly the same as those that 
existed before those Istis; and hence it is only when the Sacrificial Fire 
has been duly accomplished, and stands in need of some purpose to 
serve, that we could take it as an accessory pointed out either by Direct 
Injunction or by indirect Implicatory Injunction. As a matter of fact, 
however the Istis serve the purpose of accomplishing the said Sacrificial 
Fires ; and as such could not stand in need of any help from these latter ; 
and that which is not wanted could not be laid down, either directly, or 
by Implication. 

For these reasons we conclude that the Isfis are to be performed in 
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connection with the Fire which has unde 


rite of the Laying (without being s 
rite of the Pavamédna Istis themselves) 
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ADHIKARANA (7). 


[The Upakaranu (Killing) and other accessory details belong to the 
Agnisomiya animal only. | 


Sutra (18): “The Injunction with regard to the Pacu- 
“ Sacrifice would have pertained equally to all ani- 
“mals, if they had all been mentioned in the same 
** Conteat.’’ 


We now proceed to consider the contradiction and non-contradic- 
tion of Position (or Order) by Context, as well as by the former three 
(Direct Declaration, Indicative Force, and Syntactical Connection). 

In connection with the Agnisfoma-Terminus (Samsthà), of the Jyotis- 
toma Sacrifice, there are laid down three Animal-Sacrifices, of the 
Agnisomiya, the Savaniya and the Anubandhya animals. All these ani- 
mals stand in need of certain accessory details, in connection with the 
procedure to be adopted in those Sacrifices. We find that there are cer- 
tain details,—such as Killing, etc.,—laid down as to be performed on the 
Aupavasathya Day (the day previous to the actual performance of the 
Sacrifice), after the Agnisomiya animal has been brought in. 

With regard to these accessory details, there arises a four-fold doubt : 
(1) Are the details laid down for all the three animals; (2) or, for the 
Savaniya, only; (3) or, for the Savaniya, and the Agnisomiya; (4) or, 
for the Agnisomiya, only ? 

And with a view to the relevancy of the Sutras * Sthanacca pürvasya ' 
and the rest, the Author propounds the Parvapuksa that “ they are laid 
down for all the three animals." 

But if this theory were put forward by the Sūtra, then the next 
Sutra would be wholly irrelevant; as the ‘ previous, ‘Pūrva, being included 
in the ‘all,’ what would be the use of this second Sūtra, when the present 
Sūtra will already have pointed out the applicability of the Details to alj 
the three animals ?— specially as the applicability of these to the ‘ Previ- 
ous' animal also would be due to the non-differentiation of the Context. 
Then again, how could we connect the whole thing with the preclusion (con- 
tained in Sütra, 20) of the fact of the Details belonging to the Savaniya 
only, which has not been declared by the mention of the absence of Con- 
text ?—and this Siddhanta Sütra, being found to be irrelevant, would make 
all the subsequent accessory Sütras irrelevant also. 
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Or, it might be possible for us to take what is put forward in the 
present Sutra as the first Purvapaksa; and as the second Pérvapaksa, 
we would have the theory that the details belong to the Savanya only 
(which has not been put forward in any Sūtra); and then we would hare 
the Siddhānta put forth in Sitra (20). But this procedure has not been 
adopted by the Bhàsya; which has recourse to the much simpler method 
of putting forward the first of the aforesaid alternatives (i.e. the details 
belong to all the three animals),—but, as not contained in the present 
Sūtra. Inasmuch as the assumption, for the sake of the relevancy of the 
subsequent Sütiras, of an extraneous Pürvapaksa, in between the two 
Pürvapaksas put forward in the Stras, would throw the charge of 
negligence (or absent-mindedness) on the author of the Satras,—we take 
the assumed extraneous Pirvapaksa, in the very beginning of the Adhi- 
karana. And in support of this Pürvapaksa we have the following argu- 
ments, which we put forward as— 


PÜRVAPAKSA (A). 


“The accessory details in connection with Animals, that are laid 
“down in the Jyotistoma- Context, are not found to be related to any 
* partieular animal. Because, though, through Syntactical Connection, it 
“is the Agnisomiya animal that is recognised as to be dealt with in the 
“same place as the accessory details in question,-—yet at the. place of the 
“actual appearance of these, the Context of the Anima] wed be in 
“ proximity to the Purchase. | Ee 

* That is to say, in connection with the Initiate Sacrifices we find 
"the Agnisomtya animal laid down, in proximity to the Purchase of 
* Soma; and though, through the force of Syntactical Connection, it 
“would appear that this animal is to be dealt with in proximity to the 
‘details relating to the animal,—yet it is not found to be so dealt with 
"in view of the Context; because all Contexts operate in regard to the 
“place of origination (or appearance). As for the Savan?ya animal, the 
"time for its appearance is that of the Sutya (Pounding of the Soma) ; 
“and as for its declaration in connection with the Previous Day, that is 
“simply for the purpose of pointing out certain details; but, this declara- 
* tion does not constitute the Context; as it occurs at a distance from the 
'* Anubandhya animal, which is dealt with at the end of the Soma (Saeri- 
“fice). And thus we find that the Details in question belong to the 
“ Jyotistoma itself, and to none of the animals concerned; as the indi- 
“cation of the Position of the Agnisomiya, being at a distance from its 
“objective, would be rejected by those of the Context of the Jyotistoma, 
“which is not interfered by any Swb-context or Syntactical Connection. 
“ But, in view of the fact of the material employed at the Jyotistoma 
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ing the Soma (and not the body of any animal), we come to take 
said details as belonging to its subsidiaries (in accordance with 
he Sutra 11I—i—18) ; and as all the three Animal-Sacrifices are 
F amy subsidiaries to the Jyolistoma, we take the details to belong 
“to all the three animals. 
“As for the Diksaniya Isti, however, even though that too isa 
sidiary of the Jyotistoma, vet the details do not pertain to it: for 
“the simple reason that it is incapable of utilising them. Nor do they 
rtain to the animals that come in as accessories of the Dikshaniya 
í Isti ; because even though they are capable of taking in those details, 
there is no sort of general relationship (between these animals 
the said Details). For these reasons, it must be admitted 
hat the Details in question apply equally to all the three animals." 
In reply to this extraneous Pürvapaksha we have the present 
Sutra (18), which embodies the following— 


— = PURVAPAKSA (B). 


* What has been said would be possible only if there were no 
“difference in the Context, through the Jyolistoma. As a matter of 
ict however, we find that there is an actual difference in the 
itexts of the Animals ; inasmuch as the Savaniya is mentioned in 
ction with the Previous Day ;—the appearance of Savaniya 
animals having been laid down, in proximity to the Details of the 
Animal-Sacrifice, in the sentence—‘ Agnéyam ajam Agnistomé, 

bhéta Aindragnamukthye dvitiyam. Hence we conclude that the 
etails in question belong to the Savanzya animal only.” 


[In reply to Pürvapaksha (B), we have the following—] 


PÜRVAPAKSA (C). 


Mra (13): ** Through Position, they should be taken 
“as belonging to the previous animal (Le. the Agni- 
*somiya) also.” 

-i ion: ‘How is it that this Sara declares something in 
ivect — to the Law of the Cra/i-langadhikarana (M1 —iii — 
)* For certainly, the conclusion therein arrived at is not in the 
m that by Context Vidévana, etc., are subservient to the Rajasuya, 
hile by Position they are subservient to the Abhishecantya ; or that 
y Direct Declaration the Andri belongs to the Garhapatya, while by 
Force it pertains to Indra (and this is what is declared 
193 
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“in the Sülra, that by Context the Details in question bel 
« Savantya, while by Position they belong to the Agnisomiya).” 

« Answer: In the case of the Videvana (dealt with 
'* Crulilingadhikarana), it was found that all requirements 
‘ filled by means of the superior authority of the Context, th 
'* no occasion for the operation of the inferior authority o 
“and as such it was only right that both alternatives should : 
** accepted conjointly ; specially as in such a case, the non- 
** tion of the further relationship (shown by the inferior ai 
'* not cause any discrepancy either in the nature of the Ac 
* Aindri Mantra) in question, or in that of the Primaries m A 
* otc.); because they are capable of being recalled to the mem 
** other means (than the Mantra in question). In the case i 
* however, though the requirements of the Accessory Details: 
‘are supplied by their connection with the Savantya ar 
‘< inasmuch as the Agnishomiya is found to be incomplete 
** these Details, it becomes absolutely necessary to recall them a 
* (by some means or other, for the accomplishment of the 
'* shomiya) ; specially as there would be no incongruity in the < 
'* ance of both at one and the same time. As a matter of fact, 
“ out the Details in question, the Agnishom?ya could never form 
“ the Darca- Pürnamasa sacrifices. as that which forms the origin « 
* Animal-Saerifices, viz.: the Agnishom?ya, is a modification (o 
“ of the Darca-Purnamasa, while others, having the common chara 
of having for their material a living being, are modifications of 
Animal sacrifices themselves ; and then when we come to consid. 
question. as to whether the Agnzshomiya (not taking in the de 
rectly by itself) is to obtain them out of those belonging to the 
niya, through the Indirect implication based upon similarity (o: 
two animals),—or it is to obtain them by means of some sort : 
direct Injunction,—we come to the conclusion that the Details 
place in the Agnishomiya by means of Position, which forms a 
of Direct Injunction; as itis only when all the six methods of I 
Injunction (in the shape of Direct Declaration, Indicative Po 
‘the rest) have ceased to operate that we can admit of any I 
Implication. Consequently, just as in the other case, the o 
included in the sacrifice comes to be taken as subservient 
Original, as well as to the modifications through Direct Injun 
' Indirect Implication, respectively,—só, in the same manne: 
case in question, the Details in question are subservient 
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** Agmshomiya, as well as to the Savaniya through Position and Context 
** respectively. 

* As for the Anubandhya animals, however, inasmuch as we do not 
* find any the slightest Direct Injunction to be applicable, the Details 
** could come in only through Jmplication, 

** And as such there can be nothing objectionable in the “Sūtra.” 


l SIDDHANTA 
Stra (20): According to some people, the accessory 
details belong to the Savantya; but the previous 
declaration only serves tie purpose of pointing 
out «n accessory. 

We quite readily admit of the fact of the Details belonging to the 
Agnishomiya, through Position; but we cannot accept the assertion of 
that they belong to the Savaniya, by reason of the Context, Because 
the re-mention of the Savan?ya animals in connection with the Previous 
Day serves the purpose of pointing out an accessory ; while as for the 
appearance of those animals, which actually occurs after the Holding oj 
the Acvina Cup (on the day following the sacrifice), it is pointed out by 
the Context. 

The originative Injunction of the Savaniya Animals is contained in 
the sentence—' Taking hold of the Açvina Vessel, and tying a three- 
fold string round the sacrificial post, one should kill the Savantya ani- 
mal.” And as for the word ‘ çvuh’ (‘ to-morrow ’) used on the Aup'tvusa- 
thyu Day, this refers to the Sutya (the day after the sacrifice). 

Question : *‘ What is that accessory (for the sake of which we have 
* the previous declaration)? We do not find any mentioned in the 
“sentence dealing with the Savaniya itself ?”’ 

Answer: It is this; with refereuce to all Suvantyas, we find the 
depreeatory declaration ; Yatha va matsyah, etc., etc, the meaning of 
which is this: ‘ Just as when a fish is moving about in the water its exact 
position is not known, and the man looking for it is kept moving this 
Way and that,—so, in the same manner, with regard to these Savani ya 
animals it is not exactly known where they should be dealt with, anil 
is keeps the Performers in a state of suspensc,’—and the previous 
mention of the Savaniya is in connection with this deprecation, and not 
for the sake of an Injunction of it. The said deprecation also is taken 
‘as explanatory of the following question: ‘In what way are we to 
employ the animals known as Savaniya in connection with Savana 
ferings?’ And this question again is in connection with another 
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Injunction,—‘ Vapaya pratah savané pracaranti,'— which has the form 
of an answer to the previous question. 

And thus we find that the previous mention of the Savaniya is for 
durpose of pointing out this accessory (the Vapa, Fat) of it, as to be 
used in the offering ; and it gives us an idea of the Context. 

Question : ** What are the words by which the Accessory is laid down ? p 
That is to say, the sentence quoted— acvinam graham grhitvà, etc., —is 
found to serve the purpose of pointing out the order of sequence of 
certain actions; and as such it could not serve as the originative Injunc- 
tion of the Savaniya. 

In reply to this, the Author of the Bhashya shows that it is only 
the Agnéya animal, out of the many Savaniya animals, that is spoken 
of as appearing ‘to-morrow.’ 

And some people explain this portion of the Bhashya in the fol- 
lowing ways: (1) No significance should be attached to the specification 
of the * Agnéya’ Savaniya, as it is spoken of simply with a view to show 
that the accessory belongs to all the Savantyas. (2) This is meant to 
show that there are many such sentences ; but in any case, it is the men- 
tion of the Agnéya only that serves any useful purpose. Even though 
the Aindragna and the other Savaniya animals have their original ap- 
pearance on the Previous Day, vet, inasmuch as they are used in the 
subsequent ‘ Terminuses’ (the performance whereof is not absolutely 
necessary),—they have not the power to take in (utilise) those acces- 
sory details of animals, which are laid down as absolutely necessary. 
And thus there could be no doubt as to the superiority of the authority 
of the Position of the Agnishomya. As for that Savan:ya, which, being 
necessary, is capable of utilising the said details,—we have already 
shown that the Context does not point to that. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the details do not belong to the 
Savaniya. 


Sutra (21): Objection: “The latter declaration would 
“only serve the purpose of laying down the time for 


“that which is transferred (to a subsequent oc eun 
“ sion)? 


The whole Adhikarana turning upon the due ascertainment of dii 
exact sentence that serves as the originative Injunction of the Savaniya, 
the Opponent brings forward the following arguments :— 

“If you think that there is no Context of the Savaniya, then you 
"are very much mistaken ; because as a matter of fact, the original ap- 
‘“ pearance of the Savaniya animal is due to the previous sentence 


€t 


[1 


€ 


- 
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(‘ agneyamajam, etc.) ; then the sentence (* Vapaya pracarani’) trans- 
fers the * fat'— portion of the body of that animal ito a subsequent 
occasion; and lastly, the exact time being still unknown, the last 


* sentence (‘ dsvinam, etc.) points out the particular time. 


** That is to say, the sentence ‘ Vapaya pratah savané pracaranti? 
, p 


` transfers the chief of the details in question—namely, the * pracára 


‘of the Fat’; and inasmuch as the subsidiaries always follow the 
* Principal, the other Details—of killing, etc.,—also are transferred ; 
‘ but with all this there remains an uncertainty as to the exact time: 


: and the ‘time immediately after th» Holding of the Acvina Vessel’ is 


° 
e 


- 


e 
wn 


then laid down (bv the sentence ‘acvinan grhiiva, etc). Hence it is 
this last sentence that serves the purpose of laving down the acces- 
sory (of Time); otherwise there would be a syntactical split ; because 


‘if the sentence were not taken as laying down the time for the 


Savantya-sacrifice, it would be taken as laying down the time for 
the Parivyana (Tying of the rope round the Post) and the Upakarana 
(Killing), as well as the Sacrifice together with its Deitv and Material 
(and this multiplicity of enjoined objects would certainly cause a 


* syntactical split). 


“ Objection : ‘The Tying of the Rope, being already related to the 
sacrifice through Implication, the sentence can be taken as laying 
down the Sacrifice as to be performed at the same time as the T'ying,— 
the mention of this latter being merely by way of a descriptive refer- 
ence (and in this way, there would be no syntactical split).’ 

“ Reply: It is quite true that the connection of the Tying of the 
Rope is pointed out by Implication; but as a matter of fact it is not 
actually done at the time of the Savaniya: for the simple reason 
that the Sacrificial Post remaining the same (at all the Animal sacri- 
fices), all the aid due to the said Tying, becomes accorded to the 
Savamya also, by the T'ying that has been done previously at the 
time of the Agnishomiya,—in accordance with the law * Vatkalastu. 
elc? (X]—111—0). 

‘Objection: ‘In that case the Tying of the Rope would be ap- 
plieable through: this commonality of the Post; and as such could 
be taken as spoken of (in the sentence Acvinam grhitva, elc.) merely 
by way of Descriptive Reference.’ 

“ Reply: No such descriptive reference is possible; for the simple 
reason that the 7'ying is not recognised to be the same that is 


' spoken of by way of descriptive reference which is recognised to bc 


in the same form in which it had appeared on the previous day ; and 
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“ certainly that which will have been done on the Previous day, could 
* not be referred to as existing on the day after the Holding of the 
** Acvina Vessel : nor is there any Tying of the Rope done on this latter 
“day; and as for the Tying that may have been done on the previous 
* day, that could not be spoken of by way of reference by such words, 
* as by the word ‘paryaginikrta’ and the like; because the Tying is 
* limited by limits of the two actions performed at the two points of 
^ MISES. 

“Objection : ‘In that case we can take the sentence aguinam .... . 
“ Yüpum pariviya., etc. as referring to the Tying of the Rope which is laid 
* down in the sentence—agvinam graham grhitva upanishkramya yupam 
'* parivyagati.' 

* Reply: But this also is not the case; for the same reason of 
‘“ non-recognition. That is to say the Tying of the Rope, in connec- 
“ tion with the Savantya, which is not the same as the Tying origin- 
“ally done, is found to be laid down (in the sentence *yüpam parivyayali,) 
“in its base form (i.e. without any mention of the substance that is to 
“ be tied round); while the Original Tying is distinctly spoken of as 
** done by means of the Rope; and hence if the former Tying were done 
“ by means of some such other substances, as a piece of Cloth and the 
* like, there could be no reference to the ‘ three-foldness’ (which could 
'" apply to the Rope only); and as such it would be neccessary te 
“ take this ‘ three-foldness’ also to be an object of Injunction by the 
" sentence ‘Agumnadm..... irerta yüpam pariviya , —over and above 
“ the Tying itself; and this would involve a syntactical split. 

“Thus then, the sense of the Bhashya comes to be this: If it 
* were not as we say, then, it would be necessary for the sentence to 
“lay down, in regard to the Tying, something, in connection with 
* which the ‘ three-fold’ substance and the particular time (after the 
* Holding of the Acvina Vessel) could be enjoined ; and the clause 
** < upakaranasya ca’ also would lay down the Time for the Killing, as 
* well as the Action qualified by the said Substance and Deity. And 
“ hence, inasmuch as these sentences are found to serve the purpose 
“ of laying down accessories, it must be admitted that there isha 
“ Context of the Savantya Animals.” i 


Sutra (22): Reply: It ` cannot be so; as that (which is 
transferred) és only a part (of the Animal). 


When the Savaniyas with all their accessories are laid down in 
connection with the Previous Day, we are led to believe that all 
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actions (offerings) in connection with the Saranzyas are to be performed 
on that same day; but out of these the * Vapa-pacara' (the carrving of 
Fat) is transferred to the next dav,—bv reason of the direct declaration 
to that effect (‘ Vapaya pralahksavané pracaranti ),—and not the other 
actions of Killing and the like.in accordance with the Sutra V-—i—24, the 
sense of which is that, * those actions, that are to be performed, either 
after, or along with, the Fai-offering, are to be transferred, and not those 
that are performed before it,—such as the Killing and the like;’ and 
as for those subsidiaries the exact time whereof is not known, they are 
to be performed at the same time as the Principal Sacrifice, as we shall 
show later on; but as regards the subsidiaries of the Pacu (Animal) 
Sacrifice, it is fully known that they are to be performed on the previous 
day; and hence these do not come to be performed at the time of the 
Principal Action. Thus then, it would be necessary for you to have 
recourse to a transference,—by the sentence ‘Acvinam, eic. of the 
Savaniya, which, however, is not transferred along with the ‘Vapa-pra- 
cara’: and this sentence (‘Acvinam, eic.’), in that case, becoming a 
secondary Injunction, there would be a syntactical split involved in 
its being taken as laving down many aecessories. On the other hand, 
if this sentence be taken as an Originative Injunction, there would be 
no such anomaly ; hence we conclude that the sentence is an Origina- 
tive Injunction. 

Objeciion : “ As a matter of fact we find that the Bhashya has 
“shown that the sentence contains the Injunction of many objects ; 
'*as we find in it, the assertion, that the sentence serving the purpose of 
* pointing out accessories, there would be a syntactical split. But the 
“ syntactical split is capable of being avoided by taking the sentence 
“to be an Injunction only of the transference of the Killing which had 
* been taken as to be performed on the previous day." 

Some people seek to justify the Bhashya, on the following grounds : 
In the case of the sentence ‘ Agneyya Agnidhram, we find that what 
are enjoined are the general relationship of the Jyotishtoma, and also a 
particular pnase of it; and hence it was asserted, on a previous 
occasion, that there was a multiplicity of objects enjoined ; and in the 
same manner, in the case in question, the sentence can be taken as 
having a multiplicity of objects for Injunction, in that it lays down the 
transference of the Killing, which has not been transferred along with 
the Vapapracara, as well as a particular phase of it. 

“ But the case of the sentence under consideration is not similar 
“to the sentence ‘agnéyya agnidhram’; because in the case of the 
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* latter, the [njunction was found to pertain to a particular phase of 
* the relationship (of the Jyotishtoma) ; and hence we were led to seek 
“for an Injunction elsewhere, of the general phase of that relation- 
‘ship; and then, finding this latter already inhering in some of the 
‘< Agneyis, we found the force of the Apparent Inconsistency of its 
** non-injunetion considerably weakened; and hence there being no 
“gueh Ineonsisteney to justify the assumption of Injunctions of the 
“said general relationship with regard to the other Agneyis, such an 
“assumption would certainly involve a most objectionable Syntactica] 
“ Split, inasmuch as such an Injunction is not found to be admitted by 
“the Veda. In the case in question on the other hand, we have no 
‘such contrary element, in the shape of an Injunction of transference 
** in general, which could weaken the Apparent Inconsistency pointing to 
“the Injunction of the particular Transferences. If, in the case of 
“the Agnéyi also, there were no such contrary factor, as the exis- 
“tence of the general relationship, which weakened the Apparent 
* [nconsisteney,—then, in that case, there could be nothing to set 
“ aside the fact of the sentence laying down the relationship of every 
* Agnéyi; as it has been already shown, in connection with such 
** words as ‘ Cona’ and the like, that even though the Action may be an 
“already enjoined one, there is nothing incongruous in having a 
‘< multiplicity of enjoined objects, if these happen to be expressed 
by means of one and the same word. Consequently, though the 
“ sentence * Acvanam graham, etc..’ enjoins the Pratahsavana (the morn- 
“ing offering), as well as the fact of its being performed after the 
“ Holding of the Agvina Vessels, vet, inasmuch as the Injunctive 
“ Agency is confined to a single word, there is no case of these being 
“ wholly distinct Injunctions for each of the factors concerned, as shown 
“ under Sutra II—ii--6 ; in fact it is only of one factor (i.e. of the dime) 
“that we have an actual Injunction, which, however, implies that of 
** the other (i.e. the Pratahsavana) also. 

“ It is for this reason that the Bhashya, in the course of pointing 
‘out the objecticnability of a multiplicity of enjoined objects, has 
“declared, that many things could not be enjoined (by the same Injunc- 
“ tive), unless they were related to one another; this declaration has 
“been made in full recognition of the fact that when there are many 
“ things related to one another, the Injunction of any one of these 
“implies the others also, without any further effort in that direction. 
‘‘ Hence if the Injunction of one could imply that of a thousand other 
“ things, there could be no incongruity in this, nor any extra effort on 
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“ the part of the Injunctive agency ; and hence we readily admit of such 
“an implication. The only way to make such an implication untenable 
“is to show that the Injunction (sought to be implied) is otherwise 
“obtainable (and as such there is no Apparent Inconsistency to 
'* justify such implication). But as a matter of fact, in the case in 
“question, we find that there is no such alternative as would admit 
"of the Injunction pertaining only to the sequence (of the Savaniya) 
^ Jo the Holding of the Acvina Vessel, without pointing out any sort of 
“ relationship between that (Savaniya) and the Sutya and the Morn- 
“ ing-offering. And hence there can be nothing objectionable in the 
** aforesaid Implication. 

‘In fact, the objection is applicable to you (who have sought to 
' justify the Bhashya in the aforesaid manner),—who take the Injunc- 
** tion to be one of an Action qualified by many Substances and Deities. 
“Then again, it would be necessary for vou to make a still further 
‘assumption, of the relationship, of the’ Action, with the Jyotishtoma, 
" the Sutya, the Morning-offering and the particular time (after the 
** Holding of the Acvina Vessel). And it is a well-known fact, that in 
“all cases of Transference and Subtraction, there is involved an incon- 
* gruity in the shape of having a general and a special Injunction ; and 
> hence, in view of this incongruity there could be no Injunction of 
‘< Accessories with reference to a previously. enjoined action; and as 
“such the sentence would come to be taken as enjoining a distinct 
“ action altogether. For instance (l) in the case of the sentence 
“+ Mahendrasya stotram pratyabhishicyate, inasmuch as the Injunction 
‘pertains to the Mid-day-offering, the Mahendra Hymn and the Time, 
“ Shhishécaniya Mantra comes to be taken as serving many purposes ; 
* (2) and the same may be shown to be the case with the sentence 
* * T'ishthantam pagum prati prayunjant.’ 

“ And further, when there is a single object that is both enjoined 
“and dealt with in action, any other object coming in could do so in 
“ two ways: either by reason of a distinct effort with regard to such 
“an object. or as following in the wake of some such object. As for 
“ instance, in the case of the Injunction of Hating (of the Remnants), 
* the tuking up of the Vessels belonged to the former, while the satisfac- 
'* tion (or pleasure due to the Hating) to the latter kind. Out of these 
“ two kinds of objects, that which is due to a distinct effort, is found 
' to be such that unless it is done, that which is enjoined cannot be 
"done; and hence with regard to that we have to assume, on the 
** ground of that Apparent Inconsistency, another Injunctive agenev,— 
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* but just to such extent as is found t? be based upon scriptural 
* authority. While as regards that which folows in the wake of 
** another object, it is found to be accomplished, even though there be 
* very many of it, without any distinct effort on the part, either of the 
“ human agent, or on that of the Scripture. 

** In the case in question, we find that the sequence of the Savaniya 
“to the Holding of the Agvina Vessel being enjoined, it would not 
‘ necessitate any distinct effort to establish the connection (of that 
* Savantya) with the Sutya, the Morning-offering, etc.; and hence 
“there is nothing that enjoins Transference in general. And when 
“ what is actually enjoined is the mere sequence to the Holding of the 
* Acvina Vessel which is distinctly mentioned, what would it matter, 
“if in the wake of that sequence there should appear the attendant 
‘factors of the Sutya, the Morning-offering, the particular part of the 
‘< day, the particular hour, minute, second, etc., the generic characte? 
“of Time, Substance and Entity (that is to say the implication of 
“ these would not involve a Syntactical split) ? — For if there were to be 
“a syntactical split in such cases, there would be one in the case of the 
“ sentence ‘ bring the Cimcapa’; because in this also, we have the word 
“< Cimcape ’ implying the generic factors of ‘ tree,’ * Earth, ‘ Substance,’ 
“and ‘Entity.’ Consequently it must be admitted that all that the sen- 
‘tence (Agvinam, etc.’), lays down is another time,—in the shape of 
“ that following after the Holding of the Acvina Vessel,—tor the Killing 
‘“which has been previously laid down as to be done on the Previous 
* Day. And there can be nothing objectionable in this." 

II. In view of the above, others seek to explain the “ Syntactical 
split " spoken of in the Bhashya, as that which is caused by the fact of 
both the Tying of the Rope and the Killing being transferred by means 
o! the same sentence." 

‘“ But this also is very easily refuted : as it is only the Tying of 
‘the Rope that is transferred by the sentence ; the transference of the 
“ Killing being implied by the same transference, in accordance with the 
* Sutra V—-i--24. -E m z A 

** The following might here be —" ‘It is only the Accessory that 
‘is obtained from the Original Primary, and not that which is altoge- 
“ther new, which, being transferred, brings in the others in its wake, as 
‘“ spoken of in the said Sdtra (while in the case in question, the Tying of 
“the Rope is found to be an Exc new accessory, not mentioned 
“ before. 

“Bat io vou be eo ; because, > iie Sūtra V—ii—21, 
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'* we find described the transference of even such accessories as the 
** Videvana, ete., that are not obtained from the Original Primary ; 
and as for the Sütra * Tatha pirvam’ (V—i—29), which lavs down the 
“fact of a new Accessory not being transferable), that too has been 
** explained as referring to an accessory with certain qualifications. Or, 
'* even if we have the transference of the Killing only, as the sentence in 
* question could be taken as referring to the Tying of the Rope laid 
‘down in the sentence ‘sa vai Acvinam, ele., it would involve no 
** syntactical split. 

* Tt might be argued that, ‘inasmuch as the sentence Sa vai, ete., 
“mentions the Rope without any qualifications, the mention, in the 
* sentence under consideration, of threcfoldness could not be taken as 
** 4 mere descriptive reference to a previously-enjoined object. 

“ But this is not quite tenable; because the reply to this argu- 
ment would be exactly the same which the Siddhantin would give 
" later on to a question put to him by the Purvapakshin. 

“ Objection : ‘Inasmuch as the Siddhantin holds the sentence to 
contain the Injunction of a new Action, it is possible for him to 
admit an Injunction of more than one thing; while as for the 
Pürvapakshin, this cannot be possible for him (as he takes the sentence 
“to be an Injunction of Accessories); and as such the Injunction 
‘of more than one Accessory would involve a syntactical split.’ 

“ Reply: That does not make any difference ; because in a case 
where several qualifications are mentioned in connection with one 
*' action, an Injunction of all those is quite possible, as through that 
“Action; aud hence such cases are quite in accordance with the Law 
“of Qualified Injunction (which does not involve a syntactical split) ; 
“but in cases where the Action enjoined is without any of its quali- 
“fications, if becomes necessary to bring in, for the sake of that 
“Action, the qualifying accessories of other actions; and for this 
" purpose it would be necessary to repeat the Injunctive word (and 
“this would involve a Syntactical split). For instance, when the 
“ Sacrifice is enjoined along with its Deity, it is only its own qualifying 
‘“ accessories that it could imply (and bring in), and not a qualification | 
“of the Tying (in the shape of (Areefoldness). Hence even in the 
“case of the Injunctions of new actions (not previously enjoined), it is 
“necessary to differentiate its own qualifying Accessory from those of 
“others. Thus then, inasmuch as the objection brought forward is 
“equally applicable to both of us (the Parvapakshin as well as the 
“ Siddhantin), it should not have been urged against one only. 
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“Then again, the only reply that the Siddhantin could give to the 
“ said objection, would be that—‘ the Rope is common to both Tyings 
* (parivyana),’ as is actually declared in Sutra III—vi—31. And this 
* would indicate that the 7'hreefold Rope spoken of in the sentence under 
* consideration (‘ Trvrta yüpam pariviya), would apply to any and 
“ every ‘ Tying’ of the Sacrificial Post; so that, in the case in ques- 
* tion, the mention of the ‘ Tying’ (in the sentence under considera- 
‘“ tion) is only by way of reference to that previously enjoined (in the 
“ sentence ‘sa vai acvinam, eic.) ; and hence there would be no Syntac- 
** tical split. : | ler 

* Or, the sentence may be taken as laying down the immediate 
* sequence to the Holding of the Acvina Vessel, in reference to the 
“ sequence of the Killing to the Tying, which latter has already been 
‘enjoined in connection with the Previous Day,—the sentence, in this 
* ease, being construed as ‘yat trurta yupam pariviya wpakarols tat 
* Acvinagrahavanantaram karyam’ (the Tying of the threefold Rope 
** round the Post, as laid down in regard to the Previous Day should, on 
“ the second Day, be done after the Holding of the Acvina Vessel)? 
* [n this way we avoid the Syntactical split complained of, and cer- 
“ tainly any far-fetched construction is more acceptable than a Syntac- 
“ tical split.” i 

In view of these arguments, we explain the ‘ Syntactical split,’ 
spoken of in the Bhashya, as follows :— 

It must be admitted that of the Savantya sacrifices, one sentence 
should enjoin the originative appearance, while the other lays down 
its accessories. As a matter of fact we have no grounds for taking the 
sentence speaking of the Previous Day as theoriginative Injunetion (of 
the Savaniya sacrifices). 

Objeclion: “Nor do we find any grounds for taking the other 
“ sentence either, as the said originative Injunction.” 

Reply: Though it is so, yet, inasmuch it is not possible for the 
two sentences to be taken either as optional alternatives or con- 
jointly, it becomes necessary to find out which of the two could, 
through a certain peculiarity in it, be accepted, by preference, as the 
required Originative Injunction. And hence we proceed to find out 
such a peculiarity. It has already been shown above that it is only a 
desirable Accessory that can be laid down with reference to an Action 
laid down in the recesses of a remote Injunction. Because an accessory 
that is not desired (in connection with that Action) would, if brought 
in, make it an altogether different action, like the Homa in connection 
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with the Kundapayinamayana. Thus then, in the case in question, we 
find that it is the Vapa-pracara, (the Fat-offering) that is the desired 
accessory, Which is capable of being enjoined with reference to the 
Savaniya occurring at the time of the Sutya; and when the declara- 
tion of the Morning-offering brings about a recognition of the Savantya 
appearing along with that Offering,—and it having been found to 
serve a useful purpose in connection with another mention of it in 
connection with the ‘ next day,’—it cannot be regarded as bearing the 
relation of subservieney with the Holding of the Acvina Vessel ; and 
the sentence (‘ Agvinam grhtiva, etc.’) being found to be meant to 
. point out the T'me,—and Time, by its very nature, not being an 
object desired to be acquired. could not be enjoined with reference 
to an Action: and hence it is necessary that a certain Action (the 
Vapapracara) be enjoined with reference to the Time thus pointed 
out. Even if the Injunction (of this action) be as subsidiary to the 
Acvina Vessel, then too, inasmuch as the principal member (Time of 
the Acvina) is not capable of being desired as something to be 
aequired, the sentence could not but be interpreted as before. 

Thus then, inasmuch as the sentence cannot be taken as an In- 
junction of accessories ; and hence the peculiarity, whereby, the origi- 
native Injunetion not being interfered with, the cognition of the 
original appearance of the Action would make it a distinct Action, in 
accordance with the Law of the Difference of Actions being due to the 
difference in the Contexts,—that same peculiarity would make the 
sentence an originative Injunction with regard to the time therein 
pointed out. And thus the other sentence, naturally, comes to be 
taken as the Injunction of Accessories; as under the above circum- 
stances, there would be no justification for a syntactical split. 

lt was for this reason that we considered the question as to 
whether the ‘ Vapapracara’ does, or does not, lead to the transference 
(of the Savantya). Because in case there be such a transference, inas- 
much as the idea of the Savantya mentioned in the previous sentence 
would be still present in the mind (at the time of this transference), 
and as such it being recognized to be the same, we could not but take 
the other mention of it, as being for the sake of enjioning it in regard 
to the particular time therein pointed out ; as we have explained under 
the Sutra ‘ Sannidhantvavibhagat’ (TI—iii—206). And when the Action as 
well as the 7'ime is found to be enjoined,—the operation of the Injunc- 
tive affix always pertains to that which is in closer proximity to it; and 
in the case in question, we find that the Time of the Vapapracara is the 
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qualification of an action other than the Originative appearance of the 
Savaniya; and as such it would be impossible to take the sentence as 
a qualified Injunction; and hence a Syntactical split would be inevi- 
table. And as to how the two sentences are reconciled and taken along 
with each other, in accordance with our view,—that we have explained 
already. 

Thus then, the sentence could also speak of the subsidiary charac- 
ter of the 7'ying--as shown by the Context—by way of descriptive 
reference ; otherwise it would have to refer to it, as enjoined by the 
remoter agency of Position. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the originative In-: 
junction of the Savaniya is contained in the sentence ‘ Acvinam 
graham, ele.’ 

Question : ** How could you reconcile the above explanation with 
“the mention of ‘ Syntactical split’ made in the Bhashya ? ” 

Answer: What the Bhashya means by the expression * Vakybheda ’ 
is the difference of actions (and not *Syntaclical split’); as even if there 
be many factors, if, they happen to be related to one another, the 
whole is quite capable of being taken as a single sentence syntacticaily 
connected. 

That is to say, all that the Bhashya says is ‘ Vakyam bhidyeta, — 
which means that the sentence in question could not be syntactically 
connected with the other sentence; just as in the Sūtra < Karirgune 
tu karmasamavayad vakyabhadah syat* (LL1I—i—19,) though there is 
no actual vakyabhéda (Syntactical split; vet what is meant by the 
word ‘vakyabhéda’ is the want of mutual connection; and in the 
Sutra * Sakankshantvekavakyam’ (11[—i—20), the expression ‘ eka. 
vakya’ has been used in the sense mutual connection ; and in the same 
manner in the case in question, what the Bhashya means is that— 
‘When the sentence in question is taken as an originative Injunction, 
then it can be connected (syntactically) with the other sentence,—this 
connection being possible only if the sentence is not taken merely as 
laying down accessories.’ 


Sitra (23): Objection: (The Transference) could be 
“implied.” 

[Objection : **'The sentence may be taken as containing an implied 
‘Injunction of the Time tor the transferred Savaniya ; that is to say, 
“ we find the declaration—‘ One should cover the Fat with his closed 
“ fist ' ; and certainly there could be no covering of the Fat extracted 
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“on the previous day ; as that would mean that the man should stay 
* with his fist hiding the fat, for fully two days; which would be an 
“impossibility ; hence the sentence quoted must be taken as implying 
* the presence of the S«venzya on the next dav also; and it is for this 
** Savaniya that the sentence in question would lay down the T'ime."] 


Sutra (94): Reply: This cannot be: because (such im- 
plication could be possible only) if we had a contradic- 
tion of the Direct Declaration. 

[The said transference could have been implied by the Apparent 
Inconsistency of the sentence quoted, only if there were an actual 
inconsistency ; as a matter of a fact, however, we find that the ‘ Cover- 
ing’ spoken of could be done by means of the ‘ handful’ of leaves or 
grass ; and this could certainly continue for four days. ] 


Sūtra (25): But, through Position, (the Accessory details in 
question) belong to the previous (animal, the Agni- 
shomiya); specially as the purification pertains to 
that. 


Having thus set aside the fact of there being any Context pointing 
to the connection (of the Details) with the Savanzya, the Author recapi- 
tulates the Siddhanta view, by means of the same arguments as those 
shown before. 

Or. the great Context (of the Jyotishtoma), being found to be not 
interfered with by any sub-context (of'the Savanzya), would point to 
the Details as belonging to all three animals; and as such would 
set aside the indications of the Position (of the Agnzshomiya); and 
it is with a view to preclude this view, that we have the word ‘tw’ in 
the Sūtra. 

Though it is quite true that Context is superior in authority to Posi- 
lion, yet, in accordance with the Law of the Upamceuyajanuman!trana 
(11—-ii—9 et seq.), it is the Position aided by Jidicative Force which. 
in the present case, becomes more authoritative than the said Context. 
Through their inherent capabilities. what the Accessories of the Ani- 
mals want is the Animal Sacrifice, and not the Sacrifice of Soma. And 
that which is not wanted cannot be taken up by Context; as the 
bringing in of that which is not wanted would be all the more remote 
from the sense of the Direct Declaration. Nor can the Law of the 
Sutra * Anarthakyat tadangéshu’ (III—i—18) be applicable, unless 
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there is a direct relationship expressed by means of the Genitive 
Ending,—as we have already explained before. 

Objection : * Inasmuch as the Agnishomiya has no other acces- 
“sory detail laid down for itself, it actually stands in need of some 
* such accessories ; being brought in, from another place, tc the place 
* where the Accessories are laid down; and thus being in close 
* proximity to these Accessories, the Agnishomiya would take them 
* up, through Context ; and under the circumstances, it should not be 
‘said that it is through Position that it takes them up." 

Reply: This objection is not applicable to the present case; 
because in a case where the Modificatory Sacrifice is completed by 
means of the subsidiaries obtained trom the Original Primary, and 
certain new subsidiaries are also introduced into it,—there alone we 
have the Modification taking up the Subsidiaries, through Context. In 
the case in question however, we find that the Agnishomiya has 
originally appeared in another place; and in that place, it has all its 
requirements supplied by means of the subsidiaries obtained from the 
Original Primary (the Jyotishtoma), which have had their usefulness 
previously established, and which have nothing to oppose them ; and 
then, being brought up to the place in question, the Agnishomiya 
finds certain other Accessory Details, apparently without any other 
purpose to serve, and standing in need of something (to which they 
could belong) ; and then, having its procedure (with regard to these 
details) inferred from other facts, the Agnishomiya becomes connected 
with them ; and it is in the nature of Position alone that, finding the 
Accessories in need of a relative, it creates a procedure for the 
Principal factor, and thereby establishes the relationship of those 
details with this latter; and hence it is only right that the Suira 
should speak of ‘through Position.’ (Specially as we could have Context 
only if the Agnishomiya also stood in need of the Details, just as these 
do in that of the former). 


Sutra (26): Also because of Indications. 

We have the sentence—‘ Vapaya pratahasavané caranti, puroda- 
céna madhyandiné savané’—which speaks of the Pagu—Purodaca 
(The Animal Fat, and the Cake) in connection with the Savaniya 
offerings ; and this could not be explained, if the Details in question 
belonged to all the three, or to two of the animals. Because it will be 
shown later on that the Cake-offering is meant as a purification of the 
Deity ; and as a matter of fact, in the case in question, the Deity 
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that the Cake-saerifice could purify, is the joint Agni and Soma (those 
connected to the Agnishomiya), and not Agni alone (which is connected 
with the Savanzya),—as is shown by the Indicative Force. In case 
both (the Agnishomiya and the Savanzya) were equally related to the 
Details. there could be no such Uha, as we have in accordance with the 
Siddhanta. Hence, inasmuch as we find the quoted text speaking of 
the ‘Purodaca, we conclude that it is only by Indirect Implication 
that any accessory details can belong to the Savaniya. 


Stra (27): It is no Injunction: as it serves the 
purposes of an Arthavada. 


Objection: “ It is true that the Cake-offering that is done for 
“ the purposes of the purification of the Deity, could not apply to the 
« Savan:ya ; but as a matter of fact, that is not the only purpose 
* served by the Cake-offering; as we find it spoken of as serving the 
* purpose of ‘ covering the hole,'—in the sentence ‘ Sushiro va éiarhi 
papuh .......... chidrapidhanartho’ ‘pi’; and hence, even though 
“ there is no Deity in connection with the Savaniya, yet the Cake-offering 
“ would be made for the purpose of Covering the hole of the Savaniya ; 
“and as such there would be nothing incongruous in the fact of the 
“Details belonging equally to both (the Savantya and the Agni- 
“ shomiya).”’ 

It is in reply to this that we have the present Sutra (27); the 
sense of which is as follows: As a matter of fact the’ Cake is not laid 
down for the purpose of ‘ covering the hole '; as we have already shown, 
under the Arthavada-Pada, that all such sentences, as have the 
appearances of Injunctions, and also those that appear as argumenta- 
tive in form, are mere Arihavadas. Nor, as a matter, do we find the 
Sacrifice standing in need of a ‘ covering of the hole’; nor do we find 
any hole covered, even after the Cake-sacrifice has been performed. 
Henee it must be admitted that the Covering of the hole is not the 
purpose served by the Cake-offering; and as such the Indications, 
shown under the previous Sutra, remain fully established. 
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ADHIKARANA (8). 
[The Fetching of the Branch, etc., belong to both Milkings.] 


Sutra (28) : ** Inasmuch as the two Milkings ave done 
“at different times, the mere Milk would be pre- 
* pared without connection (with the Accessories).” 


Having shown the non-contradiction of Position, we now proceed 
to deal with its contradiction (by Direct Declaration, etc.). 

[There are two Milkings, the Evening and the Morning; and as 
accessory details of the Milking, we find laid down--the Fetching of 
the Branch, the bringing in of the Cows, making the Cows to yield 
milk, the actual milking, and so forth ; and with regard to these there 
arises the question as to whether these pertain to both the Milkings, or 
to the Evening Milking only]. And on this we have the following :— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


* Inasmuch as the Details in question are found mentioned in 
* connection with the Previous Day, they would pertain to the making 
“of the Curd, because of the similarity of Position, and of the Sub- 
“context (that is to say, as it is the Milk drawn on the previous 
“ Day that is made into Curd, and as the Details too are mentioned in 
“ connection with that Day, these latter would belong to the Evening 
“ Milking only; while the mere Milk, which is used in the form of 
‘pure milk, and which is drawn in the Morning, would be prepared, 
* independently of the said Accessory details)." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sütra (29): Inasmuch as both appear in the same 
Context, the Text only lays down the time (the Pre- 
vious Day) for the details connected with both. 


When the Principal is performed in the place of the Accessory 
Details, it becomes subject to the authority of Position (or Order) ; 
while when it is only found to be mentioned in their place, then it is 
subject to the authority of Sub-Contert. As for the Curd-Sacrifice, we 
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find that it is both spoken of, and performed, in connection with the 
Amüvasya Day ; and as such the Curd is, in all respects, equal to the 
Milk. And though it is true that, for the purpose of making the Curd, 
some of the details are done on the Previous Day,—yet those details 
do not include the Fetching of the Branch and the rest enumerated 
above; as has been shown under the Sutra I[I—i--22, that ‘ there 
can be no connection between two accessories.’ Hence it must be 
admitted that the Fetching of the Branch, etc., ete., that are done on the 
Previous Day, in accordance with the Direct Injunction to that effect, 
are done as related to both Milkings; and not for the sake of the Curd 
only ; and there can be nothing objectionable in this. 


I FO a a ag me a d 


ADHIKARANA (9). 
[The Sadana, etc., belong to the three Savanas.] 


Sūtra (30): Similarly the mention of the Vessels is 
connected with the other Savana also. 


[In connection with the Morning-offering of the Jyotishtoma, we 
find ten Vessels, the Aindravayava, etc., mentioned ; and with regard to 
these we find mentioned such accessory details as, the Seating and the 
Cleaning. Then again, we find other Vessels mentioned in connection 
with the Midday-offering, and others again in connection with the 
Evening-offering ; and there arises the question as to whether the said 
details should be performed in connection with these latter Vessels also, 
or only in connection with those of the Morning-offering. And on this 
question, we have the PuRvAPAKSHA, that—‘‘ They would belong to 
“ those of the Morning-offering only ; as they a are mentioned in their 
** Position (or Order)."'] 1 


SIDDHANTA. 


Though the fact of the Accessory Details of the Vessels, and the 
Morning-offering, being mentioned, as well as performed in the same 
place, would give rise to the idea that the case of these Details is not 
similar to those dealt with in the foregoing Adhikarana, yet the Sutra 
lays down that the case of these is similar to that of the former ones. 
And the reason for this is that there is one and the same Context, 
that of the Jyotishtoma, including the Three Offerings. There can be 
no Sub-Context of the Morning-offering by itself; as there is no result 
laid down as following from this offering. Then as for Position, it 
cannot, when contradicted by Context, serve the purpose of indicating 
the use of things. Hence it must be admitted that the Details should 
be done in connection with the Vessels of the other Savanas also. 

The same reasoning holds regarding the fact of all the aecessory 
details of the Cake being common to the Agnishomiya, and to the 
Agnéya, and the rest. 


ADHIKARANA (10). 
[The Threefolduess of the Rope pertains to all the Animals. | 


Stra (31): The Rope also (as well as its accessories) (is 
applicable to all); because of words indicative of this. 

Having mentioned the Tying of the Rope round the Sacrificial 
Post, in connection with the Agntshomtya, the Veda goes on to make the 
declaration-—‘ Having held the Acvina Vessel, and having tied round 
the Post, etc., etc.'—in connection with the Savanzya ; and inasmuch as 
this latter is a mere repetition of the Tying, without any mention 
of fresh accessories, the two 7'yings must be regarded as distinct actions. 
And then, it becomes necessary to have some material for these two 
Tyings. The Rope is the material that is universally known as the 
material to be used for all Tying, whether in the course of a Vedic 
Sacrifice, or in an ordinary Action of the world. And hence we come 
to the conclusion that it is the Rope that should be used in both cases, 
as being the only thing could serve the purpose. 

And then, there arises the question, as to, the material that the 
Rope is to be made of, and also its distinguishing features. 

And on this question, we have the following :—- 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“In the Context assumed on the strength of the Position of the 
'* Agnishomiya, we find a special declaration to the effect that the 
'" Rope is to be made threefold, out of well beaten grass; and these 
'* peculiarities pertain to the Tying of the Post in connection with the 
* Agnishomiya, and not to that in connection with the Savaniya. 
“ And hence, like the other accessories of the Animal, the said details 
'* of method, etc., with regard to the making of the Rope pertain to the 
“ Agmishomiya only." 

SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: Because of Indi- 
cations, the said Details must be regarded as applying to all animals. 
Decause a reference to the threefoldness of the Rope, in the originative 
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Injunction of the Savaniya (‘trvria yupam pariviya savanyama- 
pakaroti’), could not be possible, unless the details in regard to the 
making of the Rope belonged to both. 

The Author then proceeds to show how these Details become 
connected with the Savaniya also: The sentence above quoted (laying 
down the method of making the Rope) distinctly shows that these 
methods pertain to all Ropes; while it is the mere Position of the 
Agnishomiya, that points to the fact of the methods applying to this 
latter alone ; and there can be no doubt as to the superior authority 
of the Sentence (and hence it must be admitted that the said methods 
belong to all the animals). 

Objection: “In accordance with what will be shown under Sütra 
« —' na tadvakyam hi tadarthatvat’ (I1I—vii—4), it must be admitted 
* that the said details of method tend towards the accomplishment 
“ of the particular Apürva of the Agnishomiya only (and as such they 
** cannot belong to the other animals)." 

Reply: It is not so; as the Rope is not a direct subsidiary of the 
Animal, but that of the Post, as will be shown under Sutra —* yi pangam 
và tatsamskarat’ (IV——iv--23) ; and hence the Syntactical Connection 
would have to be explained in the following manner: ‘ The details in 
question belong to that by which the two Tyings would be done’; and 
the way in which the Tying of the Post is done in connection with the 
Agnishomiya, is exactly the same in which it is done in connection 
with the Savaniya; as the Post remains one and the same in both 
cases. Because both these Tyings are recognised as a means to the 
accomplishment of Apürovas ; and they could not be taken as resem- 
bling the Darca-Pürnamasa grass, in connection with the Pindapitr- 
yajna. Thus then, on account of the difference from the Details 
of the said grass, the Details of the Rope should be taken as belonging 
to all the animals. 


NIINAN TIN e ID, ONAN NAN al ONL el NB mu SD 


ADHIKARANA (11). 
[The Amcu and the Adabhya belong to the Sadana, cte.] 


Stra (32): “That which is laid down at a distance is not 

"related to the other qualifying Accessories; because of 

“ non-proximity.'" 

In connection with the above, we proceed to consider the question 
of the contradiction and non-contradiction of Syntactical Connection 
and Context. 

[For the Jyotishtoma, we find laid down. at a certain distance 
(i.e. in a different context), certain Vessels in the shape of the Amcw, 
the Adabhya and the like. And there arises a question, as to whether, 
or not, the qualifying accessories, laid down in connection with the 
Vessels of the Jyotishtoma, should be performed in connection with 
those Vessels.] 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“The qualifying accessories of the Vessels must be regarded as 
' pertaining to those mentioned in the same Context,--notwith- 
'* standing the indications of the Pos?/o» ; and as such, they cannot be 
“regarded as pertaining to those that are not mentioned in the 
“ Context (such, for instance, as the Amcu and the Adabhya). Conse- 
“ quently, the performance of the acts in connection with these Vessels, 
“ cannot be related to the qualifications in question.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (33): It is related to these accessories; as they 
ave laid down for the sake of the Vessels (of the 
Jyotishtoma): and the accessory is always due to 
those. 

Inasmuch as the Context does not serve the purposes of differen- 


tiation, the qualification must be regarded as pertaining to those 
Vessels that help in the accomplishment of the Transcendental Result 
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of the Jyotishtoma ; and as such, being dissociated from the Vessels of 
Wine, they become confined to the Context. Consequently, even those 
Vessels,-—which, though not mentioned in the same Context of the 
Jyotishtoma, are yet found to help in the accomplishment of the said 
Transcendental Result,--come to be connected with the qualifications 
in question. in accordance with the previous reasoning based upon 
Syntactical Connection. And hence the Amçu, the Adabhya, and such 
other Vessels (of the Jyotishtoma, that are not mentioned in its 
Context) must be regarded as connected with the qualifying Accessories 
(laid down in connection with the Jyotishtoma-Vessels). 


Sitra (34): (In the case of the Jlaitravaruna) the restric- 
tion would be due to Syntactical Connection (which 
is not the case with the case in question). 


In the case of the preparation, etc., in connection with the 
Maitravaruna Vessel, we had the Context indicating the fact of the 
accessories belonging to all the Vessels; and hence it was only right 
that we should have taken them as restricted to that particular Vessel 
only, as indicated by the superior authority of Syatactical Connection. 
In the case in question, on the other hand, we have the Contes! 
indicating the fact of the details being restricted (to those Vessels alone 
that are mentioned in the Jyotishtoma-Context) ; while the fact of 
their pertaining to all the Vessels is indicated by Syntactical Connection 
(and hence it is the letter conclusion that is accepted). Consequently, 
the case of the Maitravaruna cannot be cited as sirailar to the one 
under consideration. 


ADHIKARANA (12). 
[The C'trin? and other Bricks belong to the Fire.] 


Sūtra (85): The qualifications (of Bricks), as pertain- 
ing to the Sacrificial Fire, would belong to those also 
that are not mentioned in the same Context; just like 
the qualifications just dealt with. 


[In a Context, other than that of the Sacrificial Fire, we find such 
Bricks laid down as the ‘ Citrin?,’ the ‘ Vajrint’ and the like; but in 
the Context of the Fire, we find mentioned such qualifications of the 
Bricks, as that ‘they should not be black, they should be entire’ and 
so forth ; and there arises the question as to whether, or not, these 
qualifications belong to those Bricks that are not mentioned in the 
Context of the Fire. The Purvapaksha being, tbat-—“ they do not 
belong to those Bricks, for the simple reason that they are not in close 
proximity to them,’—the Siddhanta is that, inasmuch as these 
qualifications are laid down as pertaining to the Fire, they must be 
regarded as belonging to those other Bricks also; as these latter are 
as well connected with the Sacrificial Fire, as the Bricks that are 
mentioned in the same Context with it.] 
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ADHIKARANA (13). 
[The Mana, Upavaharana and the rest belong to the Soma only.] 


Sutra (86): The Conditional, not being equal (to the 
Nitya) would not take in all that is laid down in 
connection with the Nitya (obligatory): 


[In connection with the J'yotzshtoma, we find the sentence ‘ Sa yadi 
Rajanyam va Vaicyam va Yajaye!, sa yadi Somam vibhakshayishet. 
nyagrodhastibhirahriya iah sampishya | dadhani unmrjya tamasmar 
bhaksham prayacchinna Somam. Then again, in connection with the 
Jyotishtoma, we find certain accessory details with regard to the Soma 
—-such as, its Mana, Upavaharana, K saya, Abhishava, and soon. And 
with regard to these, there arises the question, as to whether these 
details belong equally to the Soma, and its substitute, the Phala- 
camasa, laid down in the former sentence. as to be given to the 
Kshatriya sacrifice, or to the Soma only. | 

And on this question, we have the following :— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


** In the last two Adhikaranas, it has been shown that the Details 
* being due to the particular purpose served, belong to all; and the 
* Phalacamasa also being a substitute for the Soma as the sacrificial 
“ material, serves the same purpose as the Soma; and hence the 
‘Injunction of the details of Soma must be regarded as common 
** to both (the Soma as well as the Phalacamasa) ; just as the Injunction 
“< Vrihan prohshati' pertains to the Vrzhi, as well as to its substitute, 
“the Yava.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


It is only right that the Details of the Vrīhi should be done in 
regard to the Yava; because both are equally optional alternatives ; 
and as such are equally transient in their character. As for the Details 
of the Soma however, they are taken up, as necessary factors, by the 
Transcendental Result of the Jyotishtoma ; and as such, it is absolutely 
necessary that they should rest in an equally necessary and unchanging 
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Substrate. And as a matter of fact, it is the Soma, and not the 
Phalacamasa, that is a necessary factor in the Jyolishloma ; because the 
latter does not appear when the Sacrifice is performed by the Brahmana 
while as for the Soma, it is present in all performances of the Jyotish- 
toma; even in that by the Kshatriya, its substitute, in the shape of 
the Phalacamasa, is brought in simply for being eaten by the Sacrificer, 
and for no other purpose. If the substitution of the Phalacamasa had 
meant the total setting aside of all Soma from the Sacrifice, then; 
inasmuch as the Soma would be absent in the performances by the 
Kshatriya and the Vaicya, it would not be a necessary factor in the 
Jyotishtoma ; and as such it would equal, in that respect also, the above- 
mentioned Phalacamasa. Asa matter of fact, however, we find that 
the Soma is absent only from the Cup of the Sacrificer (in the case 
of a non Brahmana-Sacrificer) ; and it is present in all the other Cups ; 
and hence it must be regarded as a necessary factor in the Jyotishtoma; 
consequently the Details can never have an existence apart from 
the Soma (and thence from the Jyotishtoma). 

Question : ' It such be the case, then, how could the accessory 
‘< details due to the Soma be applied to the Phalacamasa ?”’ 

Answer: By reason of the latter fulfilling the functions of the 
former. 

Question : * Is this reason—the fulfilling of tts functions—some- 
'* thing apart from, or included in, Direct Injunction and Implication ? "' 

Some people hold it to be something wholly distinct; but, if it 
were so, then it could not be recognised as authoritative ; consequently, 
we must regard it as included in Implication. 

Question : “ How could there be an Implication in regard to the 
" Original Primary Sacrifice (of the Jyotishtoma itself) (as it is only 
“with regard to the Subsidiary and Modificatory Sacrifices that 
“ generally we have recourse to Implications) ? " 

Answer: lt is quite true that we could not have Implications in 
regard to an Original Primary ; but that is the case only when the 
accessories of one action are attributed, by Implication, to another 
Action ; for the simple reason that one and the same Action cannot, 
by itself, be taken as an Original Primary, as well as a Subsidiary 
Modification. In the case in question however, we find that it is the 
Accessory detail of the Substance that is attributed, by Implication : 
and it is a perceptible fact that there may be different substances for 
the same Sacrifice (for the sake of the different castes of Sacrifices). 
And just as a Sacrifice, standing in need of certain accessory details, 
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takes up these latter, from out of those belonging to another action,— 
so, in the same manner, it could take up the Substance also. Thus 
then, the Injunction being—‘ One should make the Sacrificial Material 
out of the Phalacamasa,’ there arises the question as to how it is to be 
done; and the answer to this is that—‘ it should be done in the same 
way as the Soma ;—this answer presenting itself to our mind, by 
reason of the presence in our mind of the previously-conceived Soma, 
as also on account of similarity; and thus it is that the Accessory 
Details of the Soma become applied to it. 

Question : '* When, in accordance with the Pürvapaksha as well as 
** the Siddhanta the accessory details of the Soma come to be attributed 
“to the Phalacamasa,-—what would be the use of the m— — 
“ karana ? "' 

Answer: Even though they are so attributed, yet, just as in 
other cases, what is Directly Enjoined finds a place in the performance 
whereby a certain definite result is sought to be obtained by means of 
a particular substance, while what is Implied does not find a place in it, 
so, in the same manner, in the case in question also. Then again, we 
could bring forward the Sūtra ‘ Nivritavad dravya bhédat’, as showing 
the use of the Adhikarana. That is to say, these accessory details of 
the Soma, that are based upon its Pounding, Measuring, etc., and which 
» are known as leading to a distinct result (in the shape of the Apurva of 
the Jyotishtoma, could never accomplish this Result, when inhering in 
the Phalacamasa (and not in the Soma). All that the Phalacamasa is 
meant to accomplish, is the mere form of the Sacrifice ; and as such, it 
could take up only such details of the Soma as are calculated to help 
in the fulfilment of that end, and not those that tend to the accom- 
plishment of the Result; and hence, — latter details eould not 
apply to the Pholisi | 


The above reasoning also shows that "— is to be an Uha 


(change in the Maniras, in the case of the Phalacamasa) ; that is to say, 
the Context of the Action being the same, inasmuch as there is no 
Injunction with regard to any Substance in general, there could always 
be substitution of the substance actually employed ; and as such the 
word ‘ Soma’ is changed into other words (‘ Phalacamasa’ and the like), 
because of the incapability of the word ‘ Soma’ (being used in connection 
with a Sacrifice at which the Substance employed is Phalacamasa, and 
not Soma). 


we me ee ee  ———  —— — M — o 


ADPHIKARANA (14). 


{The accessory details of the Principal are to be employed in the 
case of the Substitutes also.] 


Sutra (81): Similar is the case with the Substitute.” 


[The Veda lays down certain substitutes for sacrificial materials ; 
f.i. the Nzvara as a substitute for the Vrzh?, in case this latter be stolen 
(and no other alternative substance such as the Y ava be available); and 
with regard to these there arises the question as to whether these 
substitutes are equally related to all the accessories laid down in 
eonneetion with the original substance, or not.] 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


« What has been said in the foregoing Adh?karana applies to the 
“ present case also (i.e. just as the accessories of the Necessary do not 
“belong to the Conditional, so also those of the original substance 
‘do not belong to the Substitute).”’ 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (38): It is not so; the Substitute would be like the 
Original, «s it serves exactly the same purpose. 


If the Nivara had helped in the Action, bv its own inherent capa- 
bility, then it could be connected with the accessories, only on account 
of its fulfilling certain functions of the Original substance (and as such 
it could not be equally related to all the accessories of the original, as 
we have found in the case of the Phalacamusa and the Soma). Asa 
matter of fact however. we have no authority for taking the Nivaru as 
a direct auxiliary to the Action as the substance that is laid down 
as such an auxiliary is the Vrihi; and people take up the Navara, only 
when no Vrihi (or its enjoined alternative, Yava) is available ; and that 
too, because of the presence, in the Nivara, of certain properties 
that belong to the Vrzhi. and which properties are what the performer 
is anxious to get hold of (in the absence of the exact Vrzhi) : and it is 
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only as the inevitable concomitant (a substrate) of those properties, 
that he is led to take up the species of corn, called * Nevara,’—which 
latter is not taken up as a Direct Auxiliary, to the Sacrifice. The said 
accessory properties of the Vr?hi are enjoined directly ; and hence the 
Nivara must be regarded as equally related to these; specially as we 
shall show later on that we do not cease to have the idea of ' Vrzhs ’ 
with regard to the Nivara, under the Sūtra ‘ samanyantaccikirsha hi’ 
(VI—iii—27). It is with a view to all this that we have the declaration 
in the Sutra, that the Novara would be like the original Vriha. 


Sūtra (39): Also because of its not being laid down 
by a Scriptural Injunction. 

Some people take the Sūtra to mean that the substitute, not being 
enjoined by the Veda, is brought in, only through its similarity to the 
substance that is enjoined ; and hence too, it cannot be spoken of as 
fulfilling certain functions of the Original. 

But as a matter of fact, the substitute is not altogether devoid of 
scriptural authority ; because it is actually laid down for the supplying 
of the deficiency in the. Original substance (caused by theft, etc.). If it 
were wholly devoid of scriptural authority, it could never be taken up; 
nor would its abandonment cause any discrepancy in the Sacrifice (even 
though the Original may have been stolen or otherwise spoilt). 

For these reasons, we must explain the Sutra in the following 
manner: Inasmuch as the species ‘ Nivara’ is not laid down in any 
Scriptural Injunction, it cannot be regarded as fulfilling the functions 
of the Vrih?; while as for the Accessory details of the Vrahi, we find 
that it is impossible for all of these to be brought in their complete- 
ness, as laid down by the Injunction of the Principal; and hence only 
a portion of them has been brought in, as resting in the Navaras, through 
the Injunction of the Vrīhi ; but this is done simply because there was 


no other purpose to serve, and not because thev fulfil the functions of 
the Vrihi. 


ADHIKARANA (15). 


[Even in regard to those Substitutes that are directly laid down, 
the qualifving accessories of the Original should be applied. ] 


Sutra (49): The declaration of the Accessory is meant 
to preclude the bringing in of other substances as 
substitutes. 


[We have the sentence—‘ If Soma be not available, one should 
pound the Pulika’ ; and with regard to this there arises the question 
as to whether, or not, the details laid down in connection with the 
Original Soma, are to be applied to its substitute, Putrka.] 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


"If by the mere fact of the Nivadra not being enjoined by 
“ scriptural texts, it cannot be regarded as fulfilling the functions (of 
“the Vr?hi),—then, as regards the Puttka, inasmuch as it is found to 
“be directly enjoined, and as it is not a constant concomitant of the 
“Sacrifice (being laid down as to be employed only under certain 
* conditions), —it must be regarded as fulfilling certain functions of the 
“Soma, just like the Phalacamasa (and as such, according to 
* Adhikarana 13, the accessory details of the Soma could not be 
“ applied to it).”’ 


SIDDHANTA. 


lf the text had pointed out the Puttka as the means of accomplish- 
ing the Sacrifice, then, we could take it as fulfilling certain functions of 
the Soma ; as a matter of fact however, such is not the case. 

That is to say, the text lays down the Pulzka as the substance to 
be employed, in case the Soma got for the sacrifice should be stolen or 
spoilt; and it does not lay it down as actually helping in the per- 
formance of the Sacrifice. Consequently this serves the purpose of 
limitting the choice of substitutes,—the sense being that ‘if all the 
properties of the Soma cannot be obtained, and it be necessary to 
bring in even a portion of those, we should call in those that are found 
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to exist in the Putzka’; as will be explained later on, under the Sūtras 
‘ Niyamarthah kvacid vidhih’ (VI—iuii—16), ‘ Tannityantaccikirsha hi’ 
(VI—iii—17). 

For these reasons, the species of * Puttka’ cannot be regarded as 
subsidiary to the Sacrifice ;—it being brought in simply as the substrate 
of the properties of the Soma. Consequently, even though it is directly 
laid down, its case must be regarded as similar to that dealt with in the 
foregoing Adh?karana. 

Consequently the purpose served by this Adhikarana is the same 
as that by the previous one; hence, inasmuch as the notion of 
Soma is not wholly absent from the said substrate of its properties 
(i.e. the Putika), even those who would desire certain results as follow- 
ing from the particular accessory substance (Soma) could take up (in its 
absence) the Putika also. 

Others hold as follows: “ The said desire for results is dependant 
** upon all ihe individual properties of the particular accessory (Soma); 
“and as such people could not take up the Putzka, which does not 
“ contain all those properties. Inasmuch as it is absolutely necessary 
“ to begin the performance of a necessary action,—and as it is equally 
“ necessary to finish what has been begun,—it is quite possible, in the 
‘ case of a necessary action, to speak of it as duly completed, even though 
“it may be wanting in certain small details. In the case of the 
** Kamya Action, on the other hand, inasmuch as it is never begun with 
“a substance that is only laid down as a substitute for the original 
“ substance, it could not be spoken of as complete, unless all the 
** properties of the original substance were present. And for this reason, 
“it must be admitted that the Putika can never be employed by 
*' persons desiring certain results to follow from the use of Soma.” 

As a matter of fact, however, when we have begun the performance 
of an action with a certain definite substance calculated to lead to the 
desired result,— if that Substance should become stolen, or otherwise 
destroyed,—we do employ a substitute which is laid down oniy for 
such contingencies. Thus then, inasmuch as it would be necessary to 
finish the Sacrifice (that has been begun), it would be completed all the 
same, whether the remaining portion of it be done with a substitute 
or a modification of the Original substance. And the present Adhi- 
karana also serves the purpose of showing whether there is to be an 
Uha (modification in the Mantra) or not (in cases where we employ 
the substitute). [That is to say, if the Puttka were regarded as a 
substance wholly distinct from Soma, then there would be an Uha,— 
while if it were not so regarded, then there could be no Uha.] 


ADHIKARANA (16). 
[The Accessories of the Dikshantya, etc., belong to the Agnishtoma.] 


Sutra (41): ** The Samsthas (Terminuses of the Jyotish- 
“toma) are all equally related (to the enjoined 
** accessories); as all of them occur in the same 
“ Content.”’ 


The Jyotishtoma has been held to consist of four Terminuses, made 
up of several repititions of the many offerings of Vessels and Cups; 
and over all these Terminuses pervaces the character of the Jyotish- 
toma. Just as whether he be sitting, or walking or sleeping, Devadatta 
all along remains * Devadatta'; so, in the same manner, the disappear- 
ance of one Terminus, and the appearance of another does not make 
any difference in the applicability of the name ‘ Jyotishtoma. As for 
the Terminuses themselves, they are incompatible with one another; 
but the character of the ‘ Jyotishtoma’ is compatible with every one 
of them. This Jyotishtoma has been laid down as to be performed 
for the aequiring of a certain desirable result,—in the sentence—' one 
should perform the Jyotishtoma Sacrifice for the acquiring of Heaven.’ 
Similarly, the Terminuses, the Ukihya and the rest, also are laid down 
with reference to distinct results, —in such sentences as ‘ one desiring 
eattle should get hold of the Ukthya,’ and so forth. 

With reference to such a Jyotishtoma, the Veda lays down such 
accessory details as the Dikshantya and the rest. And with regard to 
these details, there arises the question as to whether these have been 
laid down with reference to the Jyotishtoma as constituted by all the 
Tegminuses, or only to that consisting of the Agnishtoma Terminus only. 

“This propounding of the question is not quite proper. Because 
“at the time that the Details are laid down with reference to the 
** Jyotishtoma, it is not spoken of as qualified by any of the Termi- 
* nuses. Even if some such qualifications were mentioned, no signifi- 
“ cance could be attached to them, as they would be qualifications of the 
“subject of a proposition (i.e. that with reference to which something 
“işs laid down). Nor could the fact of the Terminuses, the Ukihya 
“and the rest, taking up an accessory justify our speaking of the 
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“ Jyotishtoma itself taking up that accessory. Because these Termi- 
* nuses also lead to distinct results of their own, and as such every one 
* of them would have its own procedure wholly to itself; and as forthe 
** Jyotishtoma, it could only serve as the substrate of all these, and as 
“ such would occupy only a secondary position ; and as such it could 
‘not be recognised as capable of taking up any accessories. Then 
“ again. inasmuch as the sentences—‘ one should perform the Jyotish- 
‘toma, for the acquiring of Heaven’ points to the fact of all the details 
* of the Jyotishtoma being equally related to all the Terminuses, any 
** specification of the * Agnishtoma only’ would be absolutely meaning- 
“ Jess," 

In view of these arguments, we must put forward the question in 
the following words : Are the Details laid down meant for the Jyotish- 
toma only, or for the U kthya and other Terminuses also? The Bhashya 
also may be thus explained as really patting forward the question in 
this same form. 

Though the Details are taken up by the Terminuses, yet inasmuch 
as these themselves have not the character of action, it is the Jyotish- 
toma which, serving as their substrate, becomes the means by which 
they take up the details ; and it is with a view to this fact that the 
Bhashys says : ‘ Kim sarvasamstham Jyotishtomam prakriya ’;—the sense 
of the question being whether the Details are laid down with reference 
to that which serves as the means and leads to a desirable result (i.e. 
the Jyotishioma), or to that which simply leads to a desirable result 
(i.e. the Terminus). When the details are laid down for the Jyotish- 
toma only, then it comes to belong to its particular terminus of the 
Agnishtoma, which is the one Terminus peculiar to it, and which is the 
only one of the Terminuses that remains behind; and it is for this 
reason that the name ‘Jyotishtoma’ is applied to that Sacrifice as 
resting in the Agnishtoma Terminus. In the ease of the Ukthya and 
the other Terminuses, though they have the capability of taking up 
the Jyotishtoma, yet this capability is not clearly indicated, as to 
whether the Details taken up by the Ukihya, etc., belong to, the Jyo- 
tishtoma, through the fact of this latter serving as the means of A 
former, or ouly through its own capability of bringing about the desired 
result. As for the Agnishtoma Terminus, however, it is the one par- 
ticular subsidiary that specially belongs to the Jyotsshtoma ; and hence 
the fact of the Agnishioma taking up the Details can be spoken of as 
the Jyotishtoma itself taking them. Consequently the putting forward 
of the question in the Bhashya cannot be said to be altogether improper. 

Inasmuch as the fact of the Accessory belonging in common to all 
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the l'erminuses is admitted by both parties,—the Purvapaksh? holding 
them to belong, by Direct Injunction, while the Siddhant? holds that 
they belong, by Implication, to the Ukthya, ete., while to the Agnish- 
toma alone they belong by Direct Injunction,—the question speaks 
of ' Direct Injunction’ (as the difference of opinion is with regard to 
this alone). 

On the question above stated, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The Details are laid down as belonging, in common, to the 
** Jyotishtoma and to the Terminuses; because all of them belong to 
“the same Context. The Jyotish!ema leading to a distinct desirable 
** result, there arises, with regard to this, a desire to know its procedure ; 
‘and hence it takes up, in its procedure, the Details, on account of 
** their being laid down in close proximity to it,—and not because of 
* the fact of its being Jyotishtoma. And inasmuch as this proximity 
‘is found to apply equally to the case of the Terminuses also, they 
" must be regarded as equally related to the Details in question. 
* And as it is only when there is no trace of Direct Injunction that 
“ we have recourse to Implieation, we must regard these Details as 
‘t applying to all the Terminuses by Direct Injunction. 


Sūtra (42): ** Also because all of them «re spoken of 
“as equal.” 


“I. The Vedic text, laying down the Disposal of the Remnant of 
" Butter. distinctly indicates the fact of all Terminuses and the 
“Sacrifice (Jyotishtoma) as equally related to the Context. [or 
“instance, we have such sentences as—‘ Yadyagnishtomo  juhoti ; 
“yadi Ukthyah, lénaiva céshéna paridhimanakti : yadi Atiratrah, etadeva 
“ Homayajuryamagné prisu marlyam ili japan havirdhanam pratipa- 
“dyeta.’ All these specifications with regard to the said Disposal 
"^ distinctly shows that all Injunctions of accessories pertain equally to 
** the Jyotishtoma and its Terminuses.”’ 

"This however looks like an Inference from Analogy, and as such 
“not quite admissible. Tf, through Syntactical (‘onnection, something 
“laid down in the Context (of the Jyolishtome), be taken as related 
“to the Terminuses,—then, can there be a connection with a relation- 
"Ship that is wholly unconnected? We have seen, on a former 
" occasion that the mere fact of the Dvadacuha being related to the 
“ Ahina did not lead us to take the details in connection with the 
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“ Remnants, as belonging (being subservient) to the Ahina; specially 
“as the force of all declarations is spent up over what is directly 
“ expressed by the words. 

* Hence, we have recourse to the following explanation: If that, 
“ which is laid down in regard to the Jyotishtoma in general, belonged 
'* to its one particular Terminus of the Agnishioma only,—then in that 
‘case, the Disposals laid down would have been recognised as subsi- 
"diary to the Agnishtoma, even if this latter were not mentioned 
"specially. As a matter of fact however, we find this also mentioned 
“(just in the same way as the other Terminuses) ; and this leads us to 
“the conclusion that the accessories (such as the Disposals spoken of. 
“are not laid down with specific reference to the Agnishtoma only) 
" And this (specific mention) would not be possible, if the Context 
“ belonged equally to all the Terminuses. If however, the Context be 
** taken as belonging to the Jyotishtoma only, then there would be no 
" sense in the re-mention (of the Agnishtoma, in the sentence laying 
“down the Disposals) [as * Jyotishtoma’ has been spoken of as synony- 
“mous with ‘ Agnishtoma ']. While if the Context belonged, in com- 
'" mon, to the Ukthya and the other Terminuses,—then it would be 
“only right to speak of the Disposal with regard to each of them, 
“ with a conditional ‘if’; on the other hand, if the Context did not 
“belong to these T'erminuses, then, even without the word ‘ij’, the 
* relationship of every one of them (with the particular Disposals) 
“would be readily recognisable; just as in the case of the sentence 
“ Dvadacahinasya'. With regard to details laid down in the Context 
** of the Jyotishloma, we could not have such conditional declarations 
“as that ‘yadi Jyotishtomah, etc.’; As such conditional declarations 
“are possible only when there are several things available at hand 
“ (equally connectible with the Details in question). For this reason 
“also, we must regard the Context as belonging equally to all the 
** Terminuses. 

“abl. _There is yet another sentence indicative of the same conclu- 
“sion: ' Agnéyamajamagnishtoma alabheta, Aindragnamukthye dvitt- 
“yam, Aindram Vrishnim shodagini trtiyam.’ This mention of the 
“ ‘second’ and ‘ third’ is explicable only when all the Terminuses are 
“ equally related to all the enjoined accessories, as it is only in that 
“case, that all the details directly spoken of in the previous part of 
“ context would be connected with all the Terminuses mentioned in 
“the latter part ; otherwise if the Terminuses were regarded as second- 
“ary modifications, then, inasmuch as there would be only one such 
“ detail (the Aindragna f.i.) laid down in connection with one Terminus 
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«fi, the Ukthya), it would bar the applicability, to the same 
** Terminus, of all the other details, the Agnéya f.i.; and hence there 
* would be only one such Detail with each Terminus. [While, in 
“accordance with the sentence just quoted, we should have the 
k Agnéya goat only at the Agnishioma, the Agnéya as well as the 
* Aindragna goat, as the second, at the Ukthya, and these two, together 
** with the Aindra Vrishni as the third, at the Shodac:]. 

** Objection : * Even though these Details (of the goat) are directly 
'* mentioned (in connection with all the Terminuses), yet, inasmuch as 
* one Terminus could not be present in the other, the Detail laid 
* down in connection with the previous Terminus could not enter into 
* the other. Because what is called 'Agnishtoma is that sacrifice which 
‘ends with the Agnishtoma-Hymn, and not that which merely contains 
* that Hymn ; and similarly that which ends with the Ukthya Hymn 
* could never be finished at the previous Terminus; and hence, in that 
‘ease, we could not justify the use of the words ‘ second ' and * third,’ 
*in accordance with any theory (either the Purvapaksha or the 
* Siddhanta).’ 

* Reply: True, it would have been equally inexplicable for both 
** of us if the Goats had been specialised by the Terminuses only. Asa 
‘« matter of fact however, they are based upon the presence of parti- 
* eular Hymns; and as such it is quite possible for the details to be 
* taken together. It is this what the Bhashya declares as a well-estab- 
** lished fact, in the sentence ‘ Dvé hi (atra nimitte, Agnishtomastotram 
* Ukthyastotran ca’. 

** Question : * When all the words, Agnishioma, Ukthya and Shodaci, 
“ are equally spoken of as applying to the Terminuses as well as to the 
'* Hymns,—how is it that you hold the particular goats to be prompted 
* by the Hymns, and not by the Terminuses ? Asa matter of fact, we 
“find that it is the Terminuses that, as serving the useful purpose of 
“bringing about distinct results, are more readily capable of being 
* taken as the prompting causes of the goats.’ 

“To this question, some people make the following reply: 
“(D Even though the words are common (to the Hymn as well as 
“ to the Terminus), yet, it is with a view to a more extensive scope of 
“the scriptural text, that we take them as specified by the Hymns. 

** (2) Or, the words are applicable to the Terminuses as qualified 
“by the particular Hynins; and hence so long as we can take the 
"animals as prompted bv the previously-cognized qualifications 
' (Hymns), we cannot rightly take it to be due to the subsequently- 
“ cognized Terminus. 
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“ (3) Or, in accordance with the Akriyadhikarana (I—iii—30 et. seq.) , 
“the words denote the Hymns directly, while the Terminuses, they only 
“indicate indirectly ; and it is only when the acceptance of the directly 
“ denoted is incompatible, that we can have recourse to what is indirect- 
‘“‘ ly indicated. And the Hymn also can be taken, through the presence 
"of the Locative affix (in the sentence ‘agnishtomé alabheia’), as the 
“prompting cause. Even though the Hymns may not bring about 
'" distinct results, yet, on the sole strength of Direct Declaration, we 
“ could, quite reasonably, accept them as prompting causes,— just as 
“in the case of the ‘breaking’ (in the sentence ‘ bhinné juhoti’). 

** (4) Or, lastly, we accept the Hymns as the prompting cause, in 
‘accordance with the Sutra‘ sandigdhéshu vakyacéshat ’ (I—iv——29): Even 
“though the Terminuses from the Principal Denotation (of the words 
“< Agnishtoma,’ etc.), yet we accept the Hymns as the prompting 
“cause, through indirect interpretation, based upon the Vakyacesha 
" (i.e. subsequent sentences bearing upon the subject). That is to say, 
‘jn continuation of the sentence, ‘agnéyamajamagnishtoma alabheta’ we 
‘find the words * Agnéyo hyaginshtumah’; and the meaning of this is 
“ that the Agnéya goat is to be employed at that Agnishtoma which is 
* Agnéya (that which belongs to the Deity of Agni); and then we find that 
“it is the Hymn, and not the Terminus, which belongs to the Deity o 
* Agni, which is the Deity to whom the Hymn is addressed. As for the 
“ Terminus, it consists of the cessation of operations ; and as such itis a 
** negative entity ; consequently it could not be required by the Deity. 
‘Then again, as for the Deities appearing in connection with the various 
“ repititions of the Sacrifices, those also pertain to the Hymn, and not to 
‘‘ the Terminus. Nor could the Repitition itself be taken as the 
“< Terminus’; because what is signified by the root ‘ san + stha ` is the 
‘* state of indifference that follows after the completion of an Action. 
** Nor could one thing (the Terminus) be spoken of as connected with 
‘ the Deity of another (the Hymn). 

“ The same may be said with regard to the Ukthya and the Shodagt. 
' In fact by certain sentences, such as ‘ Aindragnami  U kthagami * it is 
** clear that these refer to Hymns, and not to the Terminuses, because 
** these latter are never spoken of as * Ukthyant > 

" Thus then the specification of the Goats being due to the 
“ Hymns, it is only right that they should be employed together. 

" Objeciion : * Even if we regard the Ukthya, etc., as mere second- 
“ary modifications, inasmuch as the sacrifices of the animals (the 
“ Agnéya goat, etc.) lead to invisible (transcendental results), they could 
* never be performed in the place of one another; and hence it would 
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** be only natural for all the animals to be employed together. Because, 
** it is not necessary that a Direct Declaration shouid always set aside 
“ that Declaration whose existence can only be a matter of Inference ; 
“as a matter of fact, there can be such a rejection only when there is a 
* contradiction between these, and a contradiction is possible only 
** when (both the Declarations, Direct and Inferential) pertain to one and 
* the same subject. That is to say, if the mere fact of one Declaration 
“ being directly mentioned in the Veda were the sole reason for the 
“ setting aside of all other declarations bearing upon the question, there 
“ would be nothing that would not be set aside, —no matter whether it 
* pertain to the same Sacrifice or to others, whether it bring about 
“ visible or invisible results, and whether it occur in the same process 
“or not And certainly this is very far from desirable; and hence 
'" the joint employment of all the goats is quite compatible with both 
* theories—as will be explained under the Sra * Prakritlingasamyogat’ 
“ (X—iv—1), as also under the Sutra ' Prajapatyeshucamnanat? (X— 
‘< 1y —6), where it will be shown that those that are not incompatible with 
** one another can be taken conjointly.’ 

“To the above, the following reply is made: We have, in the 
“name ‘ Savaniya, a word indicating the connection of these with 
'* the Original Primary, all these (several Goats) being spoken of by 
* means of the word ‘ Savaniya.’ And hence, through this common 
* Name, all of them come to be regarded as performing the same 
* function. And as such there is a distinct contradiction, which tends 
'* to one being set aside by the other. 

** Objection : * If such be the case, then, even in a case where certain 
“ things are equally related to a number of enjoined details, there 
“ would be a possibility of the setting aside of the General by the 
** Particular because the Animals spoken of first, being recognised as 
'* having a more extensive scope, come to be taken as general, while those 
“spoken of later on, being more limited in their scope, are taken as 
“particular ; and certainly the general, which is more extensive in its 
“scope, is always set aside by the Particular, whose scope is limited.’ 

* To this some people make the following reply : It is only thelast 
“ofall which, having no scope at all and thus being the most particular 
“of all, would set aside all the rest ; and the middle one could not have 
“any such rejective potency. Because even though their scopes may 
“vary, their authority and means of cognition remains the same. For 
'* instance, the Aynéya goat, being employed at the four Terminuses, 
“is ‘common’ (or general); and so is the Aindragna also, which 
“belongs to three Terminuses. And the effort necessary for getting 
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' at the former is just the same as that for getting at the latter. As 
“for the Hwe (the last of the animals mentioned), however, it does not 
'* matter even it it be due wholly to the Terminus itself ; because there 
*is no other Terminus of the Jyotishtoma beyond that (at whieh the 
“ Ewe is employed); and as such, there could be no rejection of this 
“last one. | 

“This explanation however is scarcely admissible. For even 
“though there be no rejection, yet it could be taken only as an option- 
“al alternative; because we do not find any case where two things, 
“ serving exactly the same purpose, are both employed at one and the 
* same time (according to the law ‘ Tulyarthanam vikalpah). And thus 
“ you have a most undesirable Noose, as it were, on each side of yourself. 
“ That is to say, if, for the sake of their being taken together, you admit 
‘of even the slightest difference in their functions, then this conjoint 
“ appearance would be quite possible, even in accordance with the 
“ theory that the Terminuses are mere modifications of the Jyotishtoma ; 
“ and then, if, for the sake of showing that in this latter case, there is 
“ a rejection of the one by the other, you admit the functions of the 
“two to be exactly the same, then, even in accordance with the 
* theory that all the Terminuses are equally related to the enjoined 
* details, there could be no conjoint employment atall; just as in the 
“ case of the Vrihi and the Yava; nor would the declaration of conjoint- 
“employment support the Pürvapaksha only; the Siddhanti also 
* will speak of it--in Stra 45,—only on the strength of an Indica- 
“tive Force, which he puts forward as Direct Declaration, simply 
** because there is no other way for it. 

** Hence, it becomes absolutely necessary for us to indicate some 
“such point of difference as would show the Pdérvapaksha, and 
“not the S?ddhanta theory to be supported by the said ‘ Declaration.’ 
'" And this point of difference is as follows: In accordance with the 
* Purvapaksha, all the Animals would be equally present in all the 
‘subsidiaries; and the mere name (‘Savantya’) could not preclude 
“them, as they would have been brought in by reason of that fact. 
“ That is to say, all the Animals would be liable to be employed at all 
** the Terminuses ; and hence, the absence, in the previous Terminuses, 
“of the Animals mentioned subsequently, would be due to the simple 
"fact of there being no cause for their presence at these; but the 
‘“ previously mentioned Animals would certainly be employed at the 
“ subsequently mentioned Terminuses ; as there would bea direct cause 
“ for this; specially as this is distinctly indicated by Syntactical Con- 
“nection. And then, the question being as to--(1) whether we should 
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* take all of them to be syntactically connected, by the name (‘suvantya’) 
* and then take them either as setting aside one another, or as optional 
‘ alternatives, or (2) in view of the fact of all of them being employed 
* conjointly, as indicated by Syntaetical Connection, we should take 
"every one of them as serving distinct functions,--we cannot but 
** conclude, on the strength of Svntactical Connection, that they should 
“be all employed together. Just as, in the case of the Prayajas and 
“the Anuyājas, even though they have a single name, yet, on the 
“ strength of Syntactical Connection, they are taken as having distinct 
** functions, and as such, to be employed conjointly. 

* In accordance with the Siddhanta theory, on the other hand, 
“ they would have to be taken as having the same function, in accord- 
“ance with the indication of their common Name; while by Implica- 
“ tion, they would have distinct functions, and as such they would be 
'* employed conjointly ; but, inasmuch as the Name, forming part of 
* the Direct Injunction, would be endowed with superior authority, 
“it would be necessary for us to take all of them as serving the same 
“ function ; and then, there being a contradiction amongst them, they 
“ would set aside one another. Asa matter of tact, every modification 
'* (as the Siddhanti regards the Terminuses to be) stands in need of some 
“ words indicative of its Original Primary ; and hence the animals could 
'' be taken as serving the functions of one another. In the case of the 
** Pirvapaksha however, every one of them being equally related to the 
“ Injunction, there can be no presence of words indicative of any 
** Original Primary ; and hence, in this case, there is nothing that could 
“ lead us to take the Animals as serving the functions of one another. 

‘ Some people explain the point of difference between the two 
“ theories, in the following manner : In accordance with the Pürvopak- 
'* sha, we regard the actions to be distinct, on account of their being 
** related to such Deities and Substances as are independent of one 
‘another; while in accordance with the S?ddhanta, what is done by the 
'" sentences is merely the laying down of certain accessories, with 
“ reference to the sacrifice pointed out by Implication ; and hence there 
“ would be only one sacrifice, and no second, or third. 

" But, though this Injunction of Accessories may be possible, in 
“the case of the Aindragna Animal, yet, it could not be possible in the 
“ cage of the Aindra Sarasvati ; as the [Injunction of several Substances 
“and Deities would involve à syntactical split ; and hence in this case, 
“the Actions could not but be regarded as distinct.” 

" For this reason, we offer the following explanation: The 
" question being as to—-(1) whether the distinct action laid down should 
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“ be regarded as leading to a distinct Apürva, or (2) only as helping in 
the accomplishment of the Apürva of the original Savaniya Sacrifice, — 
** we are led to the conclusion that, inasmuch as the only use of the 
* Action possible is that with reference to the previously-ascertained 
“ Apurva, it is not proper to assume another Apurva, and then to take 
“the Action as bringing about this latter. Similarly, in the case of 
“the Apürva of the Savanzya, the liability of whose performance is shown 
“ by Implication,—-at the time that it would be seeking for the means to 
“its accomplishment, it could not abandon the directly-enjoined Sava- 
'" qjya, and take to an altogether different Savan:ya ; as in all cases, 
“a new factor is admissible, only when the original is found to be 
“ absolutely inadmissible. As for the operation contained in the 
** Sacrifice, it has its relationship definitely ascertained by means of the 
“ Original 4pürva ; and as such, it cannot be taken as related to any 
“other Apürva. 

"Question: ‘How could the other Savaniya, not having its 
‘potency definitely ascertained, help in the accomplishment of the 
“ Original Apürva ?’ 

‘“ Answer : Exactly in the same manner as in the case of the 
‘* Pūrvapaksha, the other Apürva leads to the operation of the Sacrifice. 

“ Question : ‘What then would be the difference between the two 
** theories ?' 

“Answer: When the Sacrificial Operation stands in need of 
“ Apürvas, then, in that case, the Apürva of the Modificatory Savaniya 
“is not duly recognised; and hence the said operation could fall 
“in with this Apürva. When, however, it is the Apürva that stands 
“in need of the Action (Sacrificial Operation), then, inasmuch as we 
"^ obtain the idea of a distinct Action, connected with the word * Sava- 
‘mya’, which is indicative of the Original Primary,—it rejects the 
"Original Action. As regards the Original Sacrifice, there are opportun- 
‘ities, in it, for assuming distinct Apürvas ; and hence we assume four 
“distinct Apürvas as following in the wake of the four Savaniyas that 
“are laid down. And among these it is not distinguishable, which of 
“them is assumed before the other, and which, for this reason, could 
“ be related to another means (Action). Specially as, at the time that 
“we are looking into the Actions, what we are cognisant of are the 
" mere forms of the Actions themselves; and simultaneously with 
"these comes the assumption of the corresponding Apürvas; and 
'' thus also no differentiation is possible. In the case of the Siddhanta 
“ however, it is distinctly recognised that it is the Original Apürva 
“ that is the first to be assumed; and hence it being absolutely neces- 
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“sary to abandon some one of the Actions, it is the Original Action 
“that is found capable of being abandoned ; and hence, in this case, 
“we would have the rejection of this Original Action. 

* Objection: ‘In accordance with the Siddhania also, we find that 
“ the subsequent Terminuses are mere modifications of the 4ynishtoma 
" ''erminus,—and not that they are modifications of one another ; and 
“as such it is only the Agnéya goat (connected with the Aan ishtoma) 
"that would be set aside by the others; and hence, in regard to all 
“of them, what should have been asserted is that—no second could be 
** perceived ; and hence, wherefore should it have been declared that 
* no third ts percepiible.?’ 

** Reply: This objection does not affect the case ; because if what 
** the Bhashya meant to declare were the non-perception of mutual rejection, 
* in the case of the Aindragna and other Animals, laid down with 
* regard to other Actions,—then such a declaration would be wholly 
_“ groundless (as there is no rejection of the subsequently mentioned ani- 
“« mals). As a matter of fact, however, it speaks of a mere ‘non- 
* perception’; and this is quite applicable to all the three animals, 
“as the first, the Agnéya, is actually rejected, while as for the 
* middle ones (The Aindragna and the Aindra Vrishnt), there is no 
“possibility of the presence of these (and so there would be non- 
“ perception of all the three). And thus too, the Agneya would 
* be rejected ; and this is what is meant by the declaration—‘napurvah 
“ pürvah parena, etc.’ 

* For these reasons, it must be admitted that all the Terminus- 
** es are equally related to the enjoined Accessory Details." 


SIDDHANTA. 

Sūtra (43): The Terminuses «re mere modifications 
(of the Jyotishtoma); because, being spoken of in 
connection with distinct desirable results, they are 
equal to the Nitya. 

The Ukthya and the other Samsthas, being so many particular 
Terminuses, being laid down as leading to distinct desirable results, 
stand in need of a substrate with an end; and as such they enter 
into the Original Jyotishioma, by modifying its inherent Terminus 
of the Agnishioma ; and it is for this reason that they are spoken of as 
its ‘ Modifications.’ 

Objection : * It as it is only when the Ukthya, ctc., have become 
"endowed with the character of 7'erminuscs, that they stand in need of 
'* something with an end. Asa matter of fact, we find that, they have 
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“ no such character of ‘Terminus,’ before they have been connected 
** with the Jyoltishtoma ; as the word ‘Terminus’ stands in need of a 
'* beginning and a middle. Then, if that Connection with the ‘‘ Jyotish- 
“toma be the first to be established, then, in that case, they would, 
‘‘from the very beginning, come to be recognised as being subordinate 
* to the Sacrifice; and as such they would have no connection with 
** any result desired by man; and as this would constitute an equality 
“ with the Nitya ( sa nityasya samaivat’) they would cease to be known 
* as ‘modifications.’ Then again, the Holding, ete. (of the Vessels), 
* being distinctly laid down with reference to a distinct Result, how 
“could we recognise any connection between the Terminuses and a 
** desirable Result ? ” 

|. I. To this some people make the following reply: Even it there 
be a connection of the Holding, etc., with the Result, the present 
Adhikarana would be quite explicable and reasonable ; as the question, 
in that case, would be as to the Injunetion of Details being for the 
sake of the Jyotishtoma or for that of the Holding, etc. And as 
for the word ‘Terminus’ (‘Samsiha’), inasmuch as these Holdings, 
etc., are laid down at the end, they have a distinct relationship with an 
end; and as such, the name ‘ Samstha’ (Terminus ’) can very well apply 
tothem. That is to say, we have the Injunction of these, in the passage 
‘ One desiring Cattle should hold the Ukthya; one who desires power 
and virility should hymn by means of the Shodagi, etc.’, ete., wherein 
we find one action (Hymning f.i.) laid down as appearing at the end of 
the previous Action (the Holding); and as such these Actions come 
to be spoken of as other ‘ Terminuses.’ 

II. Other people offer the following explanation: In the case in 
question, the Holding, etc., are such as are already known to be perform- 
able, as subsidiaries to the End leading to a distinct desirable result ; 
and hence, the sentence quoted being only meant to be an Injunction 
of the relationship between the particular means and consequences, 
the Holding, etc., are mentioned, merely by way of reference, just like 
the actions of ‘ nirvapati’ and ' alabhati., Because when the Injunctive 
potency of the Affix (in ‘ grhniyat’) has been transferred (to the 
Name), the root is used simply for the sake of that affix (being 
used); and hence the Result would follow from (and belong to) the 
Name,—just as in the ease of the ‘ Desire for sense efficiency.’ 

Objection : ‘‘In the sentence, ‘ ukthyan grhniyat’ on account of 
' the distinct expression of the co-extensiveness (of the Name * Ukthya ' 


‘‘ with the action of Holding, ete.), the Name would belong to these 
** Holdings, ete., only.” 
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Reply : It is not so ; it is the End itself, which, through its connec- 
tion with the Ukthya Hymn, is called “ Ukthya ;" and this is applied, 
figuratively, to the Holding, which is connected with that End. And 
so long as a word can be taken in its direct sense, we cannot take in 
it in any secondary or figurative sense. And as a matter of fact, we find 
that the words ‘ Ukthya,’ etc.. are always used as co-extensive with 
the word ‘ Yajna’ (Saerifice),—e.g. (1) ‘Ukthyéna yayéta' ‘ Ukthyo 
yajlah' ; (2) ‘ Shodugina yajate' ` shodaçı yajiiah ' ; and as there is 
no such sacrifice as the Shodacz, the use of this name in the last 
sentence is based upon the fact of its denoting the End (or Terminus), 
which is not altogether distinct from the sacrifice itself, and not upon 
that of its denoting either the Holding or the Hymn. Then again, 
the Masculine gender of ‘ Shodaci could be explicable, only if it 
denoted the Terminus (‘ samapt?") ; as it is only a word in the Neuter 
gender that could denote the Hymn (Stotra) As for the Masculine 
gender that we sometimes find used in connection with the Hymn,— 
e.g., ‘ Ekavimcah shadaci ' —that should be regarded as a figurative use 
Consequently, inasmuch as, in the case in question, we find the word 
‘ shodaçi’ (in the Masculine gender), in the subsequent portion of the 
sentence, we conclude that it denotes the Terminus. (3) Then again, 
we have the sentence—‘ Atiratréna prajakamam, —where the word 
' Atiratra' is found to be distinctly denotative of the Terminus. 
Beeause there is no other action mentioned in this; as for the root 
*yaji' (to sacrifice), that too is used only as subservient to the 
signification of the Causative affix; and it would involve a deal of 
trouble to take it as the predominant factor. Consequently the 
sentence cannot but be taken as pointing out the connection of the 
particular Result (obtaining of offspring) with that Terminus which is 
reached after the night is over. If the Result were connected with the 
Holding and the Hymn, then, inasmuch as they are independent 
actions in themselves, they would not stand in need of any other 
action; and hence they would have to be performed independently 
by themselves. And in that case we could not find any use for their 
mention in the particular Context; nor could we find any explanation 
for the use of the words : Ukihya, etc. For this reason also it is the 
Terminuses that lead to the particular results. 

Question: “© How could there be a Terminus, before its connec- 
** gion with the Sacrifice ? ” 

i. In answer to this. some people quote the Smriti lect - — There are 
seven 'l'erminuses of the Soma, (1) the Agnishtoma, (2) the Atyagnish- 
loma. (3) the Ukthya, (4) the Shoducr, (5) the Atiratra, (6) the Vajapeya, 
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and (7) the Aploryama,’—which distinctly shows that the word 
‘Samstha’ signifies the Terminus of all Soma offerings; and as such it 
excludes all other Sacrifices, save the Soma sacrifice, and there too, 
through Context, it comes to rest in the Jyotishtoma. 

II. Others, however, offer the following reply: In the course of 
a certain particular Repitition of the Jyotishtoma, we come across 
another Terminus, which, as soon as it appears, comes to be known 
by the names of ‘ Ukthya,’ etc., and becomes connected with certain 
definite results. And through the superior authority of Direct Declara- 
tion (which connects the Terminus with distinct desirable results), 
we reject the fact of these being subservient to the Sacrifice, which is 
indicated by the Context. As for the relationship of the Container 
and the Contained (subsisting beween the Terminuses and the Jyotish- 
toma Sacrifice). that is accepted, on account of its being quite compat- 
able with the aforesaid Direct Declaration. 

III. With regard to the present question, there is yet another 
theory ; it is as follows: At the very outset, a certain action, spoken 
of by the words ‘ Ukthya,’ etc., becomes connected with a certain 
desirable result (by means of the sentence ‘ Pacukama Ukthyam 
grhniyat’). And then, on seeking after this particular action, we come 
to recognise, through another Direct Declaration, a particular Terminus 
of the Jyotishtoma as that Action. 

IV. Or, the Ukihya is a particular Repitition of the Jyotishtoma 
itself ; and, through another Declaration, it enters at the close of the 
Jyotishtoma ; and as such, comes to be laid down with reference to a 
particular desirable result ; and then it comes to be called * Samstha ` 
(‘Terminus’), by reason of the fact of the Sacrifice being completed 
in, or by, that particular Action. | 

V. Others hold that * Samsiha’ (‘Terminus’) is the name of 
that cessation of action which follows after the last Repetition of the 
Jyotishtoma Sacrifice; and inasmuch as that cessation has not the 
nature of an action, it could not be the means of bringing about 
a desired result; and hence the sentence laying down the Samstha 
must be taken as enjoining the sacrifice cha, by the prosegue 
of that cessation. | D, 

VI. There is yet — explanation offered by some ; it is tinis ; 
Inasmuch as there is nothing too much for Direct Dekani tkere 
could be no incongruity in the fact of a negative entity (the cessation 
of action) being laid down as the means of leading to a definite result. 
In fact, we do often find such declarations as that—‘ the not-doing 
of the enjoined, as well as the doing of the prohibited, etc.—which 
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distinctly speaks of a negatio», the not-doing, as causing stnfulness. 
Or, we can regard the cessation from action as involving a positive 
mental action, in the shape of a determination to remain inactive ; and 
thus there ean be no such incongruity as urged above. 

Then, as to how a definite result follows from an accessory detail, 
and how the Nitya action is modified by the Accessory calculated to 
bring about a definite result,—we should refer to the ‘Indriya kama- 
dhikarana ' (11—ii—25, etc.) and the ‘Godohunadhikarana’ (11I— vi—10). 
This is what is meant by the Dhashya-declarution—‘ In such cases w 
find results following from the Accessories.’ In fact, the Vedic declara- 
tion also that we have is that ‘one desiring Cuttle should get hold of 
the Ukthya, and not ‘one who desires the Jyotishtoma’ or * the holding 
of the Ukthya. And this distinctly shows that the Ukthya (as bring- 
ing about a definite desirable result) cannot be regarded as subservient 
to the Saerifice. Because, if it were subservient to a Sacrifice, then, 
even without the word ' Kama’ (‘ desiring’), the Ukthya would be 
recognised as something that should be done, for the simple reason of 
its helping in the accomplishment of the Sacrifice. If what is meant 
to be done is the mere getting hold of the Ukthya, then it would be 
implied by the very nature of things that the Injunction is meant for 
one who desires the holding of the Ukthya ;—that is to say, for one 
who would be seeking for the due bringing about of the mere holding 
of the Ukthya. But both these contingencies are avoided by the addi- 
tion of the word ‘ kama.’ 

Thus then, being meant to bring about definite desirable results, 
the Ukthya and the other Terminuses must be regarded as modifications 
(of the Jyotishtoma) ;—in accordance with the Law relating to the 
Milking Vessel (1III—vi—10). And when we come to consider the 
question as to the process by which they should be performed, we find 
the process of the Jyotishtoma pointed out, by Implication, as that to 
be adopted in these cases. 

Question: “ In what way is the process of the Jyotishtoma 
“ taken up by the Terminuses ? (1) If it is by Proximity, then all of them 
“ will have to be regarded as equally connected with the enjoined 
‘details (and this would not be acceptable for the Siddhanti). Nor is 
“mere Proximity enough reason for the Implication (of the presence of 
** the aecessories of the original sacrifice at its Modifications) ; as such 
** Implication will be shown later on to be due to Similarity. (2) If it 
'* be by reason of their serving the functions of the Joytishtoma,—then, 
“all that we can say is that the causal efficiency of this fact has been 
“already set aside. Nor are the Dikshaniy4, etc., details belonging to 
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“the Terminuses; and hence they could not be transferred from one 
“ Terminus to the other serving the functions of the former. Nor do 
“the Ukthya and the other Terminuses serve the functions of the 
« Jyotishtoma ; and as such they could not obtain the accessory details 
* of this latter sacrifice. (3) The same reasoning serves to set aside 
* the view that the Process comes in by Implication: that is to say, 
** one who holds that the Details of the Jyotishtoma would come in at 
* the Terminuses, by Implication, for him also, there would be no 
* similarity, to serve as the basis of that Implication. Though the 
* Agnishtoma has a certain similarity with the other Terminuses, yet 
“ there is no sort of similarity of the Jyotishtoma to the Ukthya and 
‘the other Terminuses ; and hence the Jyotishtoma cannot be regarded 
* as the Original archetype of these Terminuses—(and hence the Pro- 
'* cedure of that Sacrifice could not come into these latter, through the 
“ Implieatory Injunction that the Modification should be done in the 
* same way as the Original’). It is for these reasons that the Author 
“of the Bhashya has kept silent with the mere declaration that it 
* was due to Proximity. And hence it becomes all the more incumbent 
* upon you to explain the difficulties raised above.” 

Answer : That this is à case of Implication we have already shown 
above. Nor is Similarity the only ground for Implication. That is to 
say, we have already shown, in connection with the sentence ‘Dadhnéndri- 
yakamasya juhwyat,’ (under Sutras Ii—ii—25 et. seq.), that even without 
similarity, we have an Implication (of the accessories of Homa), for 
the simple reason that, without the Homa the result spoken of could 
not come about. All that Similarity could do in such cases, is to point 
to the particular Original Sacrifice (whose Accessories would come into 
the Modifications in question) ; and it could not do anything in the 
shape of bringing in any transcendental aid to bear upon the sacrifices. 
Hence in the case in question, even without similarity, the J'yotishtoma 
comes to be regarded as the substratum of the Terminuses, on the sole 
ground of Proximity. Itis this ‘Proximity,’ and not the Proximity of 
the Dikshaniya, etc., that has been spoken of in the Bhashya. Because 
when the Jyotishtoma has been accepted as the substratum of the Ter- 
minuses, it can very well indicate the presence of such of its operations 
as are due to the Apürvas of the Dikshaniya and the other details; and 
this establishes the fact of there being an Implication of these. 

Question : * How is it that the Procedure in question is taken as 
** belonging to the Nitya (Jyotishtoma) only, and not as belonging to 
‘the Kamya (Terminuses) only, or to both, in common ? " 

The theory held by the Questioner is that the Procedure belongs to 
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both in common; the alternative--that it belongs to the Kamya 
only—has been put forth simply by way of a bold assertion, made on 
account of the unbearable character of the aforesaid Siddhanta theory : 
the sense of the Question being as follows : ** If without any reason, 
** you declare that the Procedure belongs to the Nitya only, then, why 
** should you not stick to the more reasonable theory that it belongs to 
* the Kamya only ? If you do not accept this latter view, because of its 
* not having any reasons in support of it,--then you should accept the 
* only reasonable view, that the Procedure belongs, in common, to the 
* Nitya Jyotishtoma as well as to the Kamya Terminuses. If with- 
* out any reasons, you should persist in holding that the Procedurs be- 
“longs to the Nya only, simply because you wish it so,— well, in 
“that case, why should not it be taken as belonging to the Kamya 
“ only, because we wish it so? If this latter view be rejected for want 
* of reasons in support of it, then you should accept the strictly 
« reasonable view that it belongs to both." 

The Author of the Bhashya,—not brooking this swaggering ex- 
aggeration, and thinking that the Arguments, brought forward against 
the theory of the Procedure belonging to the Kamya only would be of 
use in the refuting of the last alternative theory, that it belongs to 
both,—proceeds to refute the former theory, in the sentence—‘ yatra 
yatra gunë kaümah, tatra tatra kriyayam sadhya-manayam  nanyathà 
The sense of this is that, if the Accessory, could, by itself (indepen- 
dently of all Action), take up the Procedure (made up of the Dikshaniya, 
etc.),—then what you say would be possible. Butthe Accessory could 
take up the Procedure, only if this latter were connected with the 
Instruments only, or if the Accessory itself were the qualification of 
the Bhavana. As a matter of fact, however, we find, that the Pro- 
cedure is not connected with the Instruments, as has been shown above : 
and at the beginning of Adhyayas VII and IX also, it will be declared 
that—with regard to the Bhavana, there arises a question as to ‘ how 
it is to be accomplished,’ and not as to ‘ how, by means of the Instru- 
ments. it is to be accomplished.’ That Bhavana, in which the Instru- 
ments consist of that which is denoted by the Verbal Roots,—in suck 
a Bhavana alone, do the Instruments, independently of everything 
else, attain to the subsequent relationship of the Procedure, indicated 
in accordance with the Law of the ‘ Arunaikahiyani’ (Sütras LI —i— 
12, ete.). But in the case of that Bhavana where the Instrument con- 
sists of the Accessories,—inasmuch as there could be no Instru- 
mentality without a particular Root-meaning, there is always a need 
for something definitely expressed by the verbal Root, which would 
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serve as the object to be accomplished ; because mere activity in general 
could not be brought about by the Accessories. Nor is the Accessory 
capable of serving as a general Instrument, unless it has served to 
accomplish a particular action. Consequently, at that particular 
Bhavana, wherein the existing Accessory takes up the Procedure, the 
denotation of the Root is found to take the very first place. And 
thus, the two—the Root meaning and the Instrumental Accessory—come 
to be regarded as restricting or qualifying one another, just as in the 
case of the ‘ Arunakahayani’ (Sutra I1I—i—12). If the Root-meaning 
were not capable of taking up the Procedure, then it might not take 
it up. As a matter of fact, however, we find that the Root-meaning 
leads to a distinct desirable result, and serves to qualify the Bhavana 
which is the way to the taking in of the Procedure; and as such, 
it could not but take up the Procedure. 

And thus all the following four agencies lead to the taking up of 
the Procedure by the Root-meaning : (1) without the particular Root- 
meaning the Bhavana is not capable of taking up the Procedure ; (2) 
the Accessory also is not capable of doing so, until it has brought up 
the Root-meaning ; because there can be no Bhavana wholly indepen- 
dent of the Root-meaning ; and because it is absolutely impossible for 
the mere action ‘to do’ to be performed ; and lastly, because the Acces- 
sory itself is not an action; (3) the Procedure also, betaking itself to 
the Accessory, cannot reach it, after having passed over the Root- 
meaning; and as such it falls into this latter; (4) the Root-meaning 
also, being, by itself, in need of the Procedure, is quite capable of 
taking it up, even though it may have been meant for the Accessory ; 
and as such why should it abandon that Procedure ? 

Thus then, in the case in question, the Ukthya and the other 
Terminuses that are laid down with reference to distinct desirable 
results, being recognised as resting in the Jgyotishtoma,—when they 
stand in need of a Procedure, they find presented before them, by the 
Context, such details as the Dikshantya and the rest ; and inasmuch 
as these latter have no other way of reaching those, they inevitably 
enter into the Jyotishioma. Because the Ukthya, etc., being of the 
nature of Terminuses, cannot, independently of the Jyotishtoma, take 
up those details; nor does the Jyotishtoma give them up when they 
come to enter into it. This is what is meant by the Bhashya declara- 
tion—‘ nasau sadhyasgabhavanti sadhanéna sambandhyaté.’ The parti- 
cular Procedure is enjoined in this way : ‘ For the sake of such and such 
results, the means employed should be the Ukthya, etc., and that in 
such and such a way,’—i.e. in such a way as to make it lead to the 
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fulfilment of those results ; and hence there being a touch of the verb 
‘to do,’ there is a distinct relationship with the Bhavana. Under the 
circumstances, there is no such way by which the Procedure could 
make the Ukihya, etc., efficient means of accomplishing the result, 
independently of the Root-meaning. 

Though the word used by the Bhashya (page 385, line 7) is asadhya- 
manayam kriyayam, vet what is meant is ‘ ananuyrhitdiyam ’— the 
action not being aided.’ Some people explain * téna sadhyamanayam’ 
as=‘ Ukthyadina sadhyamanayam;’ but inasmuch as this would in- 
volve an abandouning of the previously-mentioned Procedure, the 
whole would become entirely irrelevant; and further, the mention of 
‘tatra taira kryayam sadhyamanayam’ would be a useless repitition. 
Consequently one who requires a Procedure for the Accessory which 
would serve as the means, must admit that the Accessory belongs to 
the Rooi-meaning, which is what has to be accomplished. 

Having thus laid down the general definition, the Author applies 
it to the particular case under tne consideration :—‘ Sadhyacca Jyotish- 
tomak’ (‘It is the Jyolishtoma that has to be accomplished’); and 
henee the Accessories cannot be regarded as belonging to the Kamya 
(Terminuses) only. 

The opponent then puts forward the more Authoritative second 
alternative—‘“‘ Why then should not the Accessories be regarded as 
‘“ belonging to both (the Nitya Jyotishtoma and the Kamya Ter- 
“ minuses) ?”’ 

The Siddhan!avad? replies— Because they are laid down as Nitya. 
In all cases. a common relationship is possible only when there is 
some sort of uniformity ; in the case in question however, we find no 
sort of uniformity in the relationship borne by the Jotishtoma, and that 
borne by the T'erminuses, to the Accessories in question. Because the 
Accessories, not being connected with any particular desirable results, 
are laid down as Nitya;—and that would clearly show that the 
Dikshamiya and the other accessory details should be performed only 
when we have the Jyolishtoma. And even though the Jyotishtoma is 
present, vet if there be no desire for Cattle or other desirable results, 
there is no possibility of the Ukthya and other Terminuses. For 
certainly, it is not necessary to have one Terminus while we are having 
the other. Nor are these T'erininuses ever devoid of the Jyolishtoma ; as 
this inheves. in its entirety, in every one of them,-—just as the Class does 
in every one of the Individuals. Consequently, it must be admitted 
that the Accessory Details as laid down are related to the permanent 
Jyotishtoma, and not to the Hlecting T'ermimuses. 
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Objection : * Even though the Terminuses are transient, yet, in- 

* agmuch as they would have, inhering in them, the Nitya (perma- 
** nent) element of the Jyotishtoma, there would be no incongruity in 
* the Details, which are laid down as Nitya (being related to the Ter- 
* minuses) ; as the Injunction of these as Nitya would be duly observed 
* in connection with the inhering element of the Jyotishtoma. And 
* while this condition (of relationship with the permanent faetor of 
** Jyotishtoma) is duly fulfilled, there would be no harm in the Details 
‘being, at the same time, related to certain transient factors (the 
‘Terminuses) also. Because it is only when that which is laid down 
* as transient is related to the Permanent that, that there is an 
“ incongruity, and not in cases like those we are dealing with." 

Reply : It is not so, because this would mean an abandoning of the 
theory of common relationship (of the Details with the Nitya and the 
Kamya) ; because the Kamyas are not capable of prompting the said 
Details. In a case where, without belonging to the Nitya sacrifice, 
the Details cannot be laid down as permanent,— when the faet of its 
belonging to the Nitya being ascertained, the requirements of the text 
are all duly fulfilled,—their relationship with the other (i.e. the Kamya) 
comes about by itself; and thus too all of them (Nitya and Kamya) 
cannot be regarded as equally related to the enjoined accessories. 
Otherwise, the Injunction of the Accessory details would be in some 
such way as that—‘ These Details should be always done in connection 
with Jyotishtoma, and at times, also when there should be a desire for - 
Cattle, etc.'; and this would involve a self-contradiction, with regard 
to à single Injunction. 

‘Objection : ** We can resolve the Injunction into two parts— 
“ one inferred from the Context, and the other from Direct Declaration ; 
“and of these one would lay down the details as permanent, and 
‘the other would enjoin them as transient." 

Reply : True, the contradiction might be avoided by the difference 
in the injunctions of the Performances ; but there would be a distinct 
self-contradiction in regard to the prompted (details): inasmuch as 
they would be following in the wake of both the permanent and the 
transitory. Thus then, with a view to keep intact the permanent 
character of these Details (the Dikshaniya and the rest), we must 
regard the taking up of the procedure also to be permanent. And 
thus those Details should be regarded as belonging to the Jyotishtoma, 
as it is with this that they are invariably concomitant. 

Objection : “ The Agnishtoma Terminus also is Kamya, and hence 
‘all the Terminuses must be regarded as transitory (on the ground 
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“of their being Aa@mya) ; and as there is no permanent form of the 
** Jyotishiomu, apart from these lerminuses,—when the Jyotishtoma 
“would take up the Nitya Details, all these would, through that 
“sacrifice, become equally related to all the Terminuses ; and thus it 
“ cannot be ascertained where (in which Terminus) we should have 
“ the Vitya performance of the J'yotishtoma ; and hence we are faced, 
** by the Law of Option, to the conclusion that, the Details in question 
“ belong to the transitory (Kamy«) performances only." 

In reply to the above it is declared—‘ Sa nityasya samatvat.’ That 
is to say the two Injunctions—that of the Details pertaining to the 
Sacrifice itself. as well as that of those relating to a desired result—are 
both equal; and hence looking into these two, we conclude, in accord- 
ance with the law ‘ ékasya tubhayatvé samyogaprthakvam ' (IV—iii—5), 
that it is as Nitya that the performance ending with the Agnishtoma is 
related to the Desire ; while that which lays down the others (i.e. the 
Ukthya, etc.) being merely related to the particular Desires, are dis- 
tinetly transitory (optional); and herein lies the difference between the 
two Injunctions. 


[Sūtra 44: Because of repetition, they would occur 
in the Originat.] 


Thus then, though the Ukthya, etc., are transient, as regards their 
performances, yet on account of the Nitya character of the Jyotish- 
toma, and of the fact of the Agnishtoma Terminus also being Nitya, as 
invariably accompanying the Jyotishtoma,—which makes the Agnish- 
toma obtain the subsequent portion of the Details taken up by the 
Jyotishtoma,—the Details in question come to be spoken of as ‘ be- 
longing to the Agnishtoma.’ Or, as regards the two-fold presence of 
the Details at the Ukthya, etc., that which would pertain to the factor 
of the Jyotishtoma would be enjoined directly, while that which would 
pertain to tbe factor of the Ukthya and other Terminuses would be got 
at only by means of the Implicatory Injunctions; and this would con- 
stitute the difference (between the case of the Agnzshtomo Terminus and 
that of the other Terminuses). 


Sutra (45): [The goats] could be employed together ; 
because of the Direct Declaration to that effect. 
[This meets the objection urged in 7'ext, Page 1110, Line 20.] 


There is nothing too much for a qualified Injunction. 
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Sutra (46): Because of the preclusion of previous 
Indications. l 


We have the text—‘ yadi Agnishitomah, juhoti; yadi Ukthyah, 
paridhivanakti, na juhoti* (* If it is the Agnishtoma, he offers in Homa 
the Butter-remnant ; while if it is, Ukthya, he paints the Paridhi stick 
with it, and does not offer it in Homa’) —where we find that, among 
the Kratu-karanas (the Instruments of Sacrifices), the Injunction of 
the subsequent is accompanied by a reference to the negation of the 
previous one (‘ na juhoti’); and this would be explicable only in ac- 
cordance with the view that these Terminuses are modifications of 
the Jyotishtoma ; because what is done by the text quoted is that it 
precludes (in the latter Sacrifice) what is found to be applicable to it by 
Implication (that is to say, the Homa has been precluded, * na juhoti 
in regard to the Ukthya, chiefly because the Homa was liable to being 
done in accordance with the law that ‘ the Modification is to be done 
like the Original’). If the Terminuses were all equally connected with 
the enjoined Details, then, inasmuch as the Direct cause (of Homa, i.e. 
the Agnishtoma) would be in close proximity to the Ukthya, and this 
proximity of the Cause would necessarily bring in its wake the effect 
(in the shape of the Homa of the Remnant and Butter); and thus at 
the Ukihya, we would have both (the Homa as well as the Painting of 
the Paridhi) ; and in that case, the subsequent Preclusion or Prohibi- 
tion (‘na juhott’) would be that of the previous distinct Injunction ; 
and that would give rise to a syntactical split (in the sentence ‘yadi 
Ukthyah, etc., which would contain an Injunction of the Painting of 
the Paridhi, as well as the prohibition of the Homa which has been 
enjoined in the previous sentence, and whose connection with the 
Ukthya has been established by the Implicating Injunction). Nor can 
the sentence in question be regarded as containing a qualified Injunction, 
like the sentence ‘ Agnéyamajam...... Aindragna Ukihya Dvitiyah, 
eic., etc., as the Injunction and Prohibition are of such contradictory 
characters (that the one could not be taken along with the other) ; nor 
is it possible for the sentence to be taken as a Paryudasa (a mere pre- 
clusion of Homa). 

Then again, all that the Parvapakshi has said in regard to the 
Savaniya animal can be used with advantage, iu favour of the Sid- 
dhanta view. As it is only when the actions (of Homa and Painting) 
are due to the Terminuses, that we can explain, on the ground of the 
absence of the cause (the particular Terminuses), the mention of 
negation (‘ na juhott’), even if all of them were equally related to the 
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enjoined Accessories ; and in the case of the Stddhanta also, inasmuch 
as the two actions in question would be such as serve only imperceptible 
(traneendental) results. there would be a liablity of both of them 
(Homa and Painting) being done; and in support of this we would have 
the Indications of the Name ‘ Kratukarana,’ which would distinctly 
point to the Original Sacrifice. 

Some people argue as follows : ‘‘ The Homa that is laid down in the 
* text quoted is one that serves as the disposal of the Butter that has 
:* been left behind at the Pracarant Homa; and hence when this Dis- 
‘« posal will have been eftected bv the Painting of the Paridhi, there 
* would naturally be a negation of the other Disposal (by means of 
** Homa),—even if the Terminuses were equally related to the enjoined 
‘ details (that is to say, the said Preclusion is quite compatible with the 
'* Pürvapaksha also).”’ 

But when we find the sentence laying down the Homa as an inde- 
pendent action, it should be explained how we could regard it as a mere 
Disposal of the Remnant Then again, even though the Disposal may 
be effected by the Homa, yet it would be quite possible for us to per- 
form the other action of ‘ Painting the Paradhi’ also, in so far as what 
is directly denoted by the word * Paridhyanjana’ (and hence the per- 
formance of one Disposal would not necessarily involve the Non-per- 
formance of the other). Consequently, the mention of negation 
(‘na juhoti’) must be taken as indicative of what we have shown above. 


Sutra (47): The specific mention of one is due to the 
presence of particular Accessories. 

It has been agreed that—‘‘ that which is not an original Action 
“ (but a mere modification), could not be spoken of with the conditional 
‘if,’ —as in the case of the Dvadacaha.’’ But the case of the Ukthya 
and the other Terminuses under consideration is not similar to that of 
the other modifications. Though in the case of these, on account of 
the incompatibility of the connection of the Nitya and the Kamya, 
the Context cannot take upthe Procedure (of the Nitya, with reference 
to the Kamya), yet inasmuch as that would be in close proximity with 
it, it becomes necessary to make use of the conditional ‘if.’ Or, it 
may be that, it is just possible for the unheard of Accessories to 
be brought in as if they were heard of, through the introduction of 
a heard of Action to which those Accessories belong ; and in that case, 
the mention of the, Agnishioma (in ‘ Yadyagnishtomah, etc.), whose 
presence is already indicated by the Context, would be by way of a 
reference to the Nitya action. Ot, its mention may be taken as laying 
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down the fact of the particular action (‘Homa’) being due to the 
presence of the particular Hymn (of the Agnishtoma-Sama) ; and there 
:ean be no incongruity in such a mention. 

Then, there arises the question as to what is the use of all this 
Discussion (in the present Adhikarana). 

Some people declare that the use is exactly the same as in the 
ease of the Phalacamasa (Vide sutras 1I1—v—47 et. seq.). 

But with regard to this view we have got to say something; and 
it is this. It is quite true that that is the use of the present Dis- 
cussion: but this would not be applicable to the case of all Accessory 
Details. For instance, all the details of the ‘Sadomana’ and the like, 
which are laid down with reference to particular desirable results,— 
even though there be a likelihood of the presence of the other details, 
bv reason of the Implicatory Injunction, yet inasmuch as the parti- 
cular Details would be found to have a substrate (the Jyotishtoma) which 
is enjoined by Direct Injunction, these latter could not be totally set 
aside, as in the case of the other Modifications. Because at these other 
modifications, inasmuch as there is no substrate in the shape of the 
Jyotishtoma, it is readily admissible that the Actions, laid down as 
bringing certain desirable results through particular Accessories, are 
found impossible to be performed. In the case of the Terminuses, 
on the other hand, though the Results, spoken of as following from 
certain Accessories, are not applied by Implication,— yet, inasmuch as 
the Man desiring those results would naturally wish to do that action, 
and hence long after the particular Accessories (laid down as bringing 
about those results),—there would be a possibility of the presence of. 
the enjoined substrate (in the shape of the Jyotishtoma) ; and as such 
there would be no improbabilitv of the Actions leading to definite results 
through certain Accessories. 

For these reasons we conclude that the use of the Discussion lies 
in the foliowing fact: There are certain accessories, not belonging to 
the original Jyotishtoma,—such as, the holding of the Ukthya Vessel, 
the particular Ukthya Hymns and Praises,—which are due solely 
to the presence of the particular Terminus (the Ukthya); and in 
accordance with the Pürvapaksha, it would be possible for us to have 
in this ‘Terminus, the other details of actions calculated to bring about 
definite results by means of certain accessories introduced by the Im- 
plicatory Injunctions of such details as belong to the other (Shodagi) 
Vessel and Hymn ; whereas in accordance with the Stddhanta, this — 
not be possible. | : E 

There is yet another use of T" Ditmas ;: it is as follows: If all 
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the Terminuses were equally related to the enjoined Details as (held 
by the Pirvapaksha) then, at those Sacrifices which are recognised 
Modifications of the Jyotishloma (in accordance with the law * Vyaktasu 
iw samasya’), we would have all the Terminuses as optional alter- 
natives; while, in accordance in the S?ddhania, it is the Agnishtoma 
Terminus alone that could find a place at those Sacrifices; while as for 
the Details connected with the Ukthya and the other Terminuses, they 
could be possible only in a case where we would have distinct Injunc- 
tions of these Terminuses. And herein lies the real use of the present 
Adhikarana. 


Thus ends the Sixth Pada of Adhyàya III. 
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SbDTYFYAYA IFI.—PADA VIL. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 


[The Grass, etc., belong to the Darca-Purnamasa as well as to 
their Subsidiaries.] 


Sutra (1): ** Because of the particulier. Context, that 
“which is not connected (with Direct Declaration) **5e- 
“longs to the Principal Action only.” 


In continuation of the subject of common or uncommon Injunc- 
tion, we proceed to consider,—through the question of contradiction 
and non-contradiction of Syntactieal Connection and Context, --the 
question as to whether the Altar spoken of in the Darca- Pürnamasa 
Context, and the Details of Digging, etc., laid down in connection with 
that Altar, as also the Grass and the Details of Chopping, etc., laid 
down in connection with it, belong to the Principal Sacrifices (of the 
Darga Pürnamasa) or to the Subsidiary ones. 

And on this question we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Though the fact of the Details in question belonging to the 
“ Principal as well as the Subsidiaries is distinctly shown by such 
‘general declarations as—‘ Védyam harimshi,’ ‘ Varhsthi havimshi,’ 
“< Varhirluna,’ * Vedim Khanati,’—yet if the Details belonged to the 
** grass, etc., independently, then they would have to be performed in 
“connection with the ordinary grass also, i.e., that which is used for 
‘such ordinary purposes as the thatching of houses, etc.: but inas- 
‘“ much as such performance of the Details would be absolutely useless, 
* the connection of those with the Grass should be regarded as due 
“to the fact of the grass bringing about a transcendental result 
"(Apürva). And as this fact of its bringing about an Apūrva is not 
“indicated by Syntactical Connection, it must be regarded as indi- 
“cated by Context. And inasmuch as the Context pertains to the 
** Principal Action only, the Details must be regarded as belonging to 
** this latter only. Even though the Context cannot serve the purposes 
“ of specification, vet it is only through the particular character of being 
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** the Partaker (grahaka) that it serves to prompt the particular factors of 
** actions ; and as such becomes the cause of restricting the Declaration 
“ to a particular Action,—as we have shown (under Sūtra ITI—iii—11). 

“The word ‘asamyuktam’ (‘not-connected’) means that, even 
“ though Syntactical connection indicates the connection of the Havi 
“and the Varhi, yet there is no connection with anything that is con- 
* trary to (not in keeping with) the Context. That is to say, in the 
“ case in question, the words * Havish’ and * Varhih’ are quite capable 
** of being taken in connection with the Context, and are not unconneoted 
“ with it, like the Ahina (and as such they cannot but be taken as con- 
‘‘nected with the Principal Action, to which alone the Context be- 
‘* Jongs)." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sütra (2): They belong to all; because the character of 
the Accessory ts not based upon the Context. 


It has been already shown that all the Details are equally related 
to Syntactical Connection. 

It has been argued above, that ‘‘ the Context would serve the 
purpose of prompting the particular factors of actions." It is in re- 
ply to this that we have the clause ‘ atatprayuktatvat ' ;—that is to say, 
the Context does not serve the purposes of the specification. 

Question: ‘‘ How can you set aside the well-established fact of 
** the Context serving the purpose of prompting the factors of actions ? 
* How, too, can you accept the much faulty explanation of the character 
“of the Cesha (Subsidiary) as being in the form of Help, and not in 
“ that of being for the sake of something else ? ” 

Reply : In cases like the present, the Context can serve the purposes 
of the prompting cause; because it has been shown under Sūtra 
III—iii—11, that it is only that which is not connected with the other 
means of knowledge that is controlled by Context (while in the present 
case we have the Connection of Syntax). 

Then again, it has been argued above that “ there is no contra- 
diction (between Syntactical Connection and the Context).” 

But why should there be no contradiction, when we find that, in- 
asmuch as due predominance attaches to the Havish and the Varhi, 
if these accessory details were related to everyone of the Actions, they 
would come to be recognised as belonging to the Subsidiaries also ; and 
this has got to be set aside in view of the Context. 

The opponent puts forward the reason by which he took the 
Context to be non-contradicted (by Syntaetieal Connection), on account 
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of the too extensive application of this Syntactical Connection having 
been precluded: ` The Details would come to be performed in connec. 
tion with the Varhi, etc., employed in ordinary actions also; and at 
these, they would be absolutely useless." 

To this we offer the following reply : The Syntactical Connection, 
in its natural functioning, can be set aside from that only where it 
would be actually useless. As a matter of fact, we find that the 
Details performed in connection with Varh? at the Subsidiary Sacri- 
fices are not useless; and hence the Syntactical Connection would 
certainly apply to the case of the subsidiaries, and there would be no 
improper application involved in this. 

It is with a view to this that the Bhashya has declared * Upakara- 
lakshanam hi tat,’ which indicates the subsidiary character as consisting 
of being for the sake of something else (tadarthya) ; as one thing is taken 
as being for the sake of another, when, with regard to the latter, the 
former is found, by reason of according à much needed help, to be of 
use. 

The Bhashya has used the word ‘ prakaranat, with a view to 
avoiding of the too extensive application of tiie Syntactical Connection 
But this declaration, at the present stage, would bar the way of the 
objection contained in the next Sutra; and hence it must be regarded 
as put forward too soon ; and as such to be disregarded on the present 
occasion. 


Sutra (3): Objection: “They could be take themselves to remote 
“actions.” 


“ Objection : ‘‘ If the Details in question were to be precluded from 
“the grass, etc., employed in the ordinary actions of the world, simply 
‘on account of their being useless in that Connection,—then, there 
“would beevery possibility of these Details being introduced into these 
** Actions in connection with which they would not be useless,—f.i. the 
** grass employed at the sacrifices other than those of the Darga Purna- 
** masa (and certainly these sacrifices would be helped by the transcen: 
“dental results brought about by these Details). If there be some reason 
“for precluding the Details from such other actions,—then, the same 
"reason would apply to the case of the Subsidiaries (of the Darga 
" Pürnamáasa) also (and hence the said Details could not be related 
** to these ‘* Subsidiaries). 

“ As for the Saurya and other such Subsidiaries of the Darca 
~ Pürnamasa, even according to the Pürvapaksha view, the presence in 
" them of the Details are indicated by Linplieatioun ; and hence it is the 
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* < Pindapitryajña’ (of the Darca Purnamasa) which, as being entirely 
** devoid of the Details, either by Direct Injunction or by Implication, 
“should be taken as the basis of the present Discussion. That this 
“ Pindapitryajna is an entirely new sacrifice, and is not a subsidiary 
** will be shown later on (in Adhyaya IX); and hence the acceptance 
“of the Siddhanta view (with regard to this yajña) would lead to 
" most undesirable consequences.” 


Sutra (4): Reply: Not so; because of the sentence (being 
Syntactically connected with the Darca Purnamasa),—as 
shown by the fact of its being subservient to it. 


What you say would have heen quite possible, if the sentence 
(* Vedyam varhih’) were an independent one. As a matter of fact 
however, the sentence, that lays down the Grass, the Altar, and their 
various Details, is syntactically connected with the Darca Purnamasa ; 
that is to say, with the sentence laying down the Darca Purnamasa. 
And for this reason the Details laid down in these sentences must be 
regarded as belonging to those Grass and Altar, ete., which are spoken 
of in the sentence that is so connected, and with those mentioned in 
other sentences. As for the Pindapitryajña, it is not found to be 
mentioned in the sentence laying down the Darca Pürnamasa ; and as 
such it could never be related to these Details. 

Objection : “ If the sentences be regarded as syntactically con. 
“nected with the Darga Pürnamüsa,—such connection could not be 
“ got at by any other means save the Context; and inasmuch as this 
‘Context would pertain to the Principal (Darca Pürnamasa) only, the 
** Subsidiaries could have no connection with the Details in question.” 

Reply : That does not affect our position; because the Details of 
Chogging, Digging, etc., cannot be directly connected either with the 
Darca Pürnamasa or their Subsidiaries ; they can be present only in 
those places where we would have the Grass and the Altar ; and these 
latter again are related to the keeping oj the offering materials ; and 
lastly, this keeping of the material also must be that which is spoken of 
in the sentence laying down the performance of the Darca Pürnamasa 
Sacrifices as a whole. And the keeping of the offering materials in 
convection with the Subsidiaries also would be ineluded im that 
Sentence, because all the Subsidiaries along the Primary Action go to 
nake up a single performance (and as such tke Details would be as 
much related to the Primary Darga Parnamdsa as to their Sub- 
sidiaries). 
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Objection : ** In the case of the Prayajas we find that even though 
“they are all included in the single Injunction of Performance, 
'* vet, in accordance with the Sūtra ILI—i—22, they are not regarded 
“as subsidiary to one another; and in the same manner the Grass 
* could not be related to the offering materials of the Subsidairy Sacri- 
‘fices (inasmuch both would be equally Subsidiaries to the Darca 
“ Parnamasa).”’ 

Reply: It is not so; because just as the keeping of the offering 
material of the Primary Sacrifice becomes connected with the Details 
in question, so, in the same manner, that of the material of the 
Subsidiary Sacrifices also becomes connected with them as the Subsi- 
diaries of the Subsidiaries. If the meaning of the sentence ‘ Varhishi 
asadayati' (‘keeps upon the grass’) were assumed to be that ‘the 
material is kept upon that grass which has been brought in for the sake 
of the Darga Pürnamasa,—then alone could the Details be taken as 
belonging to the Darga Purnamasa only. As à matter of fact, such is 
not the case. As when, in order to avoid the uselessness of the Details, 
we make it step beyond the mere form of the Darca Püurnamasa Sacri- 
fice, should we take them as referring to ‘ that grass which is brought 
in for the sake of the Darca Pürnamasa,' or to ‘ that which helps in the 
accomplishment of these Sacrifices ? If we accept the former alterna- 
tive, then the sentence would become too limited in its scope ; while 
the latter alternative affords it a more extensive scope; and it is 
incumbent upon us to accept that theory which should give the 
greatest scope possible to the sentence in question. The Subsidiaries 
of Subsidiaries also are regarded as helping in the accomplishment of 
the Primary Sacrifice, even though they may not be directly for the 
sake of this latter ; and we have seen that it is the mere fact of helping | 
and not that of its being for its sake, that constitutes the ground of 
relationship ; as when a detail is contained in that which does not in 
any way help the Sacrifice, it cannot accord any help to it ; which can- 
not be said with regard to that which is not contained in that which is 
not for the sake of that. This we shall explain latter on, under the 
Sutra 1X—ii—44. As a matter of fact, even without being for the 
sake of the Primary, we find the Curd and the Milk merely helping 
in the Abhyuditeshti ; and yet they become connected with the Details 
of the Pranita. 

For these reasons we accept, on the ground of Context, the fact 
of the sentence in question being syntactically connected with tha" 
which lays down the Darga Pürnamasa,—the construction being 
explained as follows: ‘Those, without the peformance whereof the 
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transcendental result of the Darca Pürnamasa is not dely accom- 
plished,—in all these, the Details in question should be performed.’ 
And inasmuch as we find the imperfections in the materials of Subsi- 
diary Sacrifices causing discrepancies in the Result of the Primary 
Sacrifice, we must admit the connection, with the subsidiaries also, of 
those Details which are due to the transcendental result of the Primary 
Sacrifice. 


Sūtra (5): Also because of Indications. 


It is only when such Details, as those in question, are accepted as 
belonging to the Primary as well as to the Subsidiary,—that the 
‘ Abhigharana,’ spoken of in the sentence ‘ Prayajaceshéna havimshya- 
gharayati,’ could be taken as belonging to both the Primary and the 
Subsidiary ; and then alone could we justify the declaration ‘Sa va 
dhruvamévagré, etc. wherein we have an Order spoken of as a well- 
established fact, and hence appearing as a ‘ Héluvannigada’ (giving 
reasons for.a certain Injunction,—Vide I—ii—26 et. seq.). Because 
such a declaration could be possible only when there would be an 
Abhigharana of the material of the Ajyabhaga also (which is a Subsi- 
diary Sacrifice). Otherwise, for the Dhruva also, we could have the 
Abhigharana only as connected with the Upameuyaja ; and in that case 
there could be no further Abhigharanas; and as such, it would be 
absolutely useless to put forward the reason—‘ T'ato hi prathamavajya- 
bhagau, etc.’ 

For these reasons it must be admitted that the Details belong to 
all (the Primary as well as the Subsidiaries). | 


ADHIKARANA (2). 


[The Purifieations of the Master of the Sacrifice belong to the Primary 
Sacrifice.] 


Sūtra (6): That whichis related to the Master of the 
sacrifice belongs to the Primary; because of the 
mention of Results. 


The Details which are found to belong to the Master of the Sacri- 
fice, in accordance with the Sūtra IlI—viii—4,— with regard to these 
there arises the question, as to whether they belong to the Master, in 
his character of the Performer, and as such pertain to the Primary 
Sacrifice as well as its Subsidiaries ; or they belong to him, only in the 
character of the experiencer of its results, and as such pertain to the 


. Primary Sacrifice only. 


And on this question we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ According to the foregoing Adhikarana, they must be regarded 
“as pertaining to all (the Primary as well as the Subsidiaries). 
* Specially as belonging to the Master, who is equally related to 
“all Sacrifices, they could help in the accomplishment of all these ; 
“and there is no reason for precluding them from the Subsidiaries.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: The very reason that 
proves the fact of the Purifieations belonging to the Master, would 
also serve to show that they pertain to the Primary Sacrifice only. 

That is to say, if the Details in question belonged to the Master 
in the character of the Performer, then they could be taken as pertain- 
ing to all the Sacrifices. As a matter of fact, however, we find that 
they belong to him in the character of the Experiencer of the Result of 
the Sacrifice. Then again, we find that a neglect of the Purificatory 
Details would interfere with due experiencing of the Result ; whereas 
even without these details, there is no diserepancy in the character of 
the Performer. And (if the Details belonged to the Performer), they 
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would belong to the Priests also, as these also would be the Performers, 
of certain Actions in connection with the Sacrifices. Then again, it is 
only with reference to a certain desired result, that one wishes to 
create certain capabilities (or powers); and that too only in a place 
where these capabilities did not exist before. And as a matter of 
fact, what is desired is not the Master's Character of the Performer ; 
nor was this Character non-existent, in him, prior to the performance 
of the Purificatory Details. It is only the Actions bringing in certain 
capabilities that are called ‘Samskeras’ (Purifications) ; and as such 
they always betake themselves to the factor of the Haperiencer of the 
Result. 

Then again, when the result of a certain Action is experienced by the 
Master, the Purifications pertaining to the character of the Experiencer 
help in that Action alone, in none other. And as a matter of fact, it 
is the result of the Primary Sacrifice, and not that of the Subsidiaries, 
that is enjoyed (or experienced) by the Master; as the Subsidiaries 
affect the Sacrifices only (and do not bring about any results for the 
Person performing them); and hence it must be admitted that the 
Purifieations in question belong to the Primary Sacrifice only. 

Objection : “ If the Purifications did not fall within the character of 
the ‘‘ Performer, then they would become Subsidiaries to the Result 
(and “ that would be against the Sūtra * Phaladevatayocea [X—i—14’).” 

Reply : This does not affect our position ; because the help that is 
accorded to the Primary Saerifice consists in that the Performer is 
made capable of experiencing its Results. Consequently, just as there 
are many other Subsidiaries bringing about imperceptible results which; 
while ereating à capability for experiencing results, do not fall off 
from their subsidiary character,—so, in the same manner, we would 
have in the case of the Purificatory Details under consideration. 

The use of the present Adhikarana is that, in accordance with the 
Pürvapaksha, there would be,—and according to the Siddhanta, there 
would not be—the shaving of the head and such other actions for the 
Master, at the Agnishomiya and other such like subsidiaries of the 
Jyotishioma, 5 


Li 
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ADHIKARANA (3). 


[The Sawmika Vedi, etc., belong to the Primary as well as to the 
Subsidiaries. | 


Sutra (T): ** Because of connection with the desire to 
“do? (they should be regarded as belonging to the Pri- 
mary only).” 

[In connection with the Jyotishtema we find the sentence — 
‘Shattrmeatprakrama practi, Caturvimeatiragréna, trmcajjaghanena, iyati 
cakshyamahé’; and with regard to this there arises the question as to 
whether the Altar, the Details of whose measurements are herein 
laid down, belongs to the Primary as well as its Subsidiaries, or to the 
Primary only.] 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


* In accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing 
“ Adhikarana, the Saumika Altar is regarded as belonging to the 
“ Primary Sacrifice only; specially as the sentence ' J[yati cakshyamahe 
“ syankariwin’ distinctly shows that it is laid down for that which one 
“í : desires to do.’ Because what one ‘desires to do’ is the Primary, 
“ which leads to a desirable rcsult,—and not the Subsidiaries, which, 
“though not directly ‘desired to be done,’ are yet done as helping 
“ the accomplishment of the Primary." - 

Before having completed this Adhikurana, by putting forward the 
Siddhanta, the Author starts another discussion. 


ADHIKARANA (4). 
[The Touching belongs to the Primary as well as the Subsidiaries. | 


Sutra (8): So also (on account of connection) with Name, (the 
‘“ Touching should be regarded as belonging to the Pri- 
mary only )." 


[In connection with the Darca Pürnamasa we find the sentence— 
* Caturhotra paurnamasimabhimyrget, pancahotra Amavasyam’ (‘ Catur- 
hotri’ is that name of the Mantra ‘ Prthivi hota, etc., and Pancahotri 
of ‘ Agnirhota, etc., etc.’). And with regard to this there arises the 
question as to whether the Touching herein laid down belongs to the 
Primary as well as the Subsidiaries, or to the Primary only.] 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ Inasmuch as the words ‘ Paurnamast’ and ‘ Amavasya apply 
* to the Primary Sacrifices only, even though they might be applicable 
*' to the Subsidiaries in accordance with the Sutra III—i—18, yet—they 
“are applied to the offering materials used at the Primary Sacrifices. 
** Consequently it is the Offering material used at the Primary Sacrifice 


* only that is to be touched with the Caturhotri and the Paficahotri 
* Mantras.” 


SIDDHANTA (of the former Adhikarana). 


Sutra (9): The Result is declared as following from the 
Primary as performed along with the Subsidiaries ; 
and hence the ‘desire to do’ would be related to all 
of them. a im 


In as much as the Altar is a particular place, and place and time 
are laid down for the Primary together with its Subsidiaries, the Altar 
(the details of whose measurement are laid down in the sentence 
‘ Shattrmeatprathama, etc.’) belongs to all the Sacrifices (the Primary as 
well as the Subsidiary). 

As for the mention of the ‘ desire to do,’ that too must be taken 
as pertaining to the Primary together with the Subsidiaries, as the 
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fulfilment of the Result depends upon the due performance (of the 
Primary together with its Subsidiaries). 

Consequently, the Aliar being regarded as belonging to the 
Primary as performed along with the Subsidiaries, it might belong to 
these latter also. And hence the making of the Altar would be 
necessary at the Nirudhapacu and other such Sacrifices, which are the 
Subsidiary Modifications of the Agnishomiya. 


SIDDH ÀNTA (of the latter Adhikarana). 


Sutra (10: Because the * Touching’ is spoken of «s «n 
accessory, it must be regarded as pertaining to all 
(Sacrifices). 


[There should be a Touching of the Materials of the Subsidiary 
Sacrifices also, with the Caturhotri and the Paficahotri Mantras ; because 
the Accusative ending in * Paurnamasim ' and ‘ Amavasyam’ indicates 
that the ‘ Touching’ is an action done as accessory to the performance 
of the Paurnamāsi and the Amavasya Sacrifices ; and as such it should 
be done at all Sacrifices whereat it would help in these two Sacri- 
fices; and as a matter of fact, all that is connected with these two 
Sacrifices are regarded as helping in them ; consequently the Touching 
should be done in connection with the offering materials of the Pri- 
mary as well as the Subsidiary Sacrifices.] 

Against this explanation of the Bhashya we have the following 
objections: ‘‘ The Declaration,— that ‘ because the Accusative ending 
'**indieates the Touching as an accessory action, therefore it must be 
“regarded as belonging to all Sacrifices ’-—is not quite relevant. 
* Because the discussion itself was started on the very supposition 
“ that the Touching is an accessory ; and as a matter of fact also, the 
** Accusative ending, whose denotation follows that of the basic nouns 
'* *Paurnamas; ' and ‘Amavasya’ (which denote the two Primary Sacri- 
* fices), shows that the Touching is of those materials that are used at 
“the Primary Sacrifices, and as such it could not prove what is desired 
“ by the Siddhanti. Then as for the fact of the T'ouching being for the 
“sake of the Amavasya and the Paurnamasi Sacrifices, brought 
“ forward by the Bhashya,—that only supports the Pürvapaksha view." 

In view of these objections, we must explain the Siddhanta in the 
following manner : In the sentence—' Paurnamasimabhimr cet ' what the 
word ‘ Paurnamasi’ directly denotes is either the particular point of 
Time, or the Sacrifice, or the Sacrifice as qualified by the T'ime ; but as 
none of these can be ‘ touched,’ the word must be taken in its secondary 
signification. And then, though between the denotations of the Aflix 
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and the Basic word. it is the former that is the predominant factor, and 
as such the basic noun becomes the subordinate factor (the word 
: Paurnamasi’ being taken as indicating the Sacrifice qualified by the 
particular point of Time),—yet, in as much as the latter also is not 
recognized as capable of being touched, there arises a confused sort of 
an idea as to the Touching applying to all such Sacrificial accessories as 
the Sruva, etc. (which are found to be capable of being touched) ; and 
hence it becomes necessary to seek, somewhere else, for the means of 
ascertaining to which particular object the Touching applies; and, for 
the sake of arriving at a definite conelusion, we must take the denota- 
tion of the basic noun (‘ Paurnamas? ') to be the principal factor, as 
standing need of the other factors, and as being the first to be cognised 
(and hence incapable of being taken in the secondary sense); and 
hence it is the subordinate factor of the Accusative ending that has to 
be taken in the secondary sense of the Locative, the word * Paurna- 
mastm’ being taken in the sense of ‘ Paurnamasyam’ ; as it is the 
Locaiive, that is wanted by the Principal factor,—the particular object 
to be touched heing the Offering Material as indubitably pointed out by 
the fact of the sentence occurring in connection with that. Conse- 
quently the sentence must be taken as restricting the Touching to the 
particular time or performance (of the Paurnamas? Sacrifice as a whole) ; 
and consequently there should be a Touching of every one of the 
materials used at that Sacrifice (whether in connection with the 
Primary or its Subsidiaries). 

Even if the word ‘ Paurnamasi’ were to indicate the offering 
material, then too, in as much as it would indicate the help accorded 
to it (by the Touching), this Touching could not but be regarded as 
belonging to all the offering materials. 


ADHIKARANA (5). 


[The Initiatory Rite and the Sacrificial Fee pertain to the Primary 
only.] 


Sūtra (11): The Initiation and the Fee pertain to the 
Primary oniy: because of the Direct Deciaration to 


that effect. 

[In connection with the Jyotishioma there are laid down “ three 
Initiations,” and also the “ Sacrificial fee of a hundred and twelve" ; 
and with regard to these there arises the question as to whether these 
Initiations and the Sacrificial Fee pertain to the Primary together 
with the Subsidiaries, or to the Primary alone. And cn this point we 
have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


"In as much the Men (performing the Sacrifices) are equally 
* related to the Primary and the Subsidiaries, the Initiations and the 
“ Sacrificial Fee also pertain to all of these.] 

“ There is an initia! objection to the form of the Pérvapaksha, on 
"the ground of the ease of the Initiations being subject to the law 
“ enunciated in Sutra IlI—vii—6. But some people support it in the 
« following manner ; In all such actions, as the Purchase of Soma, ete., 
“we find the Agent laid down as ‘dikshita’ (‘ Initiated’); aud it is a 
“well-known fact that the Initiations serve the purpose of bringing 
"about this character of the ‘Initiated’ ; and this character is laid 
“down as au Accessory for every one of the actions ; hence the Initia- 
“ tions come to be regarded as pertaining to the Primary as well as the 
** Subsidiaries. 

** As for the Sacrificial Fees, they serve the purpose of obtaining 
"the good services of the Priests ; and this winning of their good will 
"helps in the performance, by reason of there being a desire, on the 
“part of the Master, to obtain the aid of such Priests. And hence, in 
‘accordance with the Law of the Sara 1II— vii—7, the Fees come to be 
** related to the Performance of the Primary along with the Subsidiary 
“Sacrifices ; and hence they must be regarded as belonging to all 
** of these." 
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‘Then again, it is a perceptible fact that the Priests, obtained 
“ by means of the payment of the Sacrificial Fee, perform the Subsi- 
* diary Sacrifices also ; otherwise if the Fee pertained to the Primary 
“only, the Priests, being paid for performing the Primary only, would 
“ not have pertormed the Subsidiaries; while as a matter of fact we 
" find that the Master does not pay them for performing the Primary 
* only (as that would not serve his purpose) ; hence it must be admit- 
‘ted that the Fee is related to every one of these Actions, which 
'" the Priests are made to perform by means of the payment of the 
“ Fee. This fact of the Performer being common to all the Actions 
** will be fully explained in Adhyaya XI. For these reasons, it must 
“be admitted that the Sacrificial Fee pertains to ail the Sacrifices 
*" (Primary as well as Subsidiary).”’ 


SIDDHANTA. 


The Initiations and the Sacrificiai Fee belong to the Primary 
Sacrifice only, because of such direct declarations as—‘ Dikshak soma- 
sya,’ ‘ Dakshinah somasya. As for the Injunction with regard to the 
‘ Initiated ' in connection with the Subsidiaries, it must be taken as 
referring to the Person who has been ‘initiated’ at the Primary 
Sacrifice ; as otherwise we would have to have recourse to a most 
useless Secondary Indication. We shall show later on (in Adhyaya 
XII) that the Fees, while really pertaining to the Primary, help in 
the Subsidiaries, only incidentally (by ‘ Prasanga’). 


Sutra (12): Also because of texts showing the absence of 
these (at the Subsidiaries). 


In connection with the Nirudha paguyaga we have the sentence 
‘yat shadho juhoti sa 'sya Düksha,— which says that the factor of 
Initiation is supplied by the Shadhoirihoma ; and this distinctly shows 
that there is no real Ínitiation at this y@ga (which is a Subsidiary) . 
while if the Initiation were equally related to all—the Primary as well 
as the Subsidiaries,——then we would have the real Initiation itself 
applicable to the Nirüdhapoguyüga; and there would no need of a 
makeshift as declared in the text quoted. 

Objection : ‘ As no Initiation would, according to you, be required 
(by the Nirüdhapacuyago) the laying down of any makeshift, in 
"regard to it, would be absolutely useless,—even if it were not a 
" Subsidiary Sacrifice.” 


Reply : This does not affect our position ; because, in as much as 
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ADHIKARANA (6). 
[The Inner Altar is not related to the Post] 
Sutra (13): ** The Altar és related to the Post.” 


In connection with the Jyotishtoma we find the sentence—‘ Ardha- 
mantarvedi minoti, ardham vahirvédi.’ And with regard to this there 
arises the question as to whether it lays down a part of the Inner 
Altar with reference to the Post, or it only indicates that point 
where the Inner Altar meets the Outer. 

Objection: ‘‘In as much as the fact of the Altar pertaining to all 
** Sacrifices has been already established (in Adhi. 3), it is not right to 
** introduce the present Adhikarana here.’ 

Reply : The former Adhikarana should be taken as preceded by the 
present one ; because when the Altar will have been cognized, through 
Syntactical Connection, as subservient to the Post, wherefore should 
arise any question as to what the Altar is subservient. Whereas, 
when the mention of the Altar has been shown to be indicative of a 
particular place (as is done in the present case) then naturally arises the 
question (considered in Adhi. 3) as to what the Altar is Subservient to. 

On this former question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 

** Setting aside the indication of the Context, the Altar must be 
‘regarded, through Syntactical Connection, as belonging to the Post; 
“ otherwise it would be necessary to have recourse to Secondary Indica- 
“tion. And so long as we do not find any incongruity in the word 
“< Inner Altar’ being taken in its direct primary signification, we have 
“ no reason to have recourse to Secondary Indication. Consequently, 
“the general declaration —: Jyati cakshyamahé, etc.’ being taken as 

* pertaining to the particular case of the PM, the Altar should be 
“ taken as subservient to the Post. 

" Or, in aecordance with the previous Adhikarana (3), the Altar 
‘being taken as Subservient to the Jyotishtoma together with all its 
“ Subsidiaries, there would arise the question as to whether, or not it 


‘‘ is subservient to the Post. (And on this too, we would have the 
“same Pürvapaksha). 
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“ Objection : ‘ The very fact of its being subservient to all shows 
** that it is subservient to the Post also ; and as such there can be no 
“ use in any enquiry on this point.’ 

* Reply: The Subservience to the Post is not proved by the 
* subservience to the subsidiaries of the Jyotishtoma ; as the Post is 
“ subsidiary to the Paçu-sacrifice (and not to the Jyolishtoma) ; and 
* what has been proved in the previous Adhikarana is that the Altar 
** is subservient to the Jyotishtoma together with its subsidiaries, and 
“ not that it is so to the Pacu-sacrifice. 

** Objection : ‘ It may be that the Altar is subsidiary to the Pacu. 
** Sacrifice itself, which makes it over to the subsidiaries of the Jyotish: 
[1 toma." 

* Reply : This would have been possible if the Aliar, by itself, 
“ belonged to the Pacu-Sacrifice; as a matter of fact, however, it 
“ comes into this latter, through the Primary Sacrifice; and hence it 
** must be taken as resting in the Pacu-sacrifice itself (and could not be 
“ relegated to the Subsidiaries). And when it is found that an Altar 
“is necessary at the Pacu-sacrifice, it is the Altar of the Soma-sacrifice 
** (Jyotishtoma) that enters into it, through Implication, after having 
** precluded the entrance of the Altar of the Darca-Pürnamasa. And 
“this Altar of the Soma-sacrifice is used only for certain purposes in 
“ connection with the Original Primary sacrifice. The measuring of the 
“ Post spoken of in the sentence in question, is not, in any way, con- 
** nected with the Primary sacrifice ; and as such, it could not pertain to 
*' the Post. Consequently, in as much as there would be no possibility 
“of the entrance of the sacrificial Altar (at the Pagu-Sacrifice), the 
** measuring, spoken of as inner or outer, would apply to the ordinary 
“conception of place; and hence the sentence in question must be 
‘taken as laying down the Inner Altar as the particular place (where 
“ the measuring of the Post is to be done) [and as such the Altar must 
“ be regarded as subservient to the Post]."' 

To the above, we make the following reply :— 


SIDDHANTA. 


Siítra (14): (The Sentence must be taken as laying down) 
merely a particular point (of space); because it is 
syntactically connected with that which is not 
meant to be enjoined (according to you). 

The two words ‘ Antarvédi’ and * Vahirvédi’ indicate the middle 
point; and the sentence does not lay down any relation of subser- 
viency (between the Alfar and the Pos). Because in all cases the 
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mention of that which has already served its purpose is accepted 
as being for the sake of the specification of Time and Place; and 
in the case in question we find that both the Altar and the Post 
have already served their purposes elsewhere. If the sentence in 
question had laid down the relation of Subserviency, then we could take 
either the Altar to be subservient to the Post, or vice versa. As 
a matter of fact, however none of these is possible; (1) because 
each has had its requirements fulfilled ; (2) because any such relation- 
ship would involve the assumption of an imperceptible result; and 
(3) lastly, because of its occasioning a syntactical split. That is to say, 
the Post which is used for the tying of the animal does not stand in 
need of the Altar; and the Altar too, being used as the seat of the 
Performer and as the place for the keeping of the offering material 
and its accessories, does not stand in need of the Post, which occupies 
only a thousandth (very small) part of its space. Nor are these two 
capable of producing any visible effect in each other. Then again, the 
factor of ‘ Ardham vahirvédi’ cannot be meant to be enjoined; as 
according to you, it is capable of neither Injunction nor a descriptive 
Reference ; while according to you it is necessary to take this also 
as Enjoined; because until we have both (‘Ardhamantarvédi’ and 
‘Ardhamvahirvédi’) distinctly enjoined, we could not get at the specifi- 
cation of the particular point in the Post (i.e. the point where the Inner 
meets the Outer Altar). Specially as (according to you) the whole of 
the Post being recognised as to be measured either inside or out, the 
sentence ‘Ardhamantarvédt’ serves to enjoin the measuring of half of 
it as to be done at the Inner Altar; and then the measuring of the 
second half being doubtful, the other sentence could not but be taken 
as serving the same purpose with regard to this other half; and thus 
there being a multiplicity of objects enjoined, there would be a distinct 
Syntactical Split ; and also there would be the further complication of 
connecting the verb ‘ Minoti’ both ways; and lastly, a part will have 
to be taken as a mere descriptive reference to what already exists. 

Objection: “ The connection of one half of the Post with the 
“Inner Altar having been enjoined by the former sentence, there 
“ being no Injunction with regard to the other half, it would come 
“ to be dealt with at the Outer Altar." 

Reply : This would have been the case if there were a possibility 
of the Post being dealt with either at the Inner Altar, or at the 
Outer Altar, exclusively. That is to say, if the whole of it were 
cognised as to be dealt with at the Inner Altar, then the mention 
of the other half over again would serve to preclude the other half 
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from the Inner Altar, and connect it with the Outer one; and 
conversely, if the whole were cognised as to be dealt with at the 
Outer Altar, the mention over again of the other half would connect 
this with the Inner Altar, to the preclusion of the Outer one. Asa 
matter of fact, however, we find neither of these to be the case; and 
hence the sentence ‘ Ardhamaniarvéd:’ must be taken as ‘ Ardhaman- 
tarvedyéva’ (‘half of it is dealt with at the Inner Altar only’), and 
not as ‘ Ardhaméva antarved?' (‘ only half is to be dealt with at the 
Inner Altar’). And thus nothing definite being known with regard to 
the other half, this latter could, sometimes, be dealt with at the Inner 
Altar also; and hence there could be no dealing with the Outer Altar 
exclusively. = 

Objection: * In case the whole of the Post be dealt with at 
* the Inner Altar, we could not have the Injunction in the form of 
** < Ardham, etc.’ (which mentions only ‘ one half ’).”’ 

Reply: Why could we not have it in this form, when what it 
lays down is the fact of one half of the Post being dealt with 
always at the Inner Altar, while it does not preclude the Outer 
Altar (with regard to the other half). 

For these reasons we conclude that both the sentences together 
lay down a particular point of space, qualified by both (the Inner 
and the Outer Altar),—7.e. the point where the one meets the 
other—(as the place where the Post is to be dealt with). And 
in this manner, there would be no Syntactical Split. 
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ADHIKARANA (7). 
[The Havirdhana is not subsidiary to the Samidhéni.] 


Sūtra (15): In as much as the Havirdhana Carts 
“are mentioned in the sentence—* Samidhénistada 
“neahuh,’—they must be regarded as subservient 
“to the Samidhénis.”’ 


In connection with the Jyotishtoma we find the sentence * Ut yat 
sunvanti Samidhenistadanvahuh' (the meaning of which is that ‘out - 
of the two Havirdhana carts that one should be connected with the 
Samidhenis near which the Soma pounding is done’). And with regard 
to this we have the same Question, the same processes of reasoning and 
the same conclusion as in the previous Adhikarana. [That is to say, 
the question being as to whether the sentence lays down the Havirdhana 
as subsidiary to the Sam?dhenzs, the sense being that ‘ the Samidhenz 
verses are to be recited as qualified by the Havirdhana,’ or the men- 
tion of the Havirdhana only marks out the place for the recitation of 
the Samidhenis,—we have the former alternative as the Purvapaksha, 
and the latter as the Siddhanta. | 

Objection : ** Under the circumstances, why should not the present 
“ case have been included in the previous Adhikarana ? ” 

Reply : Because in the present case the two alternatives are not 
distinctly mentioned. That is to say, in the present case we do not 
find that the factor in question is * enjoinable' for us, and ‘not enjoina- 
ble’ for our opponent. 

Question: “ In that case, how do you establish your Siddhanta ?” 

Answer : In the following manner : 


Sütra (16): (The sentence must be taken as laying down) mere 
place; as the Havirdhana serves a distinctly visible 
purpose for the Soma. 


As a matter of fact we find that the Havirdhana has its use 
justified by its serving the purpose of holding the Soma. As for 
the Samidhéni verses, the purpose that they serve is already known 
to consist of the kindling of the fire at the Original Primary Sacrifice; 
and hence these too do nct stand in need of any relation of sub- 
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serviency (between the Havirdhana and the Samidhénis). Then again. 
if we were to take the sentence, which lavs down a particular 
relationship of Havirdhana, as indicating its capability of a general 
relationship,—then, we would have the same Syntactical Split that we 
found in the Agnéyyadhikarana (I1--iti—25). If we were to avoid 
this Syntactical Split by taking the general relationship to be implied 
by the Particular,—then we would be faced by the fact of there 
being no Apparent Inconsistency of the general relationship, which 
is got at by the method of the Siddhanta (and thus in absence of this 
Apparent Inconsistency nothing could justify the said implication 
of the general by the Particular). That is to say, any one of the 
two Havirdhana carts are recognised as making a place in connection 
with the original Sacrifice, (and in.this way the said general relation- 
ship is duly established) ; and hence it becomes a comparatively easy 
matter for the sentence to lay down merely the specialisation of that 
relationship. For this reason also, we must take the sentence as 
indicating the place. 


Sittra (17): The name also points to the same fact (as 
before). 


The name ‘ Havirdhana’ can apply to that which serves no 
other purpose than the holding (of the Soma); and hence the Havir- 
dhana cart comes to be regarded as belonging to the Soma; otherwise 
(if the cart were related to the Samidhénis) we would have the name 
‘ Samidhénidhana.’ 


ee ee me Oe S pho, m 7 


ADHIKARANA (8) 
[The Subsidiary Sacrifices are to be performed through others. } 


Sūtra (18): * In as much as the Result laid down per- 
“tains to the actual Performer,—as pointed out by 
“the Scripture,—the Result could accrue only when 
“the performance would be done by the Master 
“himself.” | 


Henceforward we shall treat of the question of contradiction, 
or otherwise, of Name to the other five (Direct Declaration and 
the rest),—the main question to be dealt with being, in what way 
such names as ‘ Hota,’ ‘hautram’ and the like serve the purpose 
of pointing out the particular Performers and Actions. But before 
taking up this question, we first take up an introductory discussion ; 
because it is only when we have many such Performers (at a Sacrifice), 
as the Hoty and the like, that we can have any discussion as to 
how they are to be employed at the Sacrifice. For if all the actions in 
connection with the Sacrifice were to be done by the Master himself, 
then there would be no room for other performers; and hence there 
could be no occasion for a discussion as to the compatibility or other- 
wise of the fact of certain Names indicating the fact of certain other 
persons performing certain actions in connection with the Sacrifice. 

As the basis of this Discussion, we can take such Sacrifices 
as the Darca-Pirnamasa and the like, which lead to distinct results, 
and at which certain Sacrificial Fees are given. And in regard to 
these, there arises the question as to—(A) whether all actions are 
to be done by the Master himself; (B) or it is the Primary action 
alone that has to be performed always by himself (while the others 
might be performed by himself, or by others); (C) or, the Primary 
inust necessarily be done by the Master, the rest are to be as 
necessarily done by others (and never by the Master himself). 

On this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 


‘ All the actions should be done by the Master himself ; because 
“the Atmanepada ending (in the word ‘ Yajéta’) found in the Injunc- 
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* tion of the Performance of the Sacrifice as a whole, distinctly shows 
“that it is the Person desiring the result that is the Performer in 
“connection with the Bhavana (of the Sacrifice as a single whole) 
** with all its accessories ; and hence if he should leave off the perform- 
“ance of the slightest action, he would not receive the aid that 
“that action would be calculated to impart; and (inasmuch as this 
“ would create an imperfection in the final Result) it is necessary 
“that it should be performed by himself. Then again, of the 
* Result that is being brought about (by means of the Sacrifice), 
“it is the Master that is spoken of as the ‘Producer,’ ‘ Prompter.' 
“Then as for the names ‘Hoir’ and the like, they belong to the 
“ Master himself, as performing the several actions in course of the 
** Sacrifice, —in accordance with the Law of the Sutra (III— vii—23)." 


PÜRVAPAKSHA (B). 


Sutra (19): ** It is only the Primary Action that must 
“be performed by the Master; while as for the Sub- 
s sidiuries of that Primary, they could be per- 
** formed, either by the Master, or by some other 
" pereon.,’’ 


“ The affix (Aimanépada), appearing after the Root which signifies 
* the Primary Sacrifice only, points out that Sacrifice alone as to be 
“ performed by the person desiring the Result (i.e. the Master); as for 
“ the other Sacrifices (the Subsidiaries) it indicates the mere accomplish- 
‘‘ment, without pointing to the necessity of their being performed 
“by any particular person. Consequently these latter might be per. 
' formed either by the Master, or by the Priests (there being no res- 
“ triction as to who should perform them). 

“Objection: * Inasmuch as it is necessary for the Subsidiaries 
*' to be performed by the same Person as the Primary, we must regard 
'* the Master himself as the performer of these also.’ 

“ Reply: Not so; because in regard to the Subsidiaries, the 
“ Master is spoken of as the ‘ Performer,’ on account of his being the 
** Director of their performance. If the (mental) ‘ giving away’ of the 
“materials (in connection with the Subsidiaries also) were done bv 
“somebody else, there would be nothing that would be done by the 
* Master; and hence this much is always done by him. And when 
“ he has done this much, if he gets the other details performed by 
"other persons paid for their services, he does not altogether lose the 
* character of the ‘ Performer.’ 

203 
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** Some people offer the following explanation: ‘The Atmanépada 
‘always denotes the operation of the Director (and not that of the 
“ Performer). That is to say, the Atmanépada ending, which is laid 
“down as to be used in the case of the result of Actions pertaining to 
“the actual Performer of that Action, has always the sense of the 
“ Causative (yajeta-yajayati),—its denotation consisting in the paying 
“ for the services that the other person is directed to render. Thus it 
‘is that, in the case of actions performed by persons directed to do 
* them, we find the Parasmai pada, expression yajanti yajakah ; while 
‘in the case where what is meant to be expressed is only the operation 
‘Sof the Director, we have the Atmanépada expression yajaté 
** yajamanah." 

“This explanation, however, is not admissible : because if such 
' were the case, then the Primary Sacrifice also would, somehow or 
“ other, have to be performed through others; as the Master would 
“ not obtain the Result of that which he would perform himself (as on 
“ account of the special explanation of the Atmanépada, the Results 
“accruing to him would be only those of the Actions of which he would 
“be the Director, and not the Performer). Then again, if the Master 
‘should perform the Primary Sacrifice, such performance would be 
“aided and prompted by the operations of the Priests; and as such 
“the Parasmaipada expressing the operations of the Priests, as 
“ prompting the Action of the Master, should have to be taken in 
“the sense of the Causative,—and not the Atmanépada word (express- 
“ ing the operation of the Master himself). Consequently, it is on the 
** strength of the former explanation, that we conclude that the Actions 
“ other than the Primary, could be done either by the Master himself, 
‘or by other persons engaged by him. 

* But in that case also, it will be necessary to explain, how it is 
‘that the Bhavana being expressed by the (Injunctive) Affix, and 
* recognised, through Proximity, as to be performed by the person 
** desiring the Result (the Nominative, as well as the Bhavana, is denoted 
“by the affix, and hence the proximity),—the Nominative agency (with 
“regard to the accomplishment of this Bhavana) is restricted to the 
'* Instrumental factor (of the yaga) only. 

“In view of this difficulty, we must explain as follows: The 
* Atmanépada does not lay down the fact of the Action being per- 
“ formed by the Person desiring the Result ; as the Person, who becomes 
‘related to the Result, is one the fact of whose being the Performer is 
‘“ implied by the Bhavana; and hence the Result could not betake it- 
“self to any person other than the actual Performer; but at the same 
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** time, there could be no incongruity in certain actions being done by 
** persons other than the one who desires the Result. And this absence 
** of incongruity shows that with regard to the Subsidiaries there is no 
* restriction as to their being performed either by the Master himself 
“ or by other persons engaged by him." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Stra (20): Other persons would perforin (the Subsi- 
diaries); because of the declaration of * Purchase’ 
(‘Payment for services to be rendered ’),—which could not 
apply to the Master himself. 

We find the Veda laying down the gifts of the ‘ Anvaharya,’ the 
“hundred and twelve,’ etc., etc., as fees paid for services rendered in 
connection with Sacrifices,-—as will be fully explained under Sutra 
‘` Parikrayārtham va karmasamyogat’ (X—ii—23). The ‘Purchase’ 
(‘ Payment ’) is, by its very nature, done with regard to another Person, 
and not to one’s self; as it is not possible for payment to be made to 
one’s self. Consequently, if, at sometime, the Master himself should 
perform the Subsidiaries,--there could be no ‘ Payment for services ' in 
that case, as any such would be an absolute impossibility ; and this 
would be a direct infringement of the Injunction of this * Payment ' 
as à necessary factor in connection with the Subsidiaries. Hence with 
à view to preserve the universality and necessary character of this 
Injunetion, it is absolutely necessary to get hold of such Performers 
(for the Subsidiaries) as are capable of being paid for the Services they 
would render. And thus it must be admitted that in certain cases (i.e. 
those of the Primary Sacrifices) the Master would perform directly by 
himself, while in others (i.e. those of the Subsidiaries) he would per- 
form, indirectly (having them performed by others), by paying for 
their services. 

As for the Atmanépada, it should be taken as resting in the 
Bhavana connected with the said ‘ Payment for services’; and hence 
there could be no incongruity in the Result of the Actions pertaining to 
a Performer such as has been just pointed out (as performing some 
actions directly, and others indirectly through others). 
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ADHIKARANA (9). 
[The number of the Priests engaged at Sacrifices is limited. ] 


Sūtra (21): “ The number of the performers would beim- 
“ plied by the nature of the Action itself; and hence 
“there can be no specification of the exact number ; 
‘specially as no special purpose could be served by 
“such specification.” 

[On the question of the exact number of Persons to be engaged 
for the performance of the Subsidiaries, we have the following]— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ As the ‘ Purchase’ could be done by the engagement of one as 
“ well as two Priests, hence there can be no restriction : as to the number 
“ of such Priests. ( ` 

“ Or again, the fact of having the same performer as the enjoyer of 
* the Result being found, through co-extensiveness and the Atmanepada 
“affix, to be appiicable to the performance of the Sacrifice as a whole, 
** —we can set aside only that much of this fact, as would be necessary 
“for the due observance of the Injunction of ‘ Purchase.’ And as 
* this Injunction would be duly observed by a single Person perform- 
“ing any one of the Actions (for ‘ payment’), we cannot set aside 
“any more than that." " 

SIDDHANTA. 

Sittra (22): There should be only as many performers 
as there are actions with names (indicating special per- 
formers) ; because of the direct declaration of every 
one of them being different. 

Inasmuch as the Injunction that we have is that of the Bhavana 
connected with Actions whose performers are distinctly pointed out by 
means of different names,—it should also be taken as laying down that 
there should be an engagement (or appointment) of as many Priests as 
there are suchnames. That is to say just as the Name serves the pur- 
pose of differentiating Actions,—as shown under Sutra 11—ii—22,—so 
would it also serve to differentiate the Performers; and hence it must 
be admitted that the number of the Priests to be engaged should be the 
same as that of the names (of Actions). 
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Sūtra (23): Objection: * A single person could be taken 

"(as the Performer of all the Actions); as the names in- 

* dicate a diversity of actions only (and not of the Per- 

" formers)." 

** The names are found to apply to Persons, as employed in certain 
“definite operations, and not by ordinary convention; and hence, 
“like the Y pa, etc., they are always to be taken as characterised by 
"these operations. And hence, the names ' Hotr' and the rest, 
“being similar to the word ‘ pacaka,’ etc., they could apply to one and 
"the same person, as performing the various Actions (indicated 
"by these Names); and as such there could be no diversity of 
“ Performers (on the ground of the diversity of Names)."' 


Sūtra (24): Reply: Not so; as (the Performers are distinctly 
mentioned) é», the Originative Injunctions (of the 
Actions, prior to the actual appearance of the Actions them- 
selves). 


Jf the Names in question were found, either at the time of 
the actual engagement in the Action, or after such engagement, 
then, in that case, they may not serve to differentiate the Performers. 
As a matter of fact, however, we find that the Appointment, being 
of such persons as are sitting unemployed consists of a request to 
take up the performance of a certain action ; and it is in connection 
with these Appointments, that we find the Names (of Priests) men- 
tioned,—e.g. in the sentences ‘ Brahmanam vrnita, * Hotaram vrnita,’ 
and so forth. And at this juncture we do not find any other reason 
(than the diversity of Performers) for the diversity of these names ; 
and then again, the Appointments too, laid down in the aforesaid 
Sentences, are to be taken as distinct and diverse,—according to 
the Sutras II-—ii—2, and II—ii—23. And on account of the diversity 
of these Appointments, we must admit of a diversity among those 
that are appointed ; and hence the number of the Priests appointed 
should be regarded to be the same as that of the Appointments. 
Then, as for the Names, in as much as they are not found to 
apply to the Persons, before the Appointments, as they are used as 
well-established names only after the Appointments have been made, 
it must be admitted that the Names are due to (and based upon) these 
Appointments only. And it is only natural that a diversity of the 
Cause (Appointment) should give rise to a diversity in the effects 
(the Appointed Priests). 

Then again, inasmuch as the Appointment of a Priest serves 
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only a visible purpose (and does not bring about any transcendental 
results), several Appointments could not be made with regard to 
one and the same person ; because one who has been once appointed 
(engaged for service) need not be appointed over again. Then again, in 
as much as the various persons, laid down in the originative Injunc- 
tion, as to be Appointed, can neither be rejected, nor taken as 
optional alternatives, nor as all at once conjointly,—one sentence 
(laying down the appointment of a certain person) could not be 
connected with the Person appointed in accordance with another 
Sentence; and for this reason also, the Appointments must ; BB regard 
ed as distinct and diverse. 

Then again, we find all these Appolntaidifie laid down satt 
taneously by the Sentence laying down the performance of the Sacrifice 
as a whole,—just like the Holdings of the various Vessels dedicated to 
Indra, Vayu and the rest. And the mention of these appointments 
means the mention of all the Priests (appointed). And thus it is 
established that there should be as many distinct Priests as there are . 
Appointments. 

The Bhashya  says—' Tasmadesham varané sankirtanam, na 
vidhih. But this statement does not seem to be quite proper, 
as there could be no restriction (of number) with regard to those 
Appointments that are not enjoined. Nor could this justify our 
taking all the Sentences (‘ Brahmanam vrmita, ‘ Hotaram vrnita, 
etc.), as syntactically connected, and leading to a result in the shape 
of the cognition of the Number—which is obtainable by the much 
easier method of taking the Sentences collectively. Consequently 
it must be admitted that the Number is laid down, at the very outset, 
by the Injunction of the Appointments themselves, as following in — 
the wake of these (Appointments); and there is no use of differen- 
tiating the Number (from the Appointments). 
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ADHIKARANA (10). 
[The Camasadhvaryus are distinct Priests. ] 


Sutra (25): The Caumasadhvaryus are different (from the 
aforesaid Priests); because of their being named as 
such. 


[At the Jyolishtoma, we have certain priests called the ‘ Camasa- 
dhvaryus’; and with regard to these there arises the question as 
to whether these are included among the Priests dealt with in the 
previous Adhikarana,—the Hofr, ete., or they are distinct from them. | 

And on this question we have the following — 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Inasmuch as they are named ‘ Adhvaryus,’ they must regarded 
"to be the Appointed Adhvaryu priests themselves, as connected 
“ with the Cups (Camasas).”’ 


SIDDHANTA. 
To the above we make the following reply :— 


(1) Inasmuch as all Names are based upon distinctness,— (2) 
as the Camasadhvaryus are mentioned as equally distinct from all the 
other Priests —(3) as there is a distinct Appointment laid down for 
these Camasadhvaryus—they must be regarded as distinct from those 
other Priests, as shown on a previous occasion. 

Though. in reality, the Camasadhvaryus are appointed by the 
Master himself, yet, they are spoken of as ‘ appointed by the Principal 
Priests,’ because of their being subordinate to these latter. 


(There should be a plurality of Cama 


Sutra (26): They must be — as m 
their being spoken of as man; + 
Injunction, 


[With regard to the Camasadh re 
as to whether it is noveny that ee e should 
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the Originative Injunction, as ‘ Camasadhvaryavah,’ : 


ADHIKARANA (12). 
[The number of Camasadhvaryus must be Ten only.] 


Sütra (27): Their number should be Ten; because op 
Indications to that effect. 


On the question of the number of Camasadhvaryus, we have the 
following— 
PURVAPAKSHA. 


‘‘ There being no restriction as to the exact number of the many, 
“we must accept their number to be Three only, in accordance with 
“the Sutra * Prathamam va niyamyeta ’ (XI—i—43)." 


SIDDHANTA. 


In connection with the Dagapéya Sacrifice, which is a modifica- 
tion of the Jyotishtoma, we have a reference to the Camasadhvaryus as 
being ‘Ten’ in number; and from this we conclude that at the 
original Sacrifice (of the Jyotishtoma) also Ten of them are appointed. 
And further, the fact of these being Ten is always shown by the 
number of Possessors of the Cups, as well as of the Cups themselves, 
being T'en only. 
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ADHIKARANA (13). 
[The Camitr priest is not distinct from the Principal Priests.] 


Sutra (98): ** The. Cainity is different from the others, 
** because of a distinct name being applied to him.” 
[With regard to the Camitr priest, there arises the question as to 

whether he is included among the Priests enumerated before, or he is 

distinct from them. And on this question we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


‘Inasmuch as he is spoken of by means of a distinct word 
“< Camila, he must be regarded as distinct from the rest. (2) Then 
“again, in as much as the mention of the Camitr is found to cause an 
** increase in the number of Priests, he must be regarded as a distinct 
* Priest. (3) Lastly, we find the sentence—Klomava........ yadya- 
* brahmanak syat,—which shows that the fact of the Camitr Priest 
“ being a Brahmana is doubtful ; and no such doubt could be possible 
*if he were one of the Principal Priests (as these are all always 
“ Brahmanas— Vide Sutra XII--iv—41, et seq)."' ] 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (99) : (He is distinct from the rest) because of the Con- 
text; specially as the name does not appear in the 
Originative Injunction. 

It is only when a Name appears in the originative Injunction 
that it serves the purposes of differentiation; and as a matter of 
fact we do not find the name ‘ Camitr’ appearing in any such 
Jnjunction ; and consequently this name must be regarded as another 
name for one of the previously enumerated Priests, applied to him on 
account of his performing some action other than his previous one 
(as shown in Sutra I1I—vii—23). 

Objection : “ In the course of action we find that the Camitr holds 
‘the neck of the animal, at the time that all the other Priests are 
“ busy performing other appointed duties: and for this reason he 
‘“ must be regarded as distinct from these latter." 
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Reply: This does not affect our case; because the neck of the 
animal could be held by any one of the Priests that may, at that time, 
have nothing else to do; specially as, at that time, we do not find 
all the Priests to be engaged; this will be explained in detail under 
Sutra—‘ Itaramanyastésham yato viceshah syat.’ 

Then, as for the indications of the expression ‘ yadyabrahmanak 
etc., that cannot prove what is held by the Pürvapaksha, as there is 
absolutely no chance of any but Brahmanas officiating at Sacrifices; and 
hence the expression cannot but be taken as referring to the Master 
of the Sacrifice (the sense being that ‘if the Master of the Sacrifice 
happen to be a Non-Brahmana, etc., etc.). Specially as on account 
of the duties of the Camilr being mentioned in the Context of those of 
the Master, they could never be recognised as belonging a Non- 
Brahmana. lt might be argued that—‘ the duties of the Camitr 
consisting of the killing of the animal, they could not be accepted 
by the Brahmana.” But the same might be said with regard to 
the Non-Brahmana also (who may be as unwilling to do the Killing). 
In fact, the Non-Bráhmana has not many remedies available for 
clearing himself of the sin attaching to him by reason of the killing ; 
and he would be more liable the Sin (and as such much more unwilling 
to do the act). For these reasons, we conclude that, just as the 
Cuüdra (and other Non-Brahmanas) are forced to do such actions, 
even against their will, —in the same manner, the Bráhmana, won over 
by various gifts, would do them ; and there would be no incongruity 
in this. 

In fact it is for these reasons (of the Priest having to perform 
questionable actions) that the Priestly Duties are spoken of depre- 
catingly. 
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[We have the sentence—‘ Na Spite 
the Adhvarya officiating as the Upaga ; and this 
of the Upaga are to be performed by one out 
Priests themselves. | 
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ADHIKARANA (16). 


[The Name ‘ Rivik’ does not apply to all the persons engaged 
at the Sacrifice. | 


Sutra (32): ** Inasmuch as the Action is performed by 
“all, the name * Rtvik’ applies to all equally.” 


[The question being as to whether all the Persons, that are spoken 
of as engaged in connection with the performance of the Jyotishtoma, 
are ‘ Riviks’ or only a few among them],—we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSBA. 


“The word ‘ Rivik,’ being laid down as an arbitrary form (in 
* Panini’s Sūtra I1J—ii—59), is used in the sense afforded by the 
* Prefixed word, the Root and the Affix, collectively,—?.e. the word 
“is explained as ‘ Rtauyajanti ye te Rtvijak’ (‘those who perform 
“ Sacrifices at appointed seasons’). And if the application of the 
* name ‘Rivik’ were based solely upon this fact (of performing 
“ Sacrifices at a certain time), then it could not but be regarded as 
“ applying equally to all the persons engaged in the Sacrifice; and as 
“ such all of them would be Riviks (or Priests). And for this reasons 
“the mention of the Number of ‘ Four,’ ‘ Five,’ ‘ Six,’ ‘Seventeen,’ 
“ etc., with regard to these, must be taken as mere Arthavada, meant 
"to show that there are many parts of the Sacrifice (performed 
“ by various numbers of Priests)." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (33) : It cannot be so; because of the preclusion (of 
others besides the Seventeen). 


The expression ‘ Parisankhyanat’ in the Sütra has been explained 
by the Bhashya as referring to the fact of the sentence ‘ Saptadaca 
Rivijah' being a Preclusive Injunction. There being a possibility 
of the Seventeen persons, as well as the others, being engaged (as 
Priests), the repetition of “ Seventeen" could not have been made 
simply for the purpose of laying down that number; in fact it is 
for the purpose of indieating the absence of others besides the 
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Seventeen. In all cases, we find that whenever two things are spoken 
of as hearing some sort of a relationship to each other, the following 
three factors are therein involved : (1) the mere forms of the things : 
(2) their mutual connection ; and (3) the preclusion of a third thing ; 
and a sentence is always meant to convey the idea of one of these 
factors (according to the wish of the speaker). And in a case where 
either the form of the things or their mutual connection is not 
meant to be expressed, (as in the case in question). we cannot but 
take the Injunction as serving the purpose of precluding the things 
other than those mentioned. And such cases of Preclusion are 
entirely free from the aforesaid three Objections (of Svarthaparityaga, 
etc., pointed out as applying to Preclusions); because the direct 
denotation of the declaration (the mere laying down of ‘Seventeen 
Rtviks’) cannot be accepted as the object of Injunction by this 
sentence; as they have been already enjoined elsewhere; and 
hence as we did not take it to be an Injunction of what it implies 
(i.e. the Preclusion of others besides the Sevenieen), the Injunction 
itself would become absolutely meaningless. 

The Opponent however still accepts the performance of the 
Sacrifice to be the sole condition of the application of the name 
* Rtvik' ; and hence concludes that whoever may be found to fulfil 
that condition must be spoken of as ‘Rivik’; it is with a view 
to all this that we have the passage in the Bhashya “ Nanu prati- 
shidhyanyéshvapi, etc." 

In replying to this, the Siddhanti begins with showing that it 
is the Action that is denied. That is to say, in all cases, the form of 
the Agent being incapable of being denied, it is only his action 
or functioning that is denied; for instance, the sentence, ‘he is 
not my son’ simply means that ‘he does not perform the duties 
ofa son. And in the same manner, in the case in question, the denial, 
that is made with regard to others besides the ‘seventeen,’ must 
be taken to be a denial of the fact of these other persons functioning 
(towards the accomplishment of the Sacrifice), ——and not that of the 
mere existence of these other persons. 

It might be argued that—‘‘it is the fact of being appointed 
"that is the condition or basis of the applicatoin of the name; 
“and as such the citing of the instance of the functions pertaining to 
“ the Rtwik is wholly irrelevant." 

But it is not so ; because, in accordance with this theory, the use of 
the word (‘ Rtvik’) is accomplished, solely through the presence of 
these functions. 
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Says the Opponent: “ How could the persons ‘ performing the 
** sacrifice at particular seasons’ be dented to be ‘Riviks’? That is to say, 
‘inasmuch as there can be no denial of the mere existence of these 
** persons, the functions too cannot be very easily denied.” 

With a view to offer the correct reply, the Siddhanti begins vill 


the declaration—In that case the word ‘Rtvik’ comes to be of two 


kinds—one based upon the ‘ performance of Sacrifices at particular 
seasons, and another upon Appointment, etc. The sense of this is 
that if the application of the word ‘ Rivik’ were dependent upon its 
literal etymological meaning (‘ one who performs sacrifices at certain 
seasons," then, in that case, it could not but apply to all the persons 
engaged in the sacrifice. Asa matter of fact however, its application 
is found to be conditioned by certain purificatory rites and these 
‘rites’ are none other than the Appointment and the offering of 
certain gifts ; and hence those persons, who, while performing the 
functions (of sacrifice at particular seasons), have not had these 
purificatory rites done to them, cannot be spoken of as ‘ Riviks.’ 
And as a matter of fact we find that the Master of the Sacrifice 
appoints, and offers the gifts, to only Seventeen persons; and conse- 
quently, we could explain the repetition of ‘ Seventeen Riviks’ as 
a descriptive reference, only if we accepted the application of the 
name ‘ Rivik’ to be based upon these two facts (of Appointment 
and Gifts); otherwise this repetition would come to be a partial 
descriptive reference to the «Seventeen Riviks,’ in a form that would 
not be quite true. Consequently the word could not have an unduly 
extensive application (if it were based upon the aforesaid two facts of 
Appointment and Gift). 

Objection: ** Yn that case, we would have a most undesirable 
* mutual interdependence,—inasmuch as we would have the Appoint- 


“ment and the giving of gifts, of those that are Riviks; and these 


" would be regarded as * Riviks,’ who would receive these Appointments 
and Gifts.” 

Reply: This does not affect our position; because at the very 
outset, we are at once faced by the declaration—‘ Those that are 
' Rtviks are to be appointed and offered the gifts'; but when it 
is found that the Riviks are not so well known in ordinary parlance, 
as the Tree, ete., then we come to understand that ‘the Riviks are 
to be created by Appointment’ just as in the case of the sentence— 
“weave a piece of cloth out of this yarn,’ in as much as it is only 
by weaving that the Cloth is made, we have the name ‘Cloth’ 
used in view of something that is yet to come, and yet there is 
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nothing objectionable in this,—so too we would have in the case 
in question. 

The same reasoning holds respecting sentences—‘ Adhvarywm 
venita, ete. which lay down the appointment of particular Rivik. 

Thus alone could we justify the Accusative ending in connection 
with the Riviks that are being appointed. As for the Appointment, 
ete., bringing about the Riviks that would perform the sacrifices, 
it would be serving a distinctly visible purpose, just like the Laying of 
fire (whieh serves the purpose of bringing in the Sacrificial Fire). 
And it is in view of the order of sequence among the Vedic texts 
bearing on the question, that we come to speak of the Zviks as 
‘created by Appointment’; and hence this statement cannot be 
regarded as wholly unknown. aeo. 

As a matter of fact however, it is not proper to reject the 
well-recognised fact of the application of the name ‘ Riviks’ being 
based upon the ‘performance of Sacrifices at particular seasons,’ 
on the mere ground of the word being laid down (by Pàánini) as 
an ‘ arbitrary form. Then again, in as much as the ‘ Appointment ' 
“and ‘the giving of gifts’ are formed, as related to the well-known 
Riviks, to be directly laid down with reference to those Rtviks,—it is 
not right to subvert the natural order of sequence of the sentences (by 
taking the ‘ Rtviks' as to be ‘created by the appointment and the 
Gift"). As for the argument that, until they are known, the ‘ Riviks’ 
could not undergo any purificatory rites,—the same may be said 
of the ' Appointment' also; as no person could comprehend an 
Injunetion where he would be told to do something which he 
does not know. In fact even while the Appointment would be in 
course of operation, the name ‘ Rivik’ could not be recognised as 
based upon that Appointment. If, however, it be held that the 
Riviks ave known by means of the particular order of sequence among 
the Vedic texts, then, in that case, the purificatory rites (of Appoint- 
ment, ete.) could be very easily cognised as pertaining to the Aiviks 
dulv known by the said means. One who is making the Appointment 
has the following idea present in his mind at the time: ‘The Rtviks 
are entities that are well known in the Veda; but for me thev are 
created by means of Appointment; as prior to this Appointment 
no one has recognised them as ‘ Fttviks. Or, we might go even far- 
ther, and declare that for the Appointer also, the Htviks have already 
a prior existence, in the general shape (of the Class ' Rtvik"). It 
i» the case with every thing that in whatever particular form it 
may be known, it helps in the operation all the same; specially 

205 


1634 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. III—PÀDA VII.—ADHI. (16). 


as it is not possible for a thing to be known, all at once, in all its 
forms. 

Thus then, we come to the following analysis of the matter under 
consideration ; (1) ‘Those that perform the Sacrifices at particular 
seasons, and who perform the Duties of the Adhvaryava, etc., are 
Rtviks’; (2) ‘Those that are capable of such performance are such 
persons, as those devoid of capability are not entitled to the perform- 
ance of any action; (3) in as much as this does not give us any 
definite idea, we come to take them to be ‘those that are obtained 
by means of Appointment’; (4) then again, ‘those to whom the gifts 
are given. And it is through all these grades that we arrived at the 
real denotation of the word ‘Rtvik.’ Thus we find that though 
the original denotation of the word consisted of ‘one who performs 
Sacrifices at various seasons,’ yet in as much as this is found to 
be inadmissible, it goes on being specialised, until we come to one 
that is admissible and compatible with the rest of the Context ; 
and hence the character of the ‘ Riviks’ must be regarded as a duly 
established entity, even prior to its being created (by the Appoint- 
ment). | r N 

Then again, we should like to know whether the Appointment 
and the gift create the Rtviks themselves, or the character of the 
"Rivik' As for the former, they have been already created or 
produced by their parents, and as such do not require to be produced 
again. And as for the character of ‘ Rivik,’ it consists of a particular 
capability, which is brought about by study and hearing of the Veda; 
and as such this too does not require to be brought about again ; 
we shall show, under the Sutra IlI—viii—4, that the Master does 
not create the capabilities of the Priests. Specially as in all cases 
What is created or produced is what does not exist already ; and 
with regard to the Rtviks all that is non-existent, prior to the 
Appointment, is their being won over to perform the actions connected 
with the Sacrifice. 

Objection : “ The Character of ‘ Rtvik? also does not exist with 
“regard to the particular persons concerned.” 

Reply : True; but that character we do not find to be produced, 
even after the Appointment. If it be urged that whatever is 
produced by the Appointment is the Character of ‘ Rtvik, —then, 
that would be nothing else besides their being won over. Nor is 
the Rtvik-character an imperceptible entity ; as that alone can be 
regarded as imperceptible whose functions are found to be so. The 
functions of the Rivik, which consist of the accomplishment of the 
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Action, are quite perceptible ; and how could this perceptible effect 
be brought about by means of an imperceptible agency ? Specially 
as all that is found to bring about the accomplishment of the action 
is quite perceptible,—in the shape of Brahmanahood and the rest. 
The only imperceptible element that there is (i.e. Apürva), is taken 
up, through the context, by the sentence laying down the performance 
of the aetion as à whole; and as such it is found to help directly 
in the Action, and not in the bringing about of the character of 
the Riviks (Adhvaryu and the rest) Nor is this imperceptible 
element (of the Apurva) produced by means of the Appointment 
or Rewarding of the Riviks; and hence these two (the Appointment 
and the Gifts) cannot be regarded as the basis (of the signification 
of the word ‘ Rivik’). 

As for the Ahavaniya, etc., on the other hand, (1) in as much 
as their production is not spoken of in the (present) Context,—(2) 
as the help that they accord is always of the imperceptible (or transcen- 
dental) character,—(3) and as the purifications laid down for them 
are all such as pertain to them before they have been brought into 
existence,—it is only right that they should be spoken of as ‘ to 
be produced.’ Then again, in the case of these consecrated Fires, the 
Homa and other actions do not stand in need of a substrate to hold the 
materials that are offered ; and hence it must be admitted that the 
presence of these consecrated Fires brings about a certain transcen- 
dental result; and as such a result could not be obtained from the 
ordinary Fire, we require, for the fulfilment of that result, the imper- 
ceptible (transcendental consecrated charucler of the Fire, Ahavaniyatva). 
For these reasons the case of these Fires cannot be analogous to the 
case in question. 

And further, if the imperceptible Rtvik-character were produced 
by the Appointment and the Gift, then at the Sattra also (at which 
all the persons engaged are Musters), it would be necessary to produce 
that character in the Masters also ; and in as much as in the sentence, 
laying down the Initiation of these by one another, the persons 
referred to (as to be initiated) are the Masters themselves, as occupy - 
ing the positions of the Adhvaryu and other Priests,—it would be 
necessary to have Appointments and Gifts in this case also; which 
is absurd. Because as for the Appointment, in as much as it ig 
done simply for the purpose of winning the co-operation of the 
Priests. it could not be done at the Sattra, at which every one of the 
Priests being Masters, it is his own business for every one of them ; (and 
as such no niin over is necessary); and any such Appointment 
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would be directly contradictory to what is said under Sūtra (X—ii— 
35). 

For these reasons it must be admitted that it is for the sake of the 
Action that we have the restrictive rule for the engaging of such persons 
(as Priests) as have been previously ascertained to have the capability of 
accomplishing that Action. And as for the word ‘ Rivik,’ that too 
comes to be restricted to such capable persons (as have been obtained 
by Appointment and Gifts) ;—as it is only this much that is necessary 
for the perfection of the Action; and it does not refer to Persons 
other than those, even though they be endowed with the necessary 
capability. At the Sattra however, in as much as it is the Masters 
themselves that officiate as the various Priests, there is no need 
of Appointments and Gifts; and hence these are not admitted; and 
the absence of these does not create any discrepancy in the Sacrifice ; 
and consequently in this case, the character of the several Priests— 
Adhvaryu and the rest—is accomplished, solely through Capability. 
Just as at the Paurnamasi Sacrifice, even without the Cakhapari- 
vasana, any subtance, that is found capable of removing the Fire- 
embers, comes to be accepted as the ‘Upavésha,’ and the absence 
of the Cakhaparivasana does not create a discrepancy. 

Thus then, just as the case of the sentence ' Yūpasya svarum 
karoti, wil be explained under S&tra IV—ii—6 (that the word 
' karoti, means ' creates’ or ‘produces’ obtains or acquires), so would it 
also be in the case in question, according to the Bhashya (ie. the 


" Varana' and ‘Bharana’ would be explained as equivalent to 
* obtaining’). 


Sutra (34): Objection: ** Tt might be a partial 
alternative.” 


[^ The sentence ‘Seventeen Priests’ may be taken as laying down 
'* the particular number as an optional alternative." ] 


Sutra (39): Reply: It és not so; because all do not form 
the subject of treatment. 

It is in connection with the Vaicvanara-Dvadacakapala that 
we have the declaration of the numbers ‘ Eight, ete. ; and as these 
numbers are not found to be of any direct use in the Actions, 
they can be regarded as referring to the different parts of the number 
( Seventeen") of Priests employed; and they serve the purpose of 
eulogising them. In the case in question however, we do not find 
mentioned any number beyond 'Seventeen, of whieh this number 


as , i om -— Niue dn Nut 
- n : nests” onlyssorves the purpose of reeapi- 
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ADHIKARANA (17) 


[It is only the Brahma, etc., mentioned in the sentences laying 
down the Initiations and the Sacrificial Fees, that make up the 
* Seventeen Priests.’ | 


Siitra (36) : (The number of the Priests) és limited by the 
direct declaration of the sacrificial Fees. 


[With regard to the declaration of ‘Seventeen Priests,’ there 
arises the question as to which are these seventeen. | 
On this question we have the— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


* that, any of the Priests employed at the original Sacrifice may be 
“ taken as making up the ‘ Seventeen.’ ”’ 


SIDDHANTA. 


The number of the Priests is limited by the sentence expressing the 
Co-ordination (of certain Priests with certain factors in the Sacrifice) ; 
and as a matter of fact, we find this Co-ordination, expressed in the 
sentence laying down the order in which the Sacrificial Fees are to be 
paid, pertaining to the Brahma and other Principal Priests, and not to 
be the minor ones, the Camasadhvaryu, etc. Though there may be an 
idea that the well-established character of the Rivik, being referred to, 
cannot be thus limited in its scope,—yet the specific limitation in the 
case in question may be accepted as based upon the particular declar- 
ation of the number ‘Seventeen’; and as this number is found to be 
restricted, by the Veda, to the Brahma, etc., only, we cannot but admit 
that it is these alone that make up the ‘ Seventeen Priests.’ 


Satva (27) : Also because it is the Invitation of these that 
ts laid down, immediately after that of the Master 
has been enjoined, 

We find the sentence * ye rivijasté yajamanak’ showing that the 
two words ' rtvik ^ (Priest) and ‘ Yajamana’ (* Master of the Sacrifice") 
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apply to the same Persons; and then, the rest goes on to speak of 
the Purificatory Rites of Initiation of the Master as pertaining to the 
Brahma. etc.,—by wav of showing the Order in which these are to receive 
their Fees ; and this distinctly shows that the two words are applicable 
to the Seventeen Priests, Brahma and the rest. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the character of the 
‘Rivik’ (i.e. the priestly character) belongs only to such persons as 
are capable of performing the duties of the Brahma, etc., and * perform 
the Sacrifices at particular seasons’; and the basis of the denota- 
tion of the word ‘ Rtvik’ lies in the ‘ performance of sacrifices at 
particular seasons, as done by these persons. Just as though the 
word ‘Go’ (Cow) literally means ‘that which moves’ (‘ gacchatitr 
gauk’), yet its denotation is restricted to that moving thing which 
1s characterised by the Dewlap, etc. Or again, just as the word ‘ Dhayya,’ 
laid down by Panini (Sutra 111—i—129) as an arbitrary form signi- 
fying the Samidhénis, is restricted to these only and not to any other 
verses, even though the etymological meaning of the word (‘ Dhayya’) 
may be found applicable to these latter also,—exactly in the same man- 
ner, in the case in question, it must be admitted that the word * Rtvik ' 
is applicable to the Brahma, etc., alone as performing Sacrifices at 
particular seasons. and not to all that might perform such Sacrifices. 


ADHIKARANA (18). 
[It is the Master that makes the Seventeenth of the Priests: 


Sūtra (38): The seventeenth of the Priests is the Master ; 
because of the similarity of their functions. 


Sixteen of the Priests are found to be mentioned in the sentences 
laying down the Initiations and the Sacrificial Fees ; and it remains to 
be learnt who is the Seventeenth. The persons engaged at the Sacri- 
fice, apart from the aforesaid sixteen, are the Sadasya (the Assembled 
guests), the Yajamana (the Master of the Sacrifice), and the Cama- 
sadhvaryus. As for the Camasadhvaryus however, as there are many 
of them of equal status, we find no grounds for fixing upon any one of 
those as the required Seventeenth. Hence there remains the question 
as to whether the Sadasya or the Master makes the Seventeenth. 

On this question, the PURVAPAKSHA—being that, ‘‘ inasmuch 
* as it is the Sadasya that renders services similar to those rendered by 
“ the other sixteen Priests, in connection with the Sacrifice, it is he 
*' that must be regarded as the Seventeenth,” —we have the following :— 


SIDDHANTA. 
The Master would be the Seventeenth of the Priests. 


Objection : ** In the previous Adhikarana, it has been denied that 
“ the application of the name ‘ Rivik’ is based upon the * performance 
** of sacrifices at particular seasons’; and then, how is it that on 
‘the present occasion, you declare the Master to have the functions 
‘of the Rtvik, on the ground of his performing, like the other Priests, 
‘‘ the Sacrifices at particular Seasons? Then again, inasmuch as 
“we have a distinct originative Injunction of the Sadasya, in the 
“sentence ‘ Sadasyan vrnita,’ we must regard the Sadasya as a dis- 
‘tinct Priest, like the Adhvaryu and the rest (and as such it would 
‘‘ be more reasonable to take the Sadasya as the Seventeenth Priest). 
“Nor could the name ‘ Sadasya’ be taken as applying, etymologically, 
'to the Brahma Priest; because such etymological application is 
“ precluded by the well-known denotation of the word. Nor could 
"the sentence ‘Sadasyam Vrnita’ be taken as an Injunction, or 
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* Reference, of a second Appointment for the Brahma; as in that 
** ease we could have second Appointments of the Adhvaryu and other 
* Priests also. Then again, in all the Recitations, we find that the 
‘* Mantras, laid down as to be recited by the Sadasya, are distinct 
“from those that are laid down for the Brahma; and hence if the 
“ Sadasya were the same as the Brahma, we would have to accept the 
** objectionable fact of the two sets of Mantras being optional alterna- 
“tives. Nor could the mention of the Brahma as the ‘ Sadasya’ 
“be of any use, in the matter of his connection with the Soma-Cup 
“(consequently the Sadasya cannot be the same as Brahma. And 
“lastly, the Sadasya must be one who is found to be capable of 
“ Keeping an eye on the performance; and, through this action of 
* Keeping an eye on it, he can be spoken of as ‘ performing the 
** Sacrifice at particular seasons.’ And further we find that all Sacri- 
* fices appoint the Sadasya separately. For all these reasons it is 
** not right to exclude the Sadasya from the ‘ Seventeen Priests.’ "' 

Reply: We do not exclude the Sadasya from all connection with 
the Sacrifice: all that we mean is that, like the Camasadhvaryu, he 
cannot be called a * Rivik’. The Sadasya is certainly to be appointed 
separately. Nor is the Brahma spoken of as ‘Sadasya.’ But, the 
Sadasya is not spoken of as a ‘ Rivik’;—because though the name 
applies to one who has been appointed and who performs the Sacrifices at 
particular seasons, yet he is not mentioned among the Recipients of 
the Sacrificial Fee, nor in the sentence laying down the Dwadacaha 
Initiation (for Priests). Just as even though the Camasadhvaryus fulfil 
the two conditions of being appointed, and performing the Sacrifice, etc., 
inasmuch as they do not fulfil the other two conditions, they are not 
spoken of as ‘ Rtviks.' 

As for the Master, on the other hand, though he is not appointed , 
yet, inasmuch as he fulfils all the other conditions, it is only right that 
he should be spoken of as a ‘ Rivik.’ 

It has been urged above, that—“ the Sadasya may be spoken 
“of as ‘performing the Sacrifice,’ on the ground of his witnessing 
“it.” But, though it is true that he is formally appointed, yet this is 
done simply in obedience to a direct Injunction to that effect ; and as a 
matter of fact, we find that there is no special function attached 
to him in connection with the Sacrifice, whereby he could be spoken 
of as ‘performing the Sacrifice.’ The mere witnessing is no action 
connected with the actual performance of the Sacrifice; and as such 
that could not be any ground for his being taken as a particular 
‘Performer’ (of the Sacrifice). Hence it must be admitted that, even 
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though we have the Sadasya, it is only right th: 
be spoken of as the Seventeenth * Rivik.’ , 

The Bhashya said something to the effect that thi 
but this must be regarded as a much too swe 
with a view to deny, most emphatically, the 
being a ‘ Rtvik’ ; and much significance cannot be att 
sweeping declaration. 


ADHIKARANA (19). 


[(«) The Adhvaryava and other Actions must be performed by the 
Adhvaryu etc. respectively. (b) The Fire belongs to the Original 
Primary Sacrifice, as well as to the Modifications. | 


Sutra (39): ** The Priests would perform all Actions, 
as they are appointed for that purpose.” As for 
the Fire, that also belongs to all Sacrifices as they 
ave laid down independently by themselves. 


Having dealt with the diversity of Performers, the Bhashya next 
proceeds to deal with the matter of the employment of things being 
governed by Name. [And on this point it raises the question as to 
whether all Actions, in connection with the Sacrifice, that can be done 
by men, are to be done by all the Priests, or there is any restriction 
as to certain Actions being always performed by certain definite Priests, 
—-and also the question as to whether all the functions of Fire are 
to be performed by all the three Sacrificial Fires, or there is a certain 
restriction as to the functioning of these also. | 

On this question, the Bhashya puts forward the Purvapaksha, 
that—“ They would perform all ihe Actions, because etc. etc. [That 
“is to say, when the Priests are appointed, they must be appointed 
“for doing all that can be done by man; and similarly when the 
** Fires are prepared, they must be prepared for performing all the func- 
** tions of the Fire.’’] 

But we do not quite understand whether the question refers to the 
doubt as to the Priests performing only the actions pertaining to the 
Sacrifice or those pertaining to the Sacrificer also, or it refers to that 
as to their performing all actions pertaining to the Sacrifice or all the 
aetions (those pertaining to the Sacrifice as well as those pertaining to 
the Saerificer). Then again, we do not understand whether ‘ all actions’ 
spoken of are those only that are mentioned in connected sentences or 
those that are not so expressly mentioned. 

If the meaning be that the ‘Actions pertaining to the Sacrificer > 
also (are to be performed by the Priests),—that would be wholly in- 
admissible ; inasmuch as the fact of the Appoinimen! and the gift of 
the Priests being laid down in the context of the Sacrifice, distinetly 
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shows that the Priests are appointed only for the sake of those actions 
that pertain to the Sacrifice only ; as has been explained in the Sūtra 
III—iv—15, and also under the Sütra *nirdecadva etc.’ (XII—ii—3). For 
these reasons the expression ‘ sarvarlhah’ cannot be taken as referring 
to the actions pertaining to the Sacrificer. Nor could any actions, that 
are not mentioned in the sentences ‘ Tanpurah Adhvaryurvibhajat ' 
etc., be included among those that are mentioned in these sentences. 
And as for those actions that are not expressly mentioned in such 
sentences, these, being found to be laid down at random anywhere in 
the Veda, could be performed by any persons capable of such perform- 
ance, without restriction ; and as such with reference to these alone the 
Priests may be spoken of as * sarvarthah.’ 

The phrase ‘prayuktatvat’ means—“ because all the actions are 
capable of prompting the appointment of the Priest ; and also because 
all the Priests are capable of performing all the actions ”. 

Says the Bhashya— * sarvam purushakaryam’ ; and this refers to 
those actions which the man is capable of performing, and which he 
would perform, if certain direct declarations had not pointed out 
only some of them as to be performed by him ; and it eannot be taken 
as referring to the Actions pertaining to the man (i.e., those calculated 
to bring about certain results desired by him). 

As for the sacrificial fires, Ahavaniya, etc., any mention of their 
being ‘ sarvartha’ is wholly irrelevant. Nor could it be taken as de. 
clared by the way, because the reason that is given—‘ svakalatvat * is 
not applicable to it. Nor do we fnd any mention, later on, of the reply, 
or the arguments in favour of the reply, to the Pürvapaksha put for- 
ward by the Bhashya in this connection (of the Fires). 

Then again, if the Fires be held to be spoken of as * sarvartha ` 
with reference to the ordinary actions of the world, then, inasmuch as 
this would be fully dealt with under the Satras ‘ viharo laukikana- 
martham sadhayet prabhutvat, (XII—ii—1), and ‘ nirdécadva vaidik- 
anam syat’ (XII—ii—3),—there would be no need of dealing with the 
question in the present connection. Even as regards the mention of 
‘ sarvartha’ being with reference to the fact of the original primary and 
as wellas the subsidiary modifications being for the sake of all those 
functions of the Fire that are laid down in the Veda—that too, having 
been fully dealt with, in connection with the sentence ‘ agnimu pasama- 
dhaya stuvalé, under the Sütras * Vicaye laukikan syat, ete.’ | (VII—iii 
—30), ‘ na vaidikam, ete.’ (VILI—iii—31), and ‘Tathotpaltiretesham, etc.’ 
(VII—iii—32), where ‘ etesham' =‘ of the Dhaishnya Fires,’—should not 
have been discussed on the present occasion. 
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For these reasons, we must take the latter assertion in the Sūtra 
(‘ Agnayacca svakalaivat’) as a declaration of the Siddhanta ; as we 
do not find, in the Sütra, any assertion negativing the one herein 
made. And with a view to this, we explain it in the following manner: 

The fact of the Fires being ‘ sarvartha has been put forward, not 
asa Pürvapaksha, but as a Siddhanta in reply to a Pürvapaksha in- 
ferred from what has been laid down in a Sūtra of another Adhikarana, 
the present Sūtra thus containing two distinct utterances (one from the 
Pürvapaksha and another from the Siddhanta standpoint. Nor does 
* sarvartha’ refer to the functions of the Fire; but it refers to the 
Primary Original and the subsidiary modifications. 

And it is in acccordance with the laws of the Anarabhyavadas 
(Vide ITI—vi—1 ei seg.) as pertaining to the Laying of Fire, that we 
should put forward the Purvapaksha and the Siddhanta in connection 
with the question under consideration;—this question being as to 
whether the Sacrificial Fires belong to the Primary Original Sacrifice 
only, or to all sacrifices. 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 


“The Fires must be regarded as belonging to the Primary Original, 
‘just like all details not laid down in any particular context ;—in 
'* accordance with the Sütra ‘ Prakrtan va dviruktatvat (I1I—vi—2)." 

In reply to this we have the following— 


SIDDHANTA (A). 


The Fires would belong to all the sacrifices, the Primary Original, 
as well as the subsidiary modifications ; because they are laid down in- 
dependently, by themselves. 

Objection : ** But this has been already established under the Sūtra : 
* sarvariham va adhanasya svakalatvat’ (I11—vi—15) [and as such it 
** should not be discussed over again, on the present occasion]. "' 

Reply: The ' sarvartha’ mentioned in the present Sara cannot be 
the same as that spoken of in connection with the Adhana. Because 
if we rested on the former Adhikarana only, such things as the Fire 
in question would appear in accordance with the appearance of those 
things the means whereof is dependent upon something else, and 
not when they would be independent (as in the case in question) ; 
and hence the Sacrificial Fires would belong only to those Darvi-Homas 
that are laid down in their form by the seriptures,—and not to the 
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Sacrifices ; as they would not be enjoined with regard to these. That 
is to say, the Vedic declaration that we have is in the form—‘ yajjuhoti 
tadahavaniye, and not * yadyajéran tadāhavanīyē’ ; and this injunction 
of the Ahavaniya (Sacrificial) Fire must stand in need of some such 
means (for its appearance) as are enjoined, directly or indirectly, in 
such sentences as—‘ yavaccaturavatianjuhoti, ‘ Yad grahan juhoti,’ 
* yaccamasan juhoti, and so forth. And hence in this case, the Laying 
would, in accordance with the Sūtra III—vi—2, come to be recognised 
as appearing, through Implicatory Injunction, along with the Fire itself. 
And it is with a view to this that in Sutra III—vi—16, it has been as- 
serted as a well-established fact that the Fire belongs to the Jshtis. 
So also, with regard to the Caru and Purodacas used at the Modificatory 
Sacrifices, there being no Direct Injunction of the Preparation of the 
offering material, there would be no direct means available for the 
appearance of the Garhapatya Fire ; and hence it becomes necessary to 
seek for the Preparation together with the Garhapatya Fire, to appear 
from out of the Primary Original Sacrifice. 

Thus we have dealt with that portion of the Sutra which refers to 
the Fires; and as for the other (former) portion, embodying the 
Pürvapaksha (B), in regard to the Priests performing all the Actions, 
the reply to it is given in the following Stra, which embodies— 


SIDDHANTA (B) 
[which is put forward in the Bhashya as Adhikarana (20) ]. 


Sittre (40) : There would be restriction of actions (to be 
performed by each Priest); because of the mention of 
names ;—these being mentioned for that purpose, 


Because of the presence of Names (of the Priests and the Actions 
performed by them), there must be a restrietion. "That is to say the 
name ‘ Hoty’ would be wholly useless, if the Priest bearing that 
name did not perform the actions that are named ‘ Hautra’; and 
conversely unless the actions were performed by the Priest called 
* Hoty’ it could not be named ‘ Hautra.’ Consequently, on the ground 
of this Apparent Inconsistency of the Names, we must regard them as 
serving the purpose of pointing out certain actions as to be performed 
by certain persons. 

In this connection some people declare as follows: * The two 
“names (‘ Hoty? and *' Hauira’) are applied independently of each 
“other, to the Performer and the Action respectively, by mere conven- 
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* tion. (aud not through the etymological siguitieation of the words) : 
' and it is by reason of the mere similarity of sounds that the word 
‘t` Hor’ comes to point to the fact of the priest bearing that name 
“~ being the performer of actions bearing the name of ‘ Hautra’ (and not 
“ because of the word < Hautra’ signifying ‘ that which is performed by 
"the Holy Priest’). Because it is only when the relationship (be- 
“tween a certain word and a particular thing) has been previously 
“ established. that it serves as the ground of that word being taken 
‘as the name of that thing; in the case in question, however, we find 
‘that before the recognition of the names, there is no relationship 
“ (between the words ‘ Hoty’ and ‘< Hautra' on the one hand, and 
“the Performer and the Action on the other). 

“That is to say, the word ‘ Hotr ' is not based upon the perform- 
“ance of the Hautra action; because, as in the case of the word 
" * Raja’ (not being based upon the * performance of the Rajyas, kingly 
'"duties"), so in the present case also, we have no declaration (of 
“ Panini) authorising the elimination of the affix (‘an’) and the redupli- 
“ cation of the basic noun (both of which contingencies would be in- 
“volved in the word ‘ Hotr ' being taken as equivalent to * Hautrasya 
“ karla’, the Performer of the Hautra actions). And though in the case 
“of the words ‘ Raja’ and ‘ Rajya,’ the converse holds good,—i.e. 
“< Rajya’ is ‘ Rajfíah Karma, the Duties of the King '—yet that 
‘could not be the case with the words ‘ Hotr’ and‘ Hautra’ ; that is 
“to say, the word ' Hautra' cannot be taken as ‘ Hotuh Karma, the 
* Duties of the Hotr'; because in the case of the word ‘ Rajya’, we 
“ find that there are certain definite actions, such as the protecting of 
* the people and the like, laid down, by Manu ang the other law-givers, 
“as the * Duties of the King,’ and these being known as such, can be 
“ taken as constituting the denotation of the affix in the word ‘ Rajya’ ; 
' while in the case of the word ‘ Hawtra, we find that there is no 
"other means (save that afforded by this name itself) by which we 
“ could recognise the actions, of the Recitation of the Samidhéni verses 
‘and the like, as to be done by the Hotr,—on a recognition whereof 
“we could base the name ‘ Hautra.’ And from all this we conclude 
“that the names cannot serve the purpose of pointing out which 
‘‘ actions are to be performed by which Priests. 

** Question : ‘The words not being taken in their etymological 
‘“ sense, what would be there to point out the fact of certain Actions 
“ being done by particular Priests ? ' 

Answer: We have already explained above that this is done by 
“ the similarity of the words (i.e. the Hautra actions are recognised as 
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“to be performed by the Hoty, simply because there is a similarity 
“ between the words ‘ Hotr’, and ‘ Hautra ')." . | 

Reply: All this is not quite admissible ; because if the word 
‘Hautra’ be not taken as signifying ‘ the Duties of the Hofr,' then, in- 
asmuch as, even without the signification of any such relationship as 
that of the Performer and the Action (between the Hoty and the 
Hautra), the Names would be capable of pointing out the performance, 
by means of the conventional meanings of the words, based upon 
the similarity of sounds between them; and as such, there would be 
no Apparent Inconsisteney that could lead to the assumption of a 
Direct Declaration to the effect. Then again, the mere similarity of 
sounds between two words does not always point to any relationship 
(between their denotations); e.g. in the case of the words * Cala >° 
(house) and * Mala’ (garland); as we shall show, later on, that there 
is no relationship between the Rathantara and the Kanvarathantara 
(though the two words resemble each other.) 

It has been argued above that—“ the word * Rajya’ is used only 
when the King (‘ Raja’) has become connected with certain definite 
duties." But this is not so ; as in that case, the relationship (of the 
word ‘ Rajya’ with its denotation) would come to have a beginning 
(and this would be contradictory to what has been said, in the Tarka- 
pada, in regard to the eternality of this relationship). Consequently, 
it must be admitted that, what happens in the case of the word * Rajya’ 
is that its relationship with its denotation is eternal, and this eternal 
relationship is recognised from the scriptures, and when we come to 
comprehend the correctness of ihe form of the word, we explain the 
word ‘ Rajya’ after the word ‘ Raja’ has been explained (the former 
being explained as ' Rajiiah karma’); and as such it comes to be 
taken in its etvmological sense ; and hence even though the significa. 
tion of the word ‘ Rajya,’ is thus spoken of as based upon that of 
‘ Raja, yet inasmuch as this basis too is eternal, the said relationship 
does not lose its eternal character ;—exactly in the same manner, inas- 
much as in the word ‘ Hautra,’ we find the vowel-sound of the first 
letter broadened (from ‘6’ into * au’), we come to explain it as formed 
from the word ‘hoty’ with the affix ‘an,’ in accordance with the 
Suira * lasyedam karma’ [and this does not affect the eternality of the 
word and its denotation]. 

Question: “ But by what means is it known that that particular 
Action constitutes the Duty of that Person ? " 

Answer: Krom the presence of the names (‘ Hoir’ and * Hautra’) 
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we shall infer the existence of a Text to the effect (that the Actions 
called * Hautra’ constitute the Duty of the Priest called * Hotr ’). 

Objection : ** Under the circumstances, there would be a mutual 
* interdependence ; the Text being assumed from the Names, and the 
“ application of the Names being based upon the Text declaring the 
“ fact of the actions as to be performed by a particular Priest. 

Reply : That does not affect our case; because the Names are 
distinctly perceived to be applicable (to the Actions and the Performer); 
and when we come to look into the basis of their application, we find 
that they could not stand in need of a basis for their application, simply 
because of their having been previously applied (to the Action and the 
Performer); and as we do not find any other basis for this, we con- 
clude that there must be a Text to the effect that ‘the action called 
Hautra is tc be done by the Hotr ' ; we have explained above that the 
assumption of such Texts is made in this manner, even in the case of 
Indicative Force and the rest; and thus there is no mutual inter- 
dependence in the case in question. 

Objection : ‘‘ In that case, the present case will have been dealt 
** with under the Sara * Akhya caivantadarthatvat’ (ILI—iii—13) (and 
“ as such it should not have been discussed over again, on the present 
* occasion )." 

Reply : True, it has been dealt with on the former occasion ; but 
on that occasion we did not discuss the question of the contradietion or 
non-contradiction of Name with Direct Declaration, etc. In the present 
Adhikarana, however, we find that Capability and Context indicate 
the fact of all the Actions being performed by all the Priests promis- 
cuously,—while the Names show that certain actions are to be per- 
formed by particular Priests only,—so that there is a seeming contra: 
diction between these two (Context and Name); and this contradiction 
is explained away in the manner shown above. Or, it may be that the 
present Discussion has been introduced on the present occasion, simply 
by way of an introduction to the following Adhikarana ; and hence it 
eannot. be regarded as a mere useless repetition. 


207 


ADHIKARANA (21). 


[In certain cases we have to reject the indication of Names, as to the 
particular Priest performing a certain action. } 


Sūtra (41): The Action is spoken of as to be performed 
in accordance with the Direct Injunction and the 
Specific Name. 


[The question being as to whether the conclusion arrived at in 
the foregoing Adhikarana, is to be accepted as universal—the Pūrva- 
paksha is that it is so; and on this we have the following Siddhania. | 

A specific Name, like a specific Direct Injunction, is much quicker 
in its operation than a common Name; and as such sets aside the 
indications of this latter. 


Sutra (42): Such too are the Indications. 


The sentence that the Bhashya quotes as affording the Indications 
spoken of, is—‘ Yatra hotuk prataranuvakamanubruvata etc.’; but this 
indicates the performance of actions by certain Priests as pointed out by 
a Common Name; and hence we should look out for another sentence 
that could afford the Indications as to the performance being pointed 
out by Specific Names. 


ADHIKARANA (22).. 


[The Anuvacana (Recitation) and the Praisha (Direction) are to be 
done conjointly, by the Maitravaruna Priest | 


Sūtra (43): ** 41 Reciting and all Directing is to be done 
“by the Muitravarwna, because of the Direct In- 
‘junction to that effect.” 

It having been established that the indications of Name are set 
aside by Direct Injunction, we now proceed to consider the question, 
as to whether they are set aside wholly, or only partially. 

In connection with the Jyotishtoma, we find the sentence-—' Tasman 
Maitravarunah preshyali canucaha ca’; and with a view to show the 
exact place where the sentence occurs, the Bhashya mentions the 
‘Agnishomiya.’ The two actions spoken of in this sentence (i.e. 
Reciting and Directing) are found to be named ‘ Adhvaryava’ and 
' Hautra’ respectively ; and these names distinctly indicate the fact of 
all Reciting being done by the Adhvaryu, and all Directing being done by 
the Hoír; whereas we find the sentence quoted directly laying down 
that these two actions are to be done by the Maitravaruna Priest. 
And hence there arises the question as to whether this Direct Injunc- 
tion rejects the Indications of the two Names, with regard to all 
Recitings and Directings, or only with regard to only a few of these. 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Inasmuch as we find the sentence distinctly laying down the 
“ Maitravaruna with reference to the Reciting and the Directing, 
“no significance can be attached to the words expressing the fact 
“ of the two actions appearing conjointly; as all that the word ‘ca’ 
* expresses is that the two actions might be dealt with conjointly, or 
“ separately (one following in the wake of another), and not that they 
** qualify, or are dependent upon, each other,—these two facts being 
" always expressed bv means of compounds; nor do we find any 
** grounds for taking one of them as following in the wake of another ; 
“ as both are found to be equally important; and hence it must be 
“ admitted that both should be done. And as this would be possible, 
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* even in the case of all the Hecitings and Directings being done 
“ separately, we conclude that, inasmuch as the sentence makes the 
‘ declaration in a general form, it must be taken as pertaining to all 
** Recitings and Directings."' 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (44): The Direct Injunction would apply to the 
case of the (Reciting of the) Peronuvakya only; be- 
cause of this letter being accompanied by the Direc- 
tive words. 


The sentence in question could not apply to all Recitings and 
Directings ; it must be taken as applying to the Reciting of the 
Puronuvakya verses only; as it is only these verses that end with 
certain Directive words; and it is in connection with these verses that 
we find the Direct Injunction under consideration.—‘ Tasman maitra- 
varunah etc. And the Puronuvakya verses ending in Directive words 
are found in the section of ‘Hautra’ Actions; and hence, on account 
of this name ‘ Hautra,’ they would be recognised as to be recited by 
the Hoir only (and hence it is with regard to these verses alone that 
the sentence in question sets aside the indications of the Name). 

At the end of the Puronuvakya verses, we find the word ‘yaja’ 
(‘ Sacrifice,’ in the Imperative),—and this sacrificing is found to belong, 
by Implication, to the Adhvaryu, in connection with subsidiary modifi- 
cations of the Jshii—sacrifices. And as regards the Soma-sacrifices, 
the word ‘yaja’ is precluded (from the Adhvaryu), as shown under 
Sūtra IlI—viii—22, and relegated to the Maitravaruna, as shown 
under Sutra 'Tesham yato vige-shah syat' (lII—viii—21). Or, inas- 
much as the Directing person would do both (the Reciting and the 
Directing), we could take the Maitravaruna to be the person directed, 
in accordance with the law to be explained later on (vide Sutras TTI— 
viii—22 et. seq.) ; and in that case the Directing would be done by the 
Holr himself. Similarly, inasmuch as with regard to the Adhvaryu 
we find a distinct Directive word laid down in the sentence-—-' Adh- 
varyoh praishyah etc.’,—we must preclude the word ‘yaja’ from all 
connection with him ; and hence in this case, i& would come to belong 
to the Pratiprasthatr Priest. As for the other Resitings and Directings 
(than those dealt with above), inasmuch as the partieular persons 
who are to perform them are already known, they do not stand in 
need of any Injunctions with regard to their performers; and as such 
the Injunction with regard to the Maitravaruna Priest cannot apply 
to them. 
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As for the Puronuvakyas however, they are to partake of the 
nature of both (Recitation and Direction), on account of their ending 
with Directive words; but even then, their recitation constituting a 
single action. they could not be performed by more than one person ; 
consequently they become precluded from all connection with the Hotr 
as well as the Adhvaryu (with whom they are connected by the names 
* Adhvaryava and ‘Hautra,’ the former belonging to the portion made 
up of the Directive words, and the latter to the Mantra-portion) ; 
and as such they stand in need of an Injunction as to the Priest who 
should do their recitation ; and then, on account of the close proximity 
(of the mention of these) to the Injunction of Maitravaruna (in the 
sentence in question),—it is only right that we should accept the 
Maitravaruna as the person who should recite the Puronuvakya verses 
(and also address the Directive words accompanying them). 

And in this manner, the word ‘ca’ also (in the sentence) comes to 
be taken in its direct sense of the concomitance (or accruing together) 
of the two actions of Reciting and Directing,— which is possible in the 
case of the Puronuvakya verses only; as it is only these that are 
found to end in Directive words also. But it does not follow from 
this that the Directive words ‘ Praishya’ and the rest also belong to 
the Maitravaruna himself. 


Stra (45): Also because we find the Hotr mentioned 
in connection with the Prataranuvaka (the Morning 
Recitation ). 

[As a matter of fact, we find a distinct Injunction laying down the 
fact of the Morning Recitation being done by the Hoty Priest ; and 
this would be contradictory to the sentence 7'asmat, etc., if this latter 
were taken as laying down all Recitations as to be done by the 
Maitravaruna Vriest. This contradiction is avoided by taking this 
latter sentence as laying down the Recitation of the Puronuvakya 
verses only as to be done by the Maztravaruna.| 


ADHIKARANA (23). 
[The Camasa-Homa should be done by the Adhvargyu.) 


Stitra (46): “ The Camasa-Homa should be done by the 
< Caumasaudhvaryus,—because of their Name.” 


[With regard to the Camasadhvaryu Priests, there arises the 
question as to whether the offering of the Cups in Homa is to be done 
by these or by the Adhvaryu. ] 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“ All that is done by means of the Cups, are the actions of—(1) 
“ Unnayana (Fetching of the Soma), (2) Asadana (keeping of the Soma), 
“ (3) Homa, and so forth and though there is a likelihood of every one 
** of these actions being relegated to the Adhvaryu,—yet on account 
“ of the specific name (that is given to the Camasadhvaryu Priests, we 
“ cannot but conclude that all these actions are to be done by these 
** latter.” 

SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (41): The Adhvaryu should do them; because of 
the Law relating to the Adhvaryu. 


The indications of the generic Name are set aside by those of the 
specific one, only when the latter operates independently of the former, 
As a matter of fact, however, we find that the name * Camasadhvaryu ’ 
only denotes the fact of the persons thus named acting like the 
Adhvaryu (with regard to the Cups), (and so this name is not indepen- 
dent of the ‘ Adhvaryu.) And under the circumstances, if the Adh- 
varyu were not to perform the Homa, the other Priests performing it 
would not be ‘ acting’ like the Adhvaryu ; in fact it would be only by not 
performing the Homa that they would be acting like him. While if the 
Adhvaryu perform the Homa, then it might happen that on certain 
occasions, the Adhvaryu being otherwise engaged, the Homa might be 
done by others, who would thus come to be acting like the Adhvaryu. 


Hence it must be admitted that the Homa is performed by the 
Adhvaryu. 
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Satya (48): Also because of other Priests being spoken of 
in connection with the Cups. 


[We have the sentence—' camasanccamasadhvaryavé prayacchati. 
tan sa vashatkartre harati, which shows that it is some other Priest, 
who, having performed the Homa out of the Cups, hands over these 
Cups to the Camasadhvaryu|. Because the sentence distinctly speaks 
of the Camasadhvaryu as the person carrying the Cups to the Vashat- 
karty Priest; and as a matter of fact, the Cups could be carried to this 
latter for no other purpose than that of eating the Remnants contained 
in the Cups; thus then, inasmuch as there could be no eating of that 
out of which no Homa had been offered, it is clear that the person 
handing over the Cups in the first instance for eating, must be the same 
that performed the Homa ; and as the Camasadhvaryus would be en- 
gaged in the mere holding of the Cups handed over to them (by the 
person who has offered the Homa),—the sentence must be taken as 
showing that the Homa is offered by some one other than the Camasa- 
dhvaryu ; and this can be no other than the Adhvaryu Priest. 


Sutra (49): It is only in cases where the Adhvaryu 
would be unable to perform the Homa, that the 
Camasadhvaryus could be recognised as his sub- 
stitutes. 


[It is the fact of their acting in place of the Adhvaryu, upon which 
the name * Camasddhvaryu’ is based.| 
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ADHIKARANA (24). 
[The Cyéna and the Vajapéya are performed by many Priests. ] 


Sūtra (80): ** On account of the Vedic Injunction (Name), 
'é —even, im cases where the actions happen to be 
‘mentioned in different Sections of the Vedas, —they 
“ should be done in accordance with the Injunctions, 
‘Sas in the previous case.” 

[We have the Cyéna sacrifice laid down in the section on ‘ Audgatra,’ 
and the Vajapéya in the section on ‘ Adhvaryava ;’ and with regard to 
these there arises the question as to whether all e in connection 
with the Cyéna are to be done only by the Udgatr Priest, and those in 
connection with the Vajapeya by the Adhvaryu odi or, in both cases, 
they should be done by the several Priests.] 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


* [t has already been explained, under Sutra I1J—iii—9, that the 

“ subsidiaries are always named after that section of the Veda in which 

* their Primary Original is found to be laid down. Consequently, all 

t actions laid down as to be performed in connection with the Cyéan 

ý MINE to be done by the Udgatr Priest only (as they would be named 

‘ Audgatra’ on account of their Primary, the Cyéna being laid down 
“in the Audgatra section of the Veda). 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (51): Because of its taking in the details of the 
Primary Original, the Action, along with its Sub- 
sidiaries, should be done, as connected with its own 
accessory details, as laid down by the (Implicatory) 
Injunctions ; specially as (the particular performer 
is) not distinctly indicated (by the Name), its in- 
dication can be accepted only in cases ( where there 
are no Injunctions to the contrary). 


It has been shown before, and will also be shown later on, that 
the sentence, assumed as injunctive of the performance of the Sacrifice 
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as one complete whole, is always weaker, in its authority, than the 
Implieatorv Injunction (' Prakrttvad Vikrtiti ^) ; because the former 
appears long after this latter. Then, as a matter of fact, we find that 
the Name (‘ Audgatra’) of the Primary would apply to the Subsidiaries 
only through the said assumed sentence; and even though this is 
directly perceptible, yet it is weaker than the (inferred) Implicatory 
Injunction. Because until the Subsidiaries are laid down by this 
latter Injunetion, whose performer would the said assumed sentence 
point out ? (Hence being preceded by the Implicatory Injunction, 
the assumed sentence becomes very much weaker in authority). Then 
again. as soon as the subsidiaries are laid down, they are always recog- 
nised as having a particular Performer, and as such they do not stand in 
need of any mention of their Performer ; and hence there is nothing 
that the name (‘ Audgatra ") could do for them. Nor is it possible, in 
the present case, to take the name as setting aside what has been pre- 
viously pointed out; because inasmuch as it is necessary for the 
Name to assume a corroborative Direct Declaration, it is very much 
farther removed from its objective than the Implicatory Injunction ; 
specially as we have already explained above that only those means of 
knowledge that have their basis duly ascertained, can set aside what. 
has been laid down before and not those whose basis has still got to 
be ascertained. 

For these reasons we conclude that, on account of its taking up 
the aecessories of the Primary, by the fact of the Injunction, the 
Action (Cyéna) should, like the Jyotishtoma, be performed by many 
Priests. Though at the Primary Original also, multiplicity of Per- 
formers is due to the Names (‘ Hotr' and the rest), yet, inasmuch as 
in this case, the relationship of these Performers with the performance 
is duly ascertained, the Indication of Name is accepted to be as 
. authoritative as Direct Declaration itself. 

As for those details mentioned in connection with the Cyena which 
do not belong to the Primary Original, the performer of these would be 
pointed out bv the Name of the Primary Sacrifice. It is with a view 
to this that the Sūtra adds—' Avyaktah Cese. That is to say, in 
the case of such Details, inasmuch as the relationship to any particular 
Performer has yet got to be assumed, it is ‘ not clear’; and as such 
this could apply to actions other than those with regard to which this 
relationship has already been ascertained. 

But we do not find any case that would be quite amenable to this 
law. As for the case of the ‘ Kantakavitodana’ etc., cited in the 
Bhashya, it would be natural to ask whether thev are mentioned in the 
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section of the Veda named after the Primary Saerifice, or in a wholly 
different section. If the former, then, in that case, their Performer 
would be pointed out by tbe Name, and not through the Primary Saeri- 
fice. If the latter, then, even though this would be directly applicable, 
yet it would be set aside by the former more authoritative specific 
Name. If the aid of the Law of the Primary and Secondary (Sutra 11Y— 
iii—9) be called in, then the Stotra-Castra ot the Jyotishtoma, being sub- 
ject to the name ‘ Adhvaryava’ would come to be done by the Adhvaryu 
(which would not be desirable). Nor have we, in this connection, at 
our disposal the explanation that was given in regard to the sentence 
* Mandram pratahsavané, etc’ (Vide, I1I—1i—26). 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Names of the 
subsidiaries are not set aside by the Primary. Because the Name of 
the subsidiary is due to its uniform relationship to the Performer, —and 
as such, is not caught hold of by the Primary. Nor is it possible-for 
the subsidiaries to bear, through the Primary, the names of * Adh- 
varyava, etc. Nor again is it possible for the Primaries to be related 
to such names as ‘ Adhvaryava’ and the like; because the operation 
of such names rests in the accessory detail of the Performer. And 
that Name which is not operative in connection with the Primaries— . 
how could that Name apply to the subsidiaries through those Primaries ? 
As for such names as ‘Rgveda’ and the like, these are compatible, 
with regard to the Primaries as well as to the Subsidiaries ; because these 
names are based upon the fact of those Actions being ‘ done by means 
of these (Rgveda), etc.’ and this fact being capable of being enjoined 
by the assumed sentence laying down the performance of the Action 
as a whole, it is quite possible for these Names to apply to the Subsi- 
diaries also (as these are also included in that sentence). As for the 
names ‘ Adhvaryava’ and the like, however, these are based upon the 
fact of the sentences mentioning these Actions being found in those 
sections of the Veda ; and as such they would apply precisely in accord- 
ance with the actual mention of the Actions (and as such they could not 
apply to the Primaries and the Subsidiaries alike). Nor is there any 
thing objectionable in the acceptance of the Law of the (Primary and 
the Secondary) (Sutra 11I—iii—9) in the present connection. 

Then as for the Kantakavitodana, etc., they should be taken as 
having their originative Injunctions in the same Veda (as the Primaries) ; 
and hence with regard to these, the declaration,  Avyaktah Céshé,’ 
becomes quite justifiable. 

Nor is it absolutely neccessary that it is only that Name which 
comes through the Primary, that can be accepted (in connection with 
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the Subsidiaries) ; because as these names would have their require- 
ments fulfilled all the same, there would be nothing incompatible in their 
being accepted, or not accepted, directly, with regard to the subsidia- 
ries themselves (without the intervening agency of the Primary). 
Consequently, it must be admitted that the Name is operative towards 
the pointing out of such accessories only as are distinct from those 
belonging to the Primary (the subsidiaries having their needs supplied 
either directly, by themselves, or indirectly, through the Primary). 


Thus ends the Seventh Pada of Adhvaya ITI. 


aen A ut er Bee 


E RUD y AYA III. 
PADA VIII. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 
[The Purchase is to be done by the Master.] 


Stra (1): The Pwrchese (of the Priest's Services) «s to be 
done by the Muster; as the sacrifice is performed for 
his sake. 

By way of an exception to the Indications of Name, we proceed to 
take up the following question: ‘Is the Purchase to be done by the 
Adhvaryu and the other Priests, on account of its being mentioned in 
the Adhvaryava and other sections of the Veda,—or is it to be done 
by the Master of the Sacrifice?’ And the Siddhanta represented in the 
Sutra: ` Anyo và syat parikrayamnanat’ (II E—vii—20) could be possible 
only after the Sidhhanta of the present Adhikarana has been fully 
established. 

On the above question we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“What should be done by the Master is that he should have 
“ recourse to some such ordinary method (as imploration etc.) as 
* would induce the Adhvaryu to effect the purchase of the services of 
“ the other Priests, with the property of the Master; and in this way 
‘alone could we justify the name of ‘ Adhvaryava (of the section in 
* which the Purchase is laid down).’’ 
In reply to this, we have the following— 


SIDDHANTA. 

An ordinary wordly method can have had recourse to, only in a 
case where no other Vedic method is available ; in the case in question, 
inasmuch as we have the distinct Vedic method of giving the Sacrifi- 
cial Fee, why should recourse be had to the worldly methods of (winning 
the co-operation of the Adhvaryu) ? 
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That is to say, it is only through his having purchased the services 
of all the other Priests, that the Master has been shown to be the 
actual ‘ Performer ’ of the sacrifice, and if he were not to do even the 
Purchase of the others’ services, then (all other actions being performed 
by the Priests), he would not be the ‘ Performer’ of any action. It 
might be argued that he would acquire that character by having re- 
course to certain ordinary worldly methods. But that could not be. 
Because in the absence of a Direct Declaration to the contrary, we can- 
not set aside the fact of the Master himself being the ‘ Performer.’ 
And hence it must be admitted that the Purchase is to be done by the 
Master himself. 


Sūtra (2): It could be done by others, only in cases 
where we would have a direct declaration to that 
effect. 


In the sentence ‘ etam ishtakam upadadhyat satruvarandadyat, the 
Parasmaipada ending in ‘ Upadadhyat’ distinctly shows that the action 
referred to in this is not to be done by the Master (the enjoyer of its 
Result) ; and hence from this it follows that the ‘ giving of gifts ° here- 
in laid down is to be done by the Priest. But if the Priest does this 
work, on account of his services having been purchased by the Master, 
by a method laid down in the scriptures, then in this case also, we have 
the Master himself as the ‘ performer’ (indirect) of the action (of the 
giving of gits); if however the Priest refuses to do it, for the payment 
he has received for doing the other actions, then it becomes necessary 
for the Master to have recourse to the ordinary worldly methods (for 
securing his necessary co-operation). 


LOO OO ON NN Ne aml 


ADHIKARANA (2). 
[The Purificatory Rites of Shaving, ete., pertain to the Master. ] 


Stra (3): * All purificatory rites resting upon the 
“capability of Man (to undergo them), they should be 
“done just like the Sacrifice, in accordance with the 
“name of the particular section of the Veda in 
** which they are laid down.” 


[In this connection we find laid down the Shaving of the Head and the 
Beard, the Cleaning of the Teeth, andthe Bathing. And with regard to 
these there arises the question as to whether these are to be done by 
the Adhvaryu, or by the Master. And on this question we have the 
following—] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


** Inasmuch as without these purificatory rites, the Priest would 
** not be a perfect Performer,—it must be admitted that they should 
* be done by the Adhvaryu, in accordance with the Name, * Adhvar- 
‘yava, of that section of the Veda, in which we find the Injunctions 
“ of the Rites in question." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (4): They belong to the Master; as their principal 
effect consists of the enabling of the Master (to ex- 
perience the Result); just as the Principal Action (of 
giving away belongs to the Master. 


Inasmuch as these Rites tend principally to the bringing about 
of a capability in the Man, they must be regarded as belonging to the 
Master. It isonly when the Performer is looked for as a secondary factor 
that the Name is accepted as indicating which action should be done 
by which Person. As for the Master however, we find that he has been 
indubitablv recognised as the Principal Performer (of the Sacrifice). 
Nor are the Rites in question meant to create in him the character of 
the Performer; this character is found to be possible even without 
these. Then what is not duly accomplished, without the due perform- 
ance of these Rites, is the Final Result of the Sacrifice. Then again, 
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as for the result accruing to the Priests, which consists of the obtain- 
ing of the Sacrificial Fee,—we find that this is duly accomplished, even 
without a performance of the Rites in question. But as for the Result 
accruing to the Master, we find that this is not duly accomplished, 
unless the Rites are duly performed. For this reason it must be ad- 
mitted that these should be performed by the Master; just as the 
Principal Actions, being calculated to lead to certain results desired by 
Man, are performed by the Waster (and not by the Priests who perform 
only those Actions that are calculated to help in the performance of the 
Sacrifice). | 

Then, inasmuch as these Rites belong to the Master, exaetly in 
the same form in which they are done in ordinary life,—it cannot be 
held that the Adhvaryu is to get hold of the tooth-brush, and clean the 
teeth of the Master And as for the shaving of the Head and Beard, 
these are always done by the Barber; and the Master is spoken of as 
its ‘ Performer’ simply because it is he who directs the Barber to do 
it; and hence in this case also, there js no chance of the Razor being 
held by the Adhvaryu. 


~ 


Sutra (5): Also because of the mention (being in that 
form). 


Inasmuch as in the case of the Action being one that is done by 
the Adhvaryu, we have the Injunction in the Parasmaipada form —e.g. 
‘ tamabhyanakti,’—whenever we find one in the Atmanépada we cannot 
but conclude that the action is meant to be performed by the Master 
himself, 


Sutra (6): Because the action is spoken of as subser. 
vient to the Person (it cannot be regarded as having its 
performer pointed out by the Name, assigned in Stra 3). 


It has been argued above that—‘‘ like other actions. these Rites 
would have their Performer marked out by the Name of the Vedic 
section in which they are found to be mentioned." But such a name 
can serve the purpose of pointing out the Performer, where the Injunc- 
tion stands in need of the mention of one ; and the need is found to be 
present only in the case of those Actions, for the performance whereof 
the services of the Priests are engaged ; as this engaging (Purchase) of 
services is done with a view to making the Performer subservient (to 
the Main Action), and not with a view to a purification of him, With 
a view to this, it is said—' In ihe case of the actions of shaving,’ etc., 
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that is to say, in the case of these actions, we find that the action is 
mentioned as subservient to the Person, and as such their Performer, 
being already marked out, if we were to assume their relationship 
with other Persons, this would have to be assumed without the Actions 
standing in need of any such relationship; while in the case of the 
actions that are spoken of as the principal factor, such relationship is 
already established by the fact of the Injunction standing in need 
of the mention of the Performer. 


Stra (T): Also because of the Rites being laid down 
with reference to the resultant Apitrva. 


Inasmuch as the Purificatory Rites are laid down with reference 
to the resultant A pürva of the Principal Action, they must belong to the 
Master ; as it is only when belonging to the Master that they could be 
taken up by the A pürva ; because this latter is most intimately related 
to the Master. Or, for the sake of the accomplishment of the Apirva, 
the Rites must belong to the Master. 


Sutra (8): They could not be regarded as belonging 
equally to both (the Master and the Priests); because 
of dissimilarity. 

Objection : * By the above reasonings the Rites are found to be- 
** long to the Master ; while by Name, they are shown to belong to the 
* Priests ; and hence we could take them as belonging to both; as 
“ there would be no incongruity in this. Specially as the Rites being 
“purely purificatory, and as such of a secondary character, there 
** would be no incongruity in their being repeated (performed over and 
* over again), with reference to each principal factor (of the Persons, 
** the Master and the Priests).”’ 

The Reply to this is as follows: This cannot be; because of all 
aetions in connection with the Sacrifice, there are some that have to be 
performed by the Master himself, while the rest are to be got done by 
him, through the Priests engaged for the purpose. Even if the Purifi- 
eatory Rites were performed by the Adhvaryu, etc., inasmuch as 
they would in that case be incapable of being done by Purchase (of 
services), they would neither be done by the Master himself, nor got 
done, by him, through the hired services of others; and as such 
they would cease to be auxiliaries to the Sacrifice. Consequently 
they cannot be regarded as belonging equally to the Priests and the 
Master. 
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ADHIKARANA (3). 
[The Penances are to be done by the Master.] 


Sutra (9): The Penance also (belongs to the Master) ; 
because it és done for the sake of a particular re- 
sult ; just as in ordinary life. 


[In connection with Sacrifices, we find certain penances laid 
down,—e.g. ‘should not eat for two days’ ‘for three days,’ and so 
forth ; and with regard to these there arises the question, as to whether 
these are to be done by the Priests, or by the Master. And on this 
question we have the following—]. 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


‘ As the doing of Penances is always painful (and is not de- 
‘ sirable for its own sake), the person doing it must be regarded as the 
“ subservient factor; and as such it must be accepted as pointed out 
“by the Name (of the Vedic section in which they are found to be 
* mentioned).”’ 

In reply to this we have the following— 


SIDDHANTA. 

Inasmuch as, like the Purificatory Rites, the Penances also 
serve the purpose of creating a capability of experiencing the Results 
of Actions,—and as the unobstructed capability that has to be created 
is that of the Master, and not that of the Priests,—they must be re- 
garded as to be done by the Master. - 

Capability, in all cases, is of two kinds: one that removes un- 
desirable qualities, and another that brings about fresh desirable ones. 
As a matter of fact we find that Purificatory Rites belong to the latter 
category, while Penances belong to the former: Whoever sets about 
performing the Jyotishtoma and other sacrifices is bound to have, in 
himself, certain undesirable qualities, due to his having, either in the 
present or in past lives, done something sinful, in the shape of the neg- 
lect of his necessary duties, and the performance of prohibited actions. 
And if these are not removed they would surely bring about results 
contrary to the accomplishment of the Final Result of the Sacrifice ; 
and hence they would obstruct the fulfilment of this Result, even 
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though the sacrifice may be performed perfectly, without any discre- 
pancies. And consequently, the Sacrifice stands in need of some agency 
for the removal of these obstacles. And then, inasmuch as we find 
the Penances laid down in the same Context, we must regard these as 
according some aid to the Sacrifice And the aid accorded by them is 
taken, on the grounds of Mutual need, Proximity and Capability, to be 
in the form of the removal of the aforesaid undesirable qualities. 

Specially as the Penances bring some pain to the Performer, 
it can, by that Pain, set aside the aforesaid sins that tend to obstruct the 
accomplishment of the Apurva. Just as the slight pain, caused by 
the performance of the Expiatory Rite, is accepted, on the ground of 
Direct Declarations to that effect, to set aside the Adharma (sin) tend - 
ing towards the bringing of much greater pain;— so in the same 
manner, we could also have in the case in question (the Pain caused by 
the Penances setting aside the sins tending to obstruct the realisation 
of the sacrificial Apürva). 

As for those Penances that are laid down distinctly as accessories 
to sacrifices, or as leading to desirable results,--inasmuch as it is not 
necessary for them to accomplish any other results,—and as there is 
no need of the removal of any obstacles,--they must be regarded as 
leading to such desirable results as Heaven and the like. But those 
that are laid down by way of Expiatory Rites, can lead to no other 
tesult, save the removal of the obstructing Sin. And so all the Pen- 
ances cannot be regarded of one and the same form and character. 


Sutra (10): The subsequent declaration also is to the 
same effect. 


In continuation of the Injunction of the Penances, we have the 
declaration ‘atha medhyatamah" (‘he becomes capable of performing 
excellent sacrifices’); and this mention of the ‘ capability of perform- 
ing sacrifices’ must be regarded as pointing to the fact of the Pen- 


ances being performed by the Master (who is the actual Performer of 
Sacrifices). 


Sūtra (11): They could be done by others, when there 
would be a direct declaration to that effect. 


As in the case of the ' giving of gifts, in the foregoing Adhi- 
karana, so in the present case also we have the distinct declaration of 
‘the Priests fasting’: and in view of this Direct Declaration. this 
particular Penance of Fasting cannot but be regarded as to be done 
by the Priests. 


ADHIKARANA (4). 
[The ‘ Red Turban’ etc., belong to all the Priests. | 


Sūtra (12): Inasmuch «s they are Accessory Details, 
(secondary factors) their performance could not be 
regulated by the Name 0f the Vedic section in which 
they happen to be mentioned. 


[Some people explain this Sūtra, as shown in the Bhashya, as 
embodying a reply to the assertion that the Penances should be done 
by persons indicated by the names of the Vedic sections in which they 
happen to be mentioned.] 

But as this reply has already been given in Sütra (6), the 
Bhashya proceeds to give another explanation. There are certain de- 
tails which, though having the character of Purificatory Rites, are 
distinctly laid down as pertaining to the Priests,——e.g., the * Red Tur- 
ban for the Priests ’ (at the Gyéna) the ‘ golden necklaces for the Priests ' 
(at the Vajapéya) ; and with regard to these there arises the question 
as to whether these belong to the particular Priest indicated by the 
Names of the Vedic sections in which they happen to be mentioned 
or to all of them. 


And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The ‘Red Turban’ etc., are found mentioned in particular 
“ sections of the Veda, named the ‘ Audgatra’ etc. ; and as such, even 
"though they are Purificatory in their nature, yet, inasmuch as they 
'* are done to the Priests, in accordance with the Direct Declaration 
“ © Lohitoshnisha Rivijah’), they cannot but be regarded as having their 
"^ performers marked out by the Name (of the Vedic section in which 
“ they are laid down)." 


SIDDHANTA. 


The amenability of such accessories as those in question being set 
aside by the fact of their being distinctly purificatory in their nature, 
the Declaration, by which they would be transferred (from the Master) 
to the Priests, would also connect them with all of them. That is to 
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say all that the sentence ‘ Lohitoshnisha Rtvijah’ does is to lay down 
the ‘Red Turban‘ with reference to the Priests; and as such there 
would be no incongruity in these being repeated with each of the Priests, 
in accordance with the Law of the Repetition of the Secondary with 
each Primary ; and hence the presence of the ‘Red Turban’ with all 
the Priest could not be set aside by the Indication of the Name (of the 
Vedic section in which the sentence occurs). And hence there could be 
no restriction as to the Details in question belonging to any particular 
Priest only. 


Wa m T a ur a A N A 


ADHIKARANA (5). 
[The Desire for Rain belongs to the Master. | 


Sutra (13): The Desire also (belongs to the Master); as 
itis he who is related to the purpose served by the 
Sacrifice. 

[In connection with the Jyotishtoma we find the sentence—‘ Y ad? 
kamayet varshét parjanyak nicaissado minuyat;’ and with regard to 
this there arises the question as to whether ‘ Desire for Rain’ pertains 
to the Master or to the Priest. | 

As the desire for the Principal Result is definitely ascertained ,— 
(1) on account of the Atmanépada ending in * Yajeta, (2) on account of 
co-extensiveness, and (3) because of the Atmanépada affix in Adadhita, — 
as belonging to the same Person who performs the Principal Action ; 
hence what remains doubtful is only the particular person to whom the 
Desire for the Minor Result belongs ; and on this question we have the 
following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


* 'The Desire for Minor Results, such as those mentioned in con- 
* nection with the Sadomana, are pointed out—-by the Parasmaipada 
'* * affix in ‘minuyat’—as belonging to the same person who does the 
‘‘ Sadomana ; and hence there can be no doubt as to that person being 
“pointed out by the name (‘ Adhvaryava’ of the Vedic section in 
‘ which the sentence occurs), as the Adhvaryu.” : i 
And in reply to this we have the following— 


SIDDHANTA. 


The Atmanépada ending in the word ‘ Yajéta,’ which occurs in- 
connection with the Principal Action (to which the Sadomana is subsi- 
diary), distinctly shows that all the desires connected with the whole 
Performance belong to the Master only. That is to sav, from the Con- 
text it is clear that ‘yadi kāmayēl’ is always to be taken as ‘yadi 
kamayet yajamanah’; and hence the Result cannot but be regarded 
as belonging to the Master. 

In fact the Ponasmaipada ending in ‘ minuyat’ also, which denotes 
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an action of the Adhvaryu, is quite explicable in accordance with 
the Siddhanta view ; as otherwise, if the Result, following from the 
action expressed by the root ‘ Dumiñ’ (to throw) (in ‘ minuyat’), 
were meant to belong to the same Person that would do the Mana (i.e., 
who would be the nominative of < minuyāt, the Adhvaryu Priest),— 
then, inasmuch as the Root is a ‘ñit’ one, we should have had the 
Atmanépada ending (in accordance with Panini’s Sutra: ‘ svarita nitah 
kartrigamini kriyaphalé. | And as this Direct Declaration (in the shape 
of the Parasmaipada ‘ minuyat’) would set aside the co-extensiveness 
(ie the fact of the Desire and the Sadomana pertaining to the same 
Nominative) indicated by Syntactical Connection, there would be 
nothing incongruous in this. Or, we might retain the said co-exten- 
siveness indicated by Syntactical Connection, as quite compatible 
with the Siddhanta, by taking it as based upon the Adhvaryu’s Desire 
being in the form—‘ may the Master obtain the Rain that he desires.’ 

The word ‘ tatha’ (‘also’) in the Sūtra is meant to show that the 
conelusion—‘ samakhyava na myamyate? (‘the Name does not res- 
trict the performance as being done by a certain Person ’)—arrived at 
in the previous Adh?karana, applies to the present case also. 


Stra (14): The Desire would belong to others, when 
it would be spoken of as such. 


In the other Adh?karanas the Sutra has had ‘in cases where we 
have a direct declaration to that effect '; but inasmuch as there is no 
such Direct Declaration in connection with the subject of the 
present Adhikarana, we have the Sūtra simply saying ‘ in a case where 
it is spoken of as such.' 

The sentence—‘ Udgata aitmané va yajamanaya va yam kamam 
kamayeté tamagayati '—clearly indicates the fact of the Desired Result 
belonging to both (the Udgatr as well as the Master) ; (1) because of 
the mention of the word ‘va’ (‘or’), and (2) because of the Dative 
(in *atmane' and ‘yajamanaya’) distinctly pointing to the fact of 
the Action being for the sake of both. 
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ADHIKARANA (6). 
[The Mantras beginning with ` Ayurd@’ belong to the Master. ] 


Stitra (15): The Mantras also, that are not instrumental 
in the performance of any actions, are like the 
Desire. 


[In regard to such Mantras as—‘ Ayurda agna ayur mē dehi, 
‘yarcoda agné asi varco mē déhi’ ete., etc.,—there arises the question 
as to whether these have to be recited by the Priests. or by the 
Master. And on this question, we have the following—] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 
* These Benedictory Mantras, not being connected with any 
* action, must be regarded as to be recited by the Person indicated by 
“the Name (of the Vedic section in which they occur). Because 
“ there are no results to follow from them; because the Mantras are 
“not injunctive, and there can be no reason for the assumption of 
“ results following from what is not enjoined. As for the Hope ex- 
** pressed in the Mantras, that could serve the purpose of encouraging 
* the Adhvaryu, as much as the Master." 
In reply to this we have the following— 


SIDDHANTA. 

They must be regarded as to be recited by the Master. Because, 
having no distinct results of their own, they could not but be express- 
ing the Hope for the Results to follow from the Principal Sacrifice. 
And there can be no doubt that this latter Result is to be hoped for 
by the Master, and not by the Priest; as the Result accruing to the 
latter,—viz., the obtaining of the Sacrificial Fee,— would be accom- 
plished even without the due fulfilment of the Principal Result ; and 
because this Result (£he Fee) being obtainable from the Master, could 
not be asked for from Agni. 

If the Priest should ask for these Results, from Agni, for the sake of 
the Master, that would not be compatible with the expression ‘më déht,’ 


which distinetly shows that the Result is asked for by the speaker for 
himself. 
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Hence it must be admitted that it is the Master himself who is to 
recite this Mantra for the purpose of encouraging himself, by the 
delineation of the desirable Results to be obtained from the Principal 
Sacrifice. 


Sutra (16): Specially as we find the Mantras recited 
during his absence (from the place of Sacrifice). 


We find that these mantras appear along with certain other Mantras, 
—such as ‘Jha eva san tatra santam, etc. — which are to be recited by the 
Master, by way of a worshipful address to Agni ; and the words of the 
latter Mantra distinctly show that it is to be recited by one who is 
absent from the place where the Agnihotra is actually performed. And 
this shows that the Recitation belongs to the Master, and not to the 
Priest ; because a Priest that would be absent from the place of Sacrifice, 
would no longer be a Priest; as he would not be connected with the 
Sacrifice. As for the Master, even during his absence, the materials 
offered in Sacrifice must be those that belonged to him and which he 
had set aside (mentally given away) for the Sacrifice; and as such he 
would continue to be related to the Sacrifice, as its Master (even during 
his absence). 

And inasmuch as the other Benedictory Mantras —' Ayurda, etc.'— 
are similar in character to the Mantra ‘ Iha éva san etc., just treated 
of, they too must be regarded as to be recited by the Master, and not 
by the Priests. 
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ADHIKARANA (7). 


[ Maniras mentioned in two sections of the Veda are to be recited 
by both the Priests indicated by the names of those sections. | 


Sutra (Al): Mantras mentioned twice are to be recited 
by both; as thus alone could the repetition be 
justified. 

In connection with the Darca-Pürnamasa we find certain Mantras 
mentioned in two parts of the Veda—-e.g. that with which the Butter is 
taken up, ‘ Pancanantvavatanam, eic.’ is found mentioned in a general 
way in the Adhvaryava section, and again more specifically in the Yaja- 
mana section. And with regard to this there arises the question as 
to whether this Mantra is to be recited (1) by both conjointly, (2) or by 
one or the other, optionally, (3) or by the Adhvaryu alone, or (4) by 
the Master alone. And on this question—the Pürvapaksha is that — 
'* [t should be recited either by the Adhvaryu only, or by the one or 
‘ the other, optionally.” 

In reply to this we have the Siddhanta, that both (the Adhwaryu 
as well as the Master) should recite it. 

Objection : * Inasmuch as the Mantra is more specifically men- 
‘tioned in the section named ‘ Yajamana,’ it should be recited by the 
“ Master only." 

Reply : A specific Name is accepted to be more authoritative, only 
when the Mantra is mentioned but once. When however it is mentioned 
separately, in the generic and as well as the specific section,—if we 
were to aecept the indications of the Specific Name, then the mention 
of the Mantra in the other section would be absolutely purposeless. 
Further, when the specific and. the generic pertain to the same object, 
the former sets aside the latter. And in the case in question though 
both treat of the same Mantra, yet as its mention is distinet in 
the two cases, the two must be regarded as pertaining to diverse 
objects. Then again, we must find some use for the two distinct men- 
tions of the Manira ; and there can be no other use save that it should 
be recited by both persons. Consequently it must be admitted that 
both (the Master and the Adhvaryu) should recite the Mantra. | 

Objection : '* Of the two mentions, one may be taken as serving the 
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* purpose of showing the form of the Mantra, and the other that of 
* pointing out the use to which it should be put. And then, inas- 
‘ much as Mantras are meant to serve the purpose of indicating the 
‘actions to be performed,-—and as the primary action aud its subsi- 
‘diaries have all one and the same performer, —the Mantra should be 
recited bv that Priest who gives his name to the Vedic Section in 
‘which the aclion of holding the butter (which is indicated by the 
* Mantra) may be found to be laid down. Because it is only in such 
‘eases that the Mantra, being cognised as to be uscd, comes to stand 
in need of a Person who should use it. And as for the mere pointing 
out of the form of the Mantra, that could be done, even without its 
being used at the time of the performance of an Action, by a mere 
“reading of the Vedic text. As a matter of fact, we find that the 
‘“ Holding of the Butter is distinctly found to be laid down in the 
* Adhvaryava section ; and as such the Mantra should be recited by the 
** Adhvaryu only, and not by the Master." 

Reply : The mention of the Mantra in the Yajamana section also. 
—even though it be meant merely as showing the form of the Mantra. 
and not as connected with any action,—leads us to believe that it is 
to be used ; and as such even in this case, it stands in need of a person 
who could use it; and the fact of its being mentioned in the Yajamana 
section shows that it is to be used by the Yajamana (Master). 

Question : “ What special purpose would be served by such use ot 
“ the Mantras ? "' 

Answer: lt is necessary for the Master to examine (keep an eye 
on) the aetions, just in the same manner as it is necessary for thc 
Adhvaryu to perform them. And in cases where no Mantras are laid 
down for the Master, the examining would be done in other ways ; in 
the case in question however, we find the Mantras distinctly laid down 
for the Saerifice ; and hence the examining would be done by means of 
these Mantras. And the use of the Mantras would lie in their serving 
as the means of examining the Adhvaryu’s doings. 


ADHIKARANA. (8). 
[It is only the Learned that is to be made to repeat Mantras.] 


Sutra (18): It is only the learned that is to be made to 
repeat (Mantras); as an ignorant person is aot 
spoken of (in connection with Sacrifice). 


We have certain sentences laying down the fact of the Master 
being made to repeat certain Mantras ; [and with regard to these there 
arises the question as to whether the learned and the ignorant master 
alike are to be made to repeat them, or the learned only. And on this 
question, we have the following—] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The Ignorant too can be made to repeat the Mantra, in parts ; 
“and as such it is both the Learned and the Ignorant that are to be 
“ made to repeat the Mantras; or, inasmuch as the Learned would 
“ himself know the Mantra, there would be no need, in his case, of 
* another person prompting him in the repeating of the Mantra,—it is 
“ the Ignorant only who is to be made to repeat." 

In reply to this, we have the following— 


SIDDHANTA. 
The [gnorant person is not spoken of (in connection with sacrifices). 


That is to say, if the study of the Veda had been laid down along 
with the declarations of certain actions as to be performed with a view 
to certain desirable results,—then, it would be possible for the Igno- 
rant Master to be taught the Vedic texts, even at the time of the per- 
formance. As a matter of fact, however, the study of the Veda is laid 
down, without reference to any particular action, in the sentence 
‘lasmat svadhyayo dhyétavyah. And as, in accordance with this, there 
would be many persons, knowing the Veda, available for sacrifices, 
there would be no Apparent Inconsistency (to justify an Ignorant 
Master repeating the mantras); and consequently all sacrifices would 
pre-suppose a knowledge of the Veda as a well-established fact, just 
like the Layiny of Fire; and they could not point to the fact of the 
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Veda being taught at the time of the performance. Nor would the 
texts, taught at the spur of the moment, be called ‘ Veda’ (as the 
proper study of the Veda has to be made under certain very rigid 
conditions). Consequently, only those Mantras that have been got up 
before the performance of the Action commenced, could be accepted 
as accessories to that Action ; and hence no Ignorant person can be 
entitled to the repetition of Mantras at sacrifices. 

Even in the case of the Master knowing the Mantras, we could 
have a person urging him to repeat the Mantras; just as we have the 
Priests addressing the several Directions to one another (though every 
one of them knows quite well what is required to be done); because 
even though the Master might be quite capable of reciting the Mantra, 
yet he cannot do it until urged to it (by the Adhvaryu). And as 
for this wrg?ng or prompting, this can be done in two ways: (1) the 
prompter could go on repeating the Mantra part by part (and the 
Master would be repeating it after him), or (2) he would simplv ask 
him to recite (and the Master, knowing full well which Mantra was 
meant to be recited, would go on with the recitation). 

The Bhashya puts forward the question : ** Knowledge of how much 
of the Veda is necessary for a person being entitled to the repetition of the 
Maniras ?’’ This question is calculated to clear the question raised by 
the upholders of the Vacieshika and other systems of philosophy as to 
a knowledge of their own philosophical systems being necessary fora 
person before he is entitled to the performance of sacrifices. 

The reply to this question, given in the Bhashya is—* Knowledge 
of that much of the Veda is necessary, as would render him capable of 
performing the duties devolving upon hm, —this reply being based 
upon the fact of the knowledge affording a perceptible help to the 
Sacrifice through creating (in the Performer) a certain capability (tend- 
ing to the proper accomplishment of the Sacrifice). That is to say, 
though the whele of the Veda is included in the ‘ svadhyaya’ (‘ Vedic 
study ' laid down by the Injunction ‘ svadhyayo’ dhyétavyah), yet inas- 
much as the Mantra and Brahmana portions dealing with the Jyotish- 
toma could be of no use to one performing the Darca-Purnamasa, the 
absence of a knowledge of those portions could not incapacitate the 
person from performing these latter Sacrifices. Similarly inasmuch as 
a knowledge of the /shti portion of the Veda would make a man cap- 
able of performing the IJshtts, only that portion of the Veda would 
constitute the ‘ svadhyaya’ for one who would be performing them 
But the whole of the Veda is studied, because it is not known which 
action and at what time, one wight be called upon to perform,—as all 


1678 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH III—PADA VIII.—ADHI. (8). 


actions, the nitya, the naimittka and the kamya, are performed as occasion 
presents itself (there being no fixed time for these). Consequently, if 
he read only certain portions of the Veda, there might be occasions 
when he would be called upon to perform Sacrifices with a view to 
certain results,—the Vedic portions relating to which he may not have 
read; and not knowing these he would be incapable of performing 
these Sacrifices ; and as such, would be excluded from its performance 
Then again, the reading up of these portions at the time of the per- 
formance would not be counted as ‘ Vedic study’; as this has a fixed 
time for it, like all observances ; nor would such a reading be accepted 
at Sacrifices, which have all their requirements fulfilled by the Veda 
studied in the right style (as done during a period of Brahmacarya, etc., 
etc); and hence the employment of such a person would create a 
discrepancy in the performance. Then again, inasmuch as ‘ Vedic 
study’ is not included in the texts laying down the performance of 
actions with a view to certain desirable results, all sacrifices stand in 
need of the Veda as studied in accordance with the generic Injunction 
of Vedic study, not laid down with reference to any particular Action ; 
and as such it is necessary for the whole Veda to be studied during the 
period of Brahmacarya. If through some inherent incapacity, one 
could not read up the whole at that time,—and he manages to get up 
the portions relating to the Agnihotra and the Darca-Purnamasa, then 
this much of knowledge would not fail to entitle him to the perform- 
ance of these Actions. -— 

Such being the case, the knowing of the branches of knowledge 
other than the Veda (i.e. the various systems of Philosophy ete) would 
be very far from being necessary (for the performance of Saerifices). 
As for the knowledge of Self, however, inasmuch as without such 
knowledge one could not take up the Sacrifices (which are always 
done with a view to certain transcendental results accruing after 
death),—it must be regarded as necessary for the performance of all 
Sacrifices (Vide Clokavartika—section on ‘Atmavada’). 


ADHIKARANA (9). 
[The Twelve Dvandvas are to be performed by the Adhvaryu.] 


Sūtra (19): ** Being mentioned in the Yaiamana section 
* of the Veda, the Actions should be done by the 
o N wster.? 


[In connection with the Darga-Pürnamasa, are laid down the 
twelve actions—‘ Valsamuwpavasrjati'* and the like; and with regard 
to these there arises the question as to whether these Actions are to be 
done by the Adhvaryu or by the Master. And on this question, we 
have the following].— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The twelve Dvandva-Actions in question are found mentioned 
"in the Yajamana as well as the Adhvaryava section of the Veda: and 
“as such, being like Mantras mentioned in the two sections (dealt with 
" under Sutra 17), they could not be performed by both (the Master 
“and the Adhvaryu) ; and hence, through the name ‘ Yajamana’, the 
* Aetions in question should be regarded as to be performed by the 
“ Master." 

SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (20): The Adhvaryu should perform them; as itis 
for the sake of these (that he is appointed); the 
Indications of the Name (* Yajamana’) too would 
justify that procedure. 


Until the Actions have actually made their appearance, they do not 
acquire the character of ‘Dvandva’; and as there are no words in- 
junetive of them (in the Yajamana section), they cannot be regarded as 
having their original appearance in that section; as a matter of fact, 
they have their appearance in the Adhvaryava section. And with 
regard to the actions thus originatively mentioned in this section, 
there arises a desire to know who their Performer is ; and the fact of 
the services of the Adhvaryu having been engaged for the performance 
of these Actions marks out the Adhvaryu as the required Performer 
of these Actions ; and hence there would be no further desire to find out 
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their Performer, at the time that the same Actions are spoken of as 
* Dvandvas’ (in the Yajamana section) ; and as such they could not be 
regarded as to be performed by the Master (on the strength of the 
name of this latter section). 

Thus then we find that the simple performance of the Actions not 
being connected with the Master, it is only the Dvandvaia (Coupling) 
of these that could be done by him. (But this too is not possible) ; 
as the Coupling too could not possibly be done by a person other 
than the actual performer of the Actions; because the Coupling is to 
be done immediately after the Actions have been performed; and 
when all Actions are performed by one Person, their Coupling could 
not be done immediately after their performance, if it were done by 
another Person. Nor would it do to make the Actions also performed 
by the Master, for the sake of the immediate Coupling. Hence, in 
accordance with the Law relating to Contradiction of the Accessories of 
Subsidiaries (Sutra, XII—ii,—25), the Coupling too must be regarded 
as to be done by the Adhvaryu (and not by the Master). 

Then, as for the name ‘Yajamana’ (of the section in which the 
Couplings are laid down), its indications would be duly observed, by 
the fact of the Master calling the attention of the Adhvaryu to the 
Couplings of the Actions performed by the latter. 


om 


ADHIKARANA (10). 
[ The Adhvaryava-Karana should be performed by the Hotri. ] 


Sutra (21): When there is mutual incompatibility, the 
Karawa Mantra should. be recited (by the Hotri); 
because of the inherent relationship (between the two). 
The other Mentre should be recited by another 
Priest, who may have special reasons for doing it. 


In connection with the Sacrificial Post at the Jyotishtoma, we 
have two Mantras—one to be recited by the Adhvaryu, ‘Parivirasi 
etc. which is descriptive of the Instrumentality of the tying of the 
Rope, and another to be recited by the Hotri ‘ Yuva suvasah etc.’, which 
is descriptive of the actual Tying,—both of which are recited simulta- 
neously, by the two Priests, at the Primary Sacrifice (Jyotishtoma) ; 
and these same Mantras come to be used at its Modification—the 
Kundapayinamayana (in accordance with the Law that the Modifica- 
tion is to be done in the same way as the Original) ; and inasmuch as at 
this particular Sacrifice (of the Kundapayinamayana), the duties of the 
Hotri and the Adhvaryu are pertormed by the same person (in accor- 
dance with the Injunction ‘Yo hota so ’adhvaryuh’); and as such 
the recitation of both Mantras being impracticable, it becomes neces- 
sary to recite only oneof them, and reject the other. And there arises 
the question, which one of the two Mantras should be admitted 
and which rejected. 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA, 

"In the first place there can be no hard and fast rule as to 
" whieh one of the two should be recited. Or, it may be that in- 
"asmuch as the Hotri has a well-established character, the Injunc- 
"tion ‘Yo hota so 'adhvaryuh' must be taken as laying down 
"the duties of the Adhvaryu as to be one by the Hotri; and as 
" such at the Sacrifice in question, the Hotri cannot give up any of the 
“ accessories belonging specifically to him; and as such it his Mantra 
"(* Yuva suvasa, etc.) that should be rejected (and not that which 
** belongs to the Adhvaryu, Parivirasi etc.’). 

211 
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SIDDHANTA. 


When both cannot be used, and one has to be rejected, it is the 
Karana-Mantra (‘ Parivirasi etc.’) that should be admitted, because of 
the particular inherent relationship. 

In connection with this some people offer the following explana- 
“ tion: ‘‘ The ‘inherent relationship’ spoken of could be nothing else 
“ but the close proximity to the Principal. And hence, inasmuch as 
* that which is descriptive of the Tying would be an extraneous 
** factor in the T'ying it would be a remoter auxiliary than the other 
* which is descriptive of the Instrumentality; as this latter forms an 
* integral part of the Tying, and as such is more nearly related to 
‘it (and it is for this reason that the former Mantra ‘ Pariviras? etc.’ 
“ should be rejected)."' 

But this explanation is not tenable; as the said ‘proximity’ 
could not serve as the ground for the admission of one of the Mantras. 
Because if the Performer would come to the Action, (the Reciting) 
through the Principal Action (the Tying), then in that case, a proxi- 
mity or non-proximity to this latter could serve as. a determining 
factor. But as a matter of fact we find that the said Performer is 
got at, both as regards the Primary and the Subsidiaries, by means of 
the Name and the Implieating Injunction. Nor is the present case 
subject to the Law of the Contradiction of the Accessories and Subsi- 
diaries (Sutra X1I—ii—25) ; as both the Mantras are equally Accessories. 
Nor does the mere remoteness of the aid imparted make the accessory 
imparting such aid the less authoritative, when this accessory appears 
in another action; as this also falls in with the action. In fact, the 
Mantra sought to be rejected is not a remote Auxiliary either; as it 
serves the purpose of bringing about a visible purificatory effect, by the 
contrivance of the remembrance of the Tying being performed. Hence 
we conclude that the ‘inherent relationship,’ of the Mantra belong- 
ing to the Adhvaryu, spoken of in the Sūtra, is that consisting in the 
fact of the connection of this Mantra (with the Tying) being distinctly 
perceptible; while that of the Mantra—that belonging to the Hotri— 
can at best, be only inferred. "Thatistosay,in the Implicatory Injunc- 
tion laying down the ‘ Hotr?' and other priests, these words being used 
in their direct original signification—with reference to the Actions that 
are spoken of in connection with the word ' Adhvaryu’ and the like,— 
we cannot but conclude that the relationship of the Hotri with these 
Actions is only one to be inferred, while that of the Adhvaryu is 
distinctly perceptible. 
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It has been argued above that, “the Hotri, without renouncing 
his characteristic details, becomes connected with the Mantra belong- 
ing to the Adhvaryu.” 

But he could have been thus connected, only—(1) if the Hotrz- 
character depended wholly upon the recitation of that Mantra, or (2) if 
the Adhvaryu had been laid down with reference to the Mantra related 
to the Hotri, or (3) if the duties of the Adhvaryu had been laid down 
with reference to the Hotri. As a matter of fact however none of these 
contingencies is possible. (1) Because, the character of the Hoty? is as- 
certainable from the presence of a certain capability, and even if that 
character were determined by any action, there would be thousands 
of such actions (done bv him) that would serve to mark out the Hotri 
priest. (2) Nor is the Adhvaryu laid down with reference to the actions 
belonging to the Hotri; because the two words Hotr? and ‘ Adhvaryu’ 
denote two wholly distinct persons; and as such (in the sentence ‘ yo 
hota so’ dhvaryuh’) there could be no co-extensiveness between the 
words (in their direct significations) ; and as such it becomes necessary 
to take one of them in their indirect secondary signification ; and then 
it is a well-known fact that all such secondary significations are assumed 
on the ground of certain incongruities or inconsistencies (of the Direct 
signification); and as a matter of fact, we do not find any grounds 
for assuming such an indirect signification for the word ‘ Hotri,’ as this 
is the first to appear in the sentence (and the inconsistency appears 
only after the sentence has been concluded with the word ‘ Adhvaryuh’); 
and hence, according to the Sutra XII—ii—23, we must take the word 
‘ Hotri' in its direct signification ; and as a necessary outcome of this, 
the word ' Adhvaryuh’ should be taken as indicating the ‘duties of the 
Adhvaryu’ ; and with reference to these the Hotr? would be laid down; 
and these would serve certain useful purposes in connection with the 
Sacrifice, which cannot be said of the Performer (Hotri) ; and as in all 
such eases it is the principal factor with reference to which some- 
thing is laid down, the Hotri, if enjoined, would be the subordinate 
faetor; and as such he would have to be connected with only such 
of his own accessories as would be compatible with the Principal 
faetor ('duties of the Adhvaryu, with reference to which he has been 
enjoined). (3) And if the sentence be taken as laying down the ' duties 
of the Adhvaryu’ with reference to the Hotri (and not the Hotri for 
these duties), then, inasmuch as only those of these duties would 
come in to be performed by the Hotri as are compatible with his own 
duties, there would be no abandoning by the Hotri of any of his own 
specific duties. And under the circumstances, the ‘duties of the 
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Adhvaryu’ would come to be merely purificatorv of one not related to 
the Original Sacrifice; and as this would be far from desirable, it is the 
contrary view (that the Hotri is laid down as reciting the Adhvaryw's 
Mantra) that has been accepted. And hence it must be admitted that 
it is the relationship (to the Hotr?) of the ' Mantra belonging to the 
Adhvaryu’ that is directly perceptible; and hence being the principal 
factor, this would be the Manira recited (by the Hotri who is not to 
recite his own Mantra). 

Against this, some people bring forward the following objections :— 
** In the case in question neither of the two Mantras should be dissociat- 
* ed from the Hotri. Because, there could be an incompatibility in 
** the two Mantras (being recited by the same person) only if they were 
** meant to be recited at one and the same time ; in the case in question, 
« however, we find that the Karana-Manira is to be recited before the 
* action, while the other is recited after the Action has been performed. 
“ That is to say, in accordance with the Law ‘Mantrantena Karma- 
** disannipatah ' , the Karana- Mantra is always recited before the Tying, 
* while the other Manira (descriptive of the Kriyamana action) is 
** recited after the Tying has been done. And as such there would be 
‘< no incongruity in the Hotri reciting both these Mantras.” 

Reply: It is not so: because the Kriyamana-character (i.e. the 
character of being performed) persists from the Sankalpa, a mental 
operation of the Agent, to the end of the Action; and hence if the 
action of Tying were called up by the completion of the Action 
immediately preceding it,—then all the said time (from the Sankalpa 
to the end of the Action of Tying) would be the time for the reciting of 
the Mantra descriptive of the Kriyamana (and as such the recitation of 
the Karana-Mantra at this time would be wholly incongruous, there 
being every likelihood of the time of the one overlapping that of the 
other). 

Objection : ‘` But even then inasmuch as the Karana Mantra would 
“ be recited before the aforesaid operation of the Tying (beginning 
** from the Sonia there could be no — (no chance of the 

‘said overlapping). w: 

Reply: Not so; becawwe de pe Mantra, à Pena: ete. can 
not indicate all m following: the Sankalpa, the getting hold of the 
Rope, the Sacrificial Post which has not yet been brought in, and the 
Tying which is but partially coming to appear; and as such this 
Manira could not but be recited by the Priest standing near the Post: 
when the Principal Action has been begun (and not before that). 

Objection : ** But even then, inasmuch as the Action (of Tying) 


Adhvaryava Kardana PERFORMED BY HOTRI. 1685 


* would continue for a certain length of time, the two Mantras could 
** be recited at different periods of it, and thus too there would be no 
** incongruity in the reciting of both." 

Reply: Why should there be no incongruity, when both the 
Mantras actually come to be recited at one and the same time, the 
time for the Karana-Manira being indicated by the Order of Sequence 
mentioned in the Brahmana—passage—‘ yüpaya pariviyamanayanu- 
brahi.’ while the same time is also indicated for the other Mantra also, 
by the force of the same Direction (‘ y&paya etc.’)? Nor is there any 
authority for regarding the Mantra descriptive of the Kryamana as to 
be recited at any one period of time during the performance of the 
Action. Because we find that the Recitation of that Mantra is called- 
up by the Direction addressed (to the Hotri) immediately after the 
Holding of the Rope; and being a long Mantra it takes up all the time 
from then till the end of the Action (of 7'ying) ; and if the Advaryw' s 
Manira—i.e. the Karana-Mantra—were to come in during this time: 
it could not be admitted without interfering with the recitation of the 
former Mantra. 

Objection : ‘‘ Under the circumstances,.it being found necessary to 
“ reject either the simultaneity of the two Mantras, or the fact of their 
* being recited by the same person,—it would be more reasonable to 
** reject the time (i.e. the simultaneity), as its cognition appears long 
* after that of the subject under consideration ; and there would be 
“no ground for rejecting their intimate relationship to the same 
** person (Reciter)." 

Reply: Such could have been the case if, in stepping over the 
time of the Original, the Mantras did not fall off from their purpose. 
As a matter of fact however, if any of the two Maniras were to be 
recited at a time other than the Original, it would certainly fall off 
from the purpose pointed out by its own Indicative force ; and thus in 
this case we would have a contradiction of Linga (Indicative Force). 

Objection: ''This Indicative Force would be set aside by the 
“superior authority of the Direct Declaration—' Yo hota so’ adhva- 
Kah.” 

Reply: It would have been set aside if this sentence had in- 
volved a Direct Declaration (of one and the same Person reciting both 
the Mantras); as a matter of fact, however, the sentence indicates 
this fact only by means of Synlactical Connection; and this too 
has been found to be based upon Indirect Secondary Signification. 
Because we do not find any word of the sentence directly expressing 
that ‘the Mantras belonging to the Hotr! and the Adhvaryu are to 
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be recited by one and the same Person’; in fact this is indicated 
by the fact of the two words ' Hota’ and ' Adhvaryuh’ appearing in 
the sentence as Co-extensive; and we have already shown above that 
such an indication is always due to Syntactical Connection; and this 
too has been found to be possible only by taking the word ‘ Adhvar- 
yuh’ as indirectly indicating the action (Mantra) related to the 
Adhvaryu. (And certainly such an Indication based upon a far-fetched 
Syntactical Connection could not set aside that based upon the 
aforesaid Indicative Force.) 

Objection: “The Indicative Force also, depending upon the 
‘“‘Implicatory Injunction, would be very much removed from its ob- 
“jective. The Syntactical Connection would beset aside by the Indi- 
‘“‘cative Force, only on account of the former being removed from its 
“objective; and in the case in question, the case would be quite the 
“reverse (inasmuch as the Indicative Force would be further removed 
'* from its objective than the Syntactical Connection would be from its 
*own) Becauseasa matter of fact, until the presence of the Mantras 
"has been pointed out by the Implicatory Injunction, they are not 
* recognised as to be recited at the same time. Consequently it must 
“be admitted that the fact of the Mantras being recited by the 
"same person is more authoritative than that of their being recited 
“at the same time.” 

Reply: It is true that we have to accept the Implicatory In- 
junction; but that is for the sake of the form of the Mantra, and 
not for that of the Indicative Power. And as for the admission of 
the Injunction for the sake of the form of the Mantra, that is 
common to both, Indicative Power as well as Syntactical Connection. 
And when the two Mantras have been duly laid down as to be recited, 
their Indicative Force becomes equal to any Direct Injunction. 

Objection: “This could have been the case, if the Implicatory 
“Injunction laid down the Mantras as to be recited. As a matter 
“of fact, however, this Injunction cannot lay down the two Mantras, 
“in contradiction of the unity of the Reciter as laid down by the 
“ Direct Injunction (‘yo hata so’ dhvaryuh). Though Syntactical 
“ Connection could not lord it over Indicative Power,—yet if the 
“form of the Mantra were laid down by the Implicatory Injunction, 
"even the subsequent recognition of incompatibility would enable 
“us to reject the said Injunction; and thus the very basis of the 
“Indicative Force having been cut off, the Indicative Force itself be- 
'" comes very much weakened." 

Reply: It is only when two means of knowledge contradict each 
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other that one is set aside by the other ; nor can an unrecognised con- 
tradietion be the cause of such rejection. And in the case in question, 
at the time that the Implicatory Injunction is laying down the Man- 
tras, no such contradiction (or incompatibility) is recognised. And as 
for the incompatibility perceptible after the Mantras have been laid 
down, we have already shown that in all such cases of subsequent 
recognition of incompatibility the Indicative Force is endowed with 
the superior authority. 

Tf, in the case in question the fact of both the Mantras being 
recited by the same person were indicated by Syntactical Connection 
itself, then, there might have been some ground for accepting this 
Connection as possessed of superior authority. Asa matter of fact, 
however, what is laid down is the connection with the Hoftr?, of the 
Mantra belonging to the Adhvaryu, and not that of the Mantra 
belonging to the Hotri himself; as the reciting of this latter is indica- 
ted by the Implicatory Injunction (ie. this Mantra is recited by 
the Hotri at the modification simply because of its being so recited 
at the Original Sacrifice; while as for the other Mantra being recited 
by the Hotri, that is aspecial provision meant for the Modification 
only, laid down by the sentence ' Yo hota etc.’). Consequently if the 
sentence 'yo hola etc. were to reject the other, on the ground of 
its indications being directly perceptible, then, the Name itself 
would come to set aside the Connection, with the Hotri, of the Mantra 
descriptive of the Kriyamana (ie. the Mantra ‘yuva suvasah etc.'). 
And in that case, there being no incompatibility between the 
indications of Indicative Force and Syntactical Connection, there is 
nothing that could be set aside; and we would obtain the recitation 
of the Mantra belonging to the Adhvaryu. While if we were to accept 
the fact of Indicative Force being possessed of superior authority, 
in the manner shown above, then, we would fall upon something most 
undesirable (i.e. we would have the recitation of the Mantra belonging 
to the Hotri only, the other being wholly rejected); and that would 
lead to the very object of the sentence ‘Yo hola etc.’ being wholly 
set aside (by the said Indicative Power); as the object of this sen- 
tence is the connecting of the Hotr? with the Mantra belonging to the 
Adhvaryu, and not that of the Hotri with the Mantra belonging to 
himself. And hence in that case we would have the recitations at the 
Modification (the Kundapayinamayana) exactly in the same way as we 
have at the Original Primary Sacrifice (of the Jyotishtoma). 

For these reasons it must be admitted that, on account of the 
peculiar inherent relationship (expressed by the sentence ‘yo hota 
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so’ dhvaryuh’ the Karana- Mantra (belonging to the Adhvaryu) should 
be recited by the Hotrio—thereby setting aside the indications of 
the name ‘ Adhvaryava’, as to the Mantra bearing this name being 
recited by the Adhvaryu, which could be possible (at the Modification) 
only through the Implicatory Injunction (that ‘the Modification is to 
be done in the same way as the Original Primary’). 


«uam, eI ee mt 


ADHIKARANA (11). 


[The Directing, and the Action commissioned are to be done by 
different persons. | 


Sūtra (22): In the case of Directions also, (the Action 
commissioned should be done by a person other than the 
Director); because Directions always refer to another 
person. 


[In connection with the Darca-Pürnamasa, we find certain Direc- 
tions laid down—such as ‘ prokshanirasadaya’ ete. etc ; and with 
regard to these there arises the question whether the Person addressing 
the Direetion is the same that is carrying out the Direction, or they 
are different. And on this question, we have the following— | 


PÜRVAPAKSHA. 


“Inasmuch as both the Direction and the Action commissioned 
“thereby are equally subject to the Name ‘Adhvaryava,’ both should 
“be regarded as to be done by one and the same person—viz: the 
“ Adhavryu. 

** Objection : “ How could there be a Direction of one’s own self ?' 

‘Reply: The words under consideration are no Imperative Direc- 
"lions; the Imperative ending is only meant to indicate that the 
“time for the particular action has arrived. 

“The upholder of the ‘ Direction-theory’ retorts: ‘If the Im- 
i‘ perative in the sense referred to by you were addressed to one’s own 
" self, then, certainly, we should have the affixes of the First Person. 
‘The Second Person, in the sense of you, could not be possible unless it 
“were meant for another person. If however the word be taken as 
‘ Directions (to somebody else) it is only right that there should 
“ be the endings of the Second Person.’ 

“ Reply: The fact of the words being imperative directions is set 
“aside by the very fact of the utterance of these words, and the per- 
“formance of the action commissioned by those words, being done 
" bv one and the same person,—as is distinctly indicated by the name 
p" Adhvaryava’ ; and then, in that case, the words could not but be 
“ taken as laying down the advent of a particular time; and then there 
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“arises the question whether this time is that of the Actions or of 
“the Performers; and it is at once concluded that it is that of the 
“actions; because it is these that, being enjoined, have been pre- 
‘viously recognised as having an origination; and hence the recaliing 
“of the /ime for their performance is found to serve a perceptibly 
‘useful purpose. If the time were taken as pertaining to the Per- 
“formers, then the case would be wholly the reverse of it (the purpose 
“served being, at best, only an imperceptible one). Then as for the 
‘Second Person endings, it has been used simply because the affix 
‘fof some particular Person was necessary in a Verb; and there is 
‘no special significance attaching to the affixes of the particular 
“ Person used. In fact it is the action itself which is addressed thus, 
*'your time has arrived.’ If the word were taken as signifying 
* the advent of the time of the Performer, then, he would stand in 
“need of being told that for the doing of which the time had arrived. 
'* And if he were meant to be told that ‘ his time for the doing of the 
* Asadana of the Prokshani etc. had arrived, —then, the Direction 
* being a qualified one, there would bea syntactical split. And for 
*this reason we must take the word as pointing out the advent 
“ of the time of the Action to be performed. _ 
“ If, however, the sentence be taken as real Directions, then, too, 

* they could not but be taken as addressed to one's self, the speaker 
** himselt being taken as the director and the directed, in view either of 
* the difference between the Body and the Bodied soul, or of the 
** different conditions of his own life. 

=“ And thus there can be no doubt as to the addressing of the 
“ Directions and the performance of the Actions commissioned therein, 
* being performed by one and the same person." 

In reply to the above, we have the following— 


SIDDHANTA. 


The Directions are to be addressed by another person; because 
by their very nature, they refer to another person ; just like Purchase. 

It has been argued above that the sentence in question is not a 
real Direction ; but that is not admissible ; as the form of the Mantra 
itself clearly shows that the words involve a real imperative Direction. 
If we were to set aside this bv the indication of the name * Adhwvaryava,’ 
as to the two being done by one and the same person.—then that 
would mean the setting aside of Indicative Power by the Name, which 


is an absurdity. Nor could this contradiction of Indicative Power be - 


explained away by taking the words as signifying the advent of tme; 
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because in that case. the presence of the affix of the Second Person 
could not be explained. Specially as unless the action were spoken of 
by means of another word, the word in question could not be taken as 
addressed to the Action, in the sense of—‘ your time has arrived.’ 
Even if this were possible, it could not serve any perceptible purpose: 
because as a rule such words are addressed to living persons only. 
The admission of the difference in the various states of one’s own self too 
could not serve any perceptibly useful purpose : and apart from this, 
such interpretations would involve the necessity of having recourse to 
secondary significations, while it has been already shown that Mantras 
are to be used in connection with actions signified by them directly. 
Hence, even though the Imperative were taken as signifying the 
advent of time, yet even then it could be addressed to some one else ; 
and as such the fact of its being done by another person remains 
untouched. 

Nor would this involve a syntactical split; as the Direction would 
be with regard to a qualified object. In any case it would be necessary 
to admit this object being a qualified one; because of the words 
‘Prokshani’ etc Nor does the signification of many things by a 
single word constitute a syntactical split, as we can never avoid the 
fact of all Verbs signifying at one and the same time, such distinc! 
objects as—the Action, the Performer, its number, the Transitive or 
Intransitive character of the Verb, the particular Person, and the 
Bhavana; and hence we cannot but admit of such a qualified Infunc- 
tion as we have in the sentence in question. In fact, if we were to 
take the words as signifying the Advent of time, inasmuch as the 
Second Person and the Action would be wholly distinct, we would have 
to assume two distinct expressive potencies in the word (and so it would 
be in your case that there would be a syntactical split). In the case 
of the words being taken as Directions, inasmuch as these are always 
addressed to Second Persons, the use of the Second Person affix might 
be taken as used by way of mere descriptive reference ; in fact it is only 
thus that we could justify the name of ‘ Madhyama (Second)—Purusha 
(Person).’ 

Thus then, the Indicative force of the words setting aside the 
Indications of the Name ‘Adhvaryuva,’ the Directions should be ad- 
dressed by one person, and the action commissioned therein should be 
performed by another. 


ADHIKARANA (12). 


[The Direction and the Action are to be done by the Adhvaryu and | 
the Agnidh respectively. | 


Sūtra (23): “The Adhvaryu (should perform what is com- 
“missioned); «s is distinctly shown (by the Veda)." 


[Now then, there arises the question as to whether the Direction 
is to be addressed by the Adhvaryu to the Agnit, or vice versa. And 
on this we have the following—] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“We have the declaration—‘ Yadanvancan dharayet vajrenadh- 
“varyum kshinvita’—or as otherwise read, ‘ Vajrodhvaryum kshin- 
“vita? It is a well-known fact that the Sphya is held by the 
* Agnit; and hence the declaration ‘ Adhvaryum kshinvita’ distinctly 
“shows that it is the Agnit wielding: the Sphya who is to address 
** the Direction. 

* Question: * Wherefrom do you get the injunction of this AME 
“as the Director ?'. 

* Answer: In accordance with the Sūtra X1I—ii— 25, inasmuch as 
“the Direction is a subsidiary action, it is only right that there should 
“be an elimination of the Nominative of this subsidiary, and not 
‘of the Principal Action. Then again, there are many actions com- 
** missioned, while the actual Direction is one only ; and for this reason 
“ also, in accordance with the Satra—‘Bhiayasam syat sadharmatvat, — 
“ [the Performer as indicated by the name ‘Adhvaryava’ should be 
“ taken as pertaining intact to the action commissioned by the Direc- 
*tions,—of which actions there are many, and as such as it is only 
* right that that whereof the number is large should be given the pre- 
“ference in the matter of relationship with the Performer indicated 
“by the name]; and hence the Adhvaryu being regarded as the Per- 
‘former of the actions, we cannot but take the other, the Agnit, to 
“be the person who addresses the Directions." 
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SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (24): The word ‘Adhvaryu’? would indirectly 
apply to the Aynit; because of the similarity of the 
duties (of the two Priests). 

In accordance with the Sutra X11—1ii—23, it is only proper that, 
through priority, it is the Direction that should have for its Performer 
the person indicated by the name; nor, at that time, is there any 
incongruity perceptible in the acceptance of this person as the ad- 
dressor of the Direction ; in fact it is after the Direction has been ad- 
dressed by that person (the: Adhvaryu), that the performance, by the 
same person, of the Actions commissioned therein being found to 
be incongruous, the p rformance of these is relegated to another 
person. And as the Director has got some sort of a nominative agency 
towards the actions performed under his Directions, the said ad- 
justment of the functions of the two Priests would be quite in keeping 
with the name ‘ Adhvaryava’ (as the directing Adhvaryu would have 
an agency with regard to the actions performed by the Agn:t under his 
directions). Otherwise (if the Agnit were to do the Directing) in 
regard to the Direction, there would be total rejection of the indica- 
tions of the Name: as it would be neither done nor got done, by the 
Adhvaryu. Hence it must be admitted that the Agnit performs the 
actions, when directed by the Adhvaryu. - 

Then as for the declaration ‘ Vajrenadhvarywm etc.’ we can take 


the word ‘Adhvaryu’ as referring to the Agnit, as performing the duties 
of the Adhvaryu. 
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ADHIK ARANA (13). 


[In the Karana- Mantras what js asked for is the Result accruing to 
the Master.] 


Sūtra (25): “ft ts the Result accruing to the Priests 
éé that is asked for in the Karana-Mantras: as the 
s declaration directly points to that.” 


[In connection with the Darca-Pürnamasa we find the declara- 
tion—‘ Mamagré varco vihavéshwasiu iti purvamagnim grhnati. And 
with regard to this there arises the question as to whether the * Glory ` 
(Varcas) asked for in the Mantra is for the Priest, or for the Master. 
And on this question, we have the following—] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ Just as in the case of the results spoken of in Mantras other 
“than the Karana-Mantras, the Result is taken to be one that is 
‘‘mentioned in the Context. and we do not assume any other,—so, in 
‘the same manner, in the Mantra in question, the result spoken of 
“must be regarded as the same that is mentioned in the Context. 
‘“And as the Mantras other than the Karana-Maniras are recited 
“by the Master, it is only proper that the Results therein asked for 
"should refer to the Master. The Karana-Mantras however are al- 
“ways recited by the Priests, as it is necessary that their recitation 
“should be done by the same Person that does the Action. If the 
“ Mantras recited by the Adhvaryu Priest would speak of Results 
** pertaining to the Master, then the mention of ‘Mama’ (Mine) would 
“be wholly incongruous. 

*' As for the question as to what sort of ‘ Glory’ could accrue to 
“the Priest (when the final result of the Action accrues to the 
“ Master),—we reply that a proper fulfilment of the Sacrifice would 
“show that Sacrifices at which a particular priest officiates is sure 
“to terminate successfully; and this fame would greatly encourage the 


‘Priest. This is what is meant by the Bhashya declaration— * éva- 
“mutsaht bhavishyati ’).” 


A 
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SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (26): It would be the Result accruing to the 
Master: asthe whole thing is done for his sake. 


The Mantra in question cannot be taken merely as serving the 
purposes of encouragement as is done by the Mantras other than the 
Karana-Manitras. What the Mantra does is to mention a result that 
always follows from the subsidiary action (done with the Mantra). 
Because the Mantra has been laid down as serving a wholly distinct 
purpose (that of pointing to the Deity): and as such it is only when it 
indieates either the action. or something else connected with it, that 
it comes to be regarded as an aecessory of the Principal Action. 

Thus then, in the case in question, if the Mantra only spoke of the 
glory attaching to the Adhvaryu Priest, —then. in that case, the whole 
of this Mantra could not be used in accomplishment of the Anvadhana 
of Fire (in connection with which it is laid down) ; because an indica- 
tion of the Adhvaryu’s glory is not required by this Anvadhana. In 
fact, even if it indicated the Result of the Principal Actioa, then too, it 
could not have any connection with the Anvadhana; and this connec- 
tion becomes all the more impossible, when it indicates merely the 
Adhvaryw’s glory, which is something wholly extraneous to the sacri- 
fice, and serves no useful purpose in connection with the sacrificial 
operations. Hence in accordance with the Law of the Suktavaka (ITI— 
ii—15 et seq.), the Result spoken of must be taken as that which 
follows from the action of Anvadhana, as otherwise we could not justify 
the injunction of the Mantra as instrumental in that Action (and it has 
been proved already that the Result of actions belongs to the Master, 
and not to the Priests). 

As for the Benedictions, thev are directly subsidiary to the Principal 
Action; and hence they could become subsidiaries, by the indication 
of the Results of that Action; and hence if thev were to bring about 
distinct results of their own. then, being * connected’ (with the distinct 
result), they could not be taken up by the Context as subsidiaries of 
the sacrifice (Vide, Sutra TII—iii—11). And hence the case of the 
Mantra in question cannot be regarded as similar to these Benedic- 
tions. 

Objection : ‘ Even if the Mantra were to lead to a distinct result, 
‘ inasmuch as the woid ‘Mama’ refers to the Adhvaryu (who recites 
** the Mantra), the Result should be regarded. in accordance with the 
“ Law of Tadvyapadéca, as pertaining to the Adhvaryu.” 

Reply: It is Indicative Power that indicates the fact of the Result 
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pertaining to the Adhvaryu; while the Atmanépada. affix (in ‘ @dadhita’) 
involves the Direct Declaration of its pertaining to the Master (and 
there can be no doubt that this latter is more authoritative than the 
former). 

Objection : “ Well, in that case, in order to be in keeping with both 
‘(Direct Declaration and Indicative Power), why should not this 
“ action also be taken as to be performed by the Master himself; as in 
* that case we would have no incongruity in the use of the word 
“< Mama,’ and the said Atmanépada ending." 

Reply: It is not so; because if the Action (of Anvadhana) were 
preceded by a recitation of the Mantra, then we could have such 
a restriction as you speak of. As a matter of fact, however, we find 
that the Action appearing before (the Mantra) comes to be recognised 
as wholly subservient to the Sacrifice only ; and as such it becomes 
quite compatibly connected with the Adhvaryu, in accordance with 
the indications of the Name ‘Adhvaryava’ (of the Section in which the 
Action happens to be mentioned). e 

Nor could it be urged that—‘in that case, the mere recitation 
of the Mantra would be done by the “ Master." Because that which 
is taken up by the Action itself has necessarily the same Performer 
as that Action.' 

Objection: ‘‘In that case, inasmuch as the Result in question 

‘would also be taken ps by the Action (it could not but pertain to 
“ the Master)."' 

Reply : The Result could be talis up, if such taking up were not 
obstructed by the said Atmanépada ending. But inasmuch as there is 
no possibility of the indication of the Atmanépada being set aside,— 
and as there is no possibility of its being taken in an indirect secondary 
signification,—it is far more reasonable to take the word ‘ Mama’ in 
the Mantra either as explained by means of certain words supplied 
from without, or as being used in an indirect secondary signification, — 
the sentence in question being taken as ‘May my Master obtain 
glory,’ or ‘ May the Master similar to me obtain glory.' 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Result spoken of 
pertains to the Master. 

Those theorists who hold the Anvadhana of Fire as to be done by 
the Master himself fall into this mistake, simply by reason of this - 
word ‘ Mama’ occurring in the Mantra. If they could bring forward 
any text in support of their contention, then too, then it would be 
necessary to consider the question as to whether the Result should 
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be taken as pertaining to the Adhvaryu and the Master, as optional 
alternatives,—as in the case of options with regard to Actions,—or as 
pertaining always to the Master only. 


Sutra (27): Also because of Indications to that effect. 
The Benedictions that are pronounced bv. the Priests are dis- 
tinctly declared,—in the sentence * Yam vai kancana rlwiju acvhamacasati 
Yajamanasyaiva sa, —as pertaining tothe aster ; and this declaration 
would be compatible with the Siddhania, and not with the Pūrva- 
paksha view. 
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ADHIKARANA (14). 


[In the Karana Mantras, those Results that affect the Action belong 
to the Priests. ] 


Sūtra (23): The Results affecting the Action belong to 
the Priests: as the Master also would want such 
results to acerue to the Priests only. 


This is an exception to the previous Adhikarana. In a case 
where the Karana Mantra speaks of a result that affects the Action,— 
e.g. the Manira, *' Agnavishnu mavakramisham vijihatham ma ma 
santaptam’ (‘May Agni and Vishnu....not make me very hot’); and 
in this case, inasmuch as the Result—absence of much heat—would be 
of use in the Action (as the Priests when not overheated would be in 
a position to perform their duties better),—and as such the Master too 
would require such a result to accrue to the Priests (as thus would 
his Sacrifice be performed in a suitable manner),—this conclusion 
would not be incompatible with the Atmanépada ending. 


Sūtra (29): Because of the distinct mention (of the Priest 
as connected with the Result). 


Under the Sutra III—viii—14, we have cited an instance of the 
mention in Brahmanas: while what we cite, in course of the present 
discussion, is an instance of the mention in Mantras. As this mention 
in the Mantra would be hard to be got at, there might be a doubt as 
to the Results in question not pertaining to both (the Adhvaryu and 
the Master). But as a matter of fact the ground for the assumption of 
the Result being mentioned in the Mantra, operating simultaneously, 
is found to be applicable to both, and as such there would be no neces 
sitv of having recourse to a complicated method of interpretation. 

Objection : “ Well, in that case, why should not both recite the 
“ Mantra in question ?" 

Reply: When being recited by one only, the Mantra can indicate 
the Result accruing to both,—and all that is desired having been 
accomplished by that single recitation,—there could be no use for its 
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n by the other. And as it isthe Adhvaryu alone 
ra (the Result herein spoken of is one that 
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ADHIKARANA (15). 


[The Purification of Materials pertains to the Primary as well as to the 
Subsidiary Sacrifices. ] 


Sutra (30): The Purification of Materials pertains to 
all Actions; as all equally belong to the same Con- 
text, 


We have done with the question of the contradiction and non- 
contradiction of Name (by Direct Declaration, etc.). And all these 
discussions relating to the contradiction or non-contradiction of 
Direct Declaration, etc., apply equally to the Original Primary Sacri- 
fice as well as its modifications. 

It has been shown that the Accessory Details belong to the Primary 
as well as its subsidiaries (Sūtra I1I—vii—1 et seq.); and then there 
arising the question as to how it would be with the Modifications, the 
present Sutra has been introduced simply by way of showing that the 
same conclusion holds regarding these also. 


ADHIKARANA (16). 


[The Accessory Details peculiar to the Original Primary do not belong 
to the Modifications. | 


The last Sutra (30) can be taken as embodying the Pürvapaksha 
of the Siddhanta put forward in the following Sutra; and thus for the 
present Adhikarana, we have the following :— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


‘Inasmuch as the accessory details, in the shape of the Grass, ete., 
“have been shown to belong to ali Actions, we must regard them as 
*' belonging to the Modifications also." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (31): Inasmuch as they are mentioned in con- 
nection with the Primary Original, the Peculiar 
Accessary Detail could not belong to the Modifica- 
tion. 

If the Accessory Detail in question had been mentioned as com. 
mon to all actions by way of Anushanga like the Injunction with 
regard to the Subsidiaries,—and if these were scriptural texts pointing 
to its presence at the Modifications,—then, in those cases, inasmuch as 
there would be no grounds for restricting the Injunction of that 
Acessory to the Primary Sacrifice only, we could not but regard it as 
belonging to a// Actions. As a matter of fact however, all attribution 
of Accessory Details is preceded by an Injunction of the Actions them- 
selves. And when an Accessory has been taken up bv a Sacrificial 
operation, it does not take upon itself, for its own accomplishment, the 
purposes, perceptible and imperceptible, emanating from restrictions. 
And these purposes again enter into the (Primary) Sacrifice, only as 
having their extent fully recognised. And these, for the sake of their 
own fulfilment, betaking themselves to several Actions, come into 
these as wholly restricted within themselves. 

Nor have we found, at the Primary Sacrifice, the Y 4pavatastarana 
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being done by the Grass ; and hence the Modifications could not take 
in either the Grass or its accessories. Those actions,—e.g. the Vedis- 
tarana and the like—that do take in those accessories of the Grass, are 
not found to be wanting in any essential factor, without the Yapa- 
vatastarana ; and as such the said Details could not enter into the 
Modification for the sake of those—i.e. the Vedistarana, etc. Hence 
it must be concluded that the Accessory that is peculiar to the Pri- 
mary does not find place in the Modification. 

The Bhashya says—‘ Pradhanam hi codako’pekshaté’; and the 
sense of this is that the Accessory cannot be regarded as enjoined in 
common for the Primary and the Modification ; nor does any scriptural 
text imply the presence of that Accessory at the Modification. 
Because if the Modification could call up all the texts bearing upon its 
Primary Original, then everything in connection with it would have 
to be done afresh, just as in the Original sacrifice; and that would 
involve the necessity of connecting factors very remote from one 
another. 
Then again, as a matter of fact, we have found that the mere Impli- 
cation of scriptural texts and the fact of the Accessory being enjoined 
equally for both (the Primary and the Modification), do not connect, 
with other duties, the Pagupurodaca, which, among the purificatory 
rites relating to the Sacrificial animals, has been found to pertain to 
the Animal dedicated to the Deity Agni-Soma. And this fact, as 
well as the presence of Uhas (at the Modification), would not be com- 
patible with the theory that the Accessory in question belongs to the 
Primary Original, as well as to its Modification. Hence it must be 
admitted that it is only the beneficial effect of the rite performed in 
connection with the Original Primary that is transferred to the Modifi- 
cation (and not so the actual performance of the Rite). 


T p m, ag e, tm, Ta um e ua i A 


ADHIKARANA (17). 


[The Vidhrti and the Pavitra should be made of the Paribho- 
janiya (Grass. | 


Stra (32): There being an incompatibility, the others 
could have no distinct connection (with the Accessory 
Detail in question); specially because of a particular 
Declaration. 

We proceed to show that the Grass laid down for the Primary 
does not subserve all purposes. 

[In connection with sacrifices we have the making of the Pavitra 
and the Vidhrti, out of the Kuca Grass, laid down. And with regard 
tothese there arises the question as to whether these are to be made out 
of the Grass brought in for the purpose of being spread over the Altar, 
or out of other Grasses. And the Purvapaksha taking up the former 
alternative, we have the following—] 


SIDDHANTA. 


The Grass that has been chopped in a particular way being laid 
down as to be used for spreading over the Altar,—in the sentence 
« Trdhanwpancadhà, etc.',—it could not be used for the making of the 
Pavitra, e&c. Consequently we must seek for another sentence laying 
down the Grass in general, for the purpose of making the Pavitra and 
the Vidhrti. And we find that the sentence ‘ Dhatuh, etc., serves 
to lay down collectively a number of spreadings (and among these 
we find the mention of the Paribhojaniya Grass ; and the Pavitra and 
the Vidhrtis should be made out of this Grass). 


ADHTKARANA (18). 


[It is the Cake, etc. of the Original Sacrifice that should be 
kept in.] 


Sutra (83): It és a portion (of the former) that should be 
set aside ; because of the connection (with the Injunction) 
of what already exists, 

[ In connection with the Jyotishtoma, we find the declaration— 

* Purodacacakalam aindravayavasya grahe nidadhati, ete , etc.’; and with 

regard to this there arises the question as to whether the Cake-piece 

that is kept in these vessels is taken out of the Cake used at the Original 

Primary Sacrifice, or it is obtained from elsewhere. And on this ques- 

tion we have the following — ] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Inasmuch asthe Cake, the Dhana, etc., are meant for the 
* Savaniya Sacrifice, we must, in accordance with the previous 
* Adhikarana, take the Cake-pieces, required for Grahana, Crapana, 
“ etc., as to be obtained from elsewhere.” 

In reply to this we have the following— 


SIDDHANTA. 


In accordance with Sutra I[V—i—28, the Purvapaksha view would 
necessitate a recourse to Secondary signification, without much use, 
and we must regard the Cake-pieces as to be obtained from the 
Cake that has been used at the Original Sacrifice ; specially (1) because 
we do not find any other piece of Cake in existence; (2) because 
at the Original Sacrifice only two Slices having been offered, the 
Disposal of the remainder by the Keeping under question would serve 
a distinctly useful purpose; (3) and because this procedure would 
be in keeping with the Accusative ending (in ‘ Purodacacakalam ^). 
Consequently it must be admitted that the Cake-pieces kept in the 
Aindravayava and other vessels, should be those obtained from the 
Cake that has been used at the Original Primary Sacrifice. 


ADHIKARANA (19). 


[At the Kamya Ishtis, the specification of Upāīmçu pertains 
to the Principal Action. | 


Sutra (34): ** The Accessory laid down in connection 
“with the Modification relates to all Actions,--just 
“like the Original Primary." 

[We have the declaration—‘ Yajsiatharvana vasi kamya ishtayah, 
ta upameu kartavyah’; with regard to this there arises the question as 
to whether the specification of Upameu (Quietness) pertains to the 
Primary as well as the Subsidiary Sacrifices, or to the Primary only. 
And on this question we have the following—] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The Upamcu should be observed in all those cases, where 
existing, it could afford some aid to the Kamya Ishtis." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (35): It must be regarded as meant for the Prin- 
cipal Action only; as it has not been enjoined for 
the Subsidiary. 


Some people explain the expression ‘ acoditatvat’ as follows: 
“ Inasmuch as the character of the Upamcu has already been found 
“ to be distinctly perceptible, the Subsidiaries that are amenable to 
“ the Implicatory Injunction do not get at it.” 

But this explanation is not admissible; because in all cases the 
operation of the Implicatory Injunction is the very first to come in. 
Hence the expression should be explained in the following manner: 
In the case of the Original Sacrifice, the Context having shown that the 
characteristic in question pertains to the Principal Action only,—it 
is the more authoritative Syntactical Connection that connects it with 
all the Actions; in the case of the Modification, on the other hand, 
it is Syntactical Connection itself that specifies the Characteristic 
as belonging to the Principal Action only; because the sentence 

214 
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distinctly mentions the word ‘ Kamyah 
are never related to any desires ; and h 
question cannot be regardec 


ADHIKARANA (20). 


[At the Subsidiaries of the Cyena simple Bulter should be used in place 
of Clarified Butter. | 


Stra (36): Because of the impossibility of its being 
used at the Primary Sacrifice, it must be used at the 
Subsidiaries; specially on account of the peculiar 
proximity. 

[In connection with the Cyéna, we find the declaration Drti- 
navanitamajyam' ; and with regard to this there arises the question as 
to whether the Butter is to be used at the Principal Sacrifice of the 
Cyéna, or at its Subsidiaries. And on this question, we have the 
following—] 

PURVAPAKSBA. 


" Inasmuch as the sentence in question is found to be a qualified 
‘< Injunction in the Context of the Principal Action, the Butter must 
‘be taken as replacing the Soma at the Principal Sacrifice." 


SIDDHANTA. 


Inasmuch as it is not possible to have Injunctions of many sub- 
stances, the sentence must be taken as laying down a particular sub- 
stance with reference to the Clarified Butter (Ajya). And as a matter 
of fact we find that there is no Clarified Butter used at the Principal 
Sacrifice; and hence, in accordance with the Sutra III—i—18, the 
material laid down in the sentence in question must be regarded as 
pertaining to the Subsidiary Sacrifices. 


Stra (81): Objection: ** The same would be the case 
“with the Laying of Fire also”? 
“The ‘Clarified Butter’ spoken of in the sentence must be taken 
* as that which imparts some aid to the Cyéna sacrifice, and in that case 
“inasmuch as the Clarified Butter used at the Pavamana Ishtis of 
“ the Laying of Fire would also be imparting some aid to the Cyéna, 
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* we would have the Simple Butter at these Ishtis' also in place of the 
“ Clarified Butter." 


Sūtra (38): Reply: It cannot be so; because these 
(Ishtis) do not appeur in the Context (of the Cyéna) ; 
specially as (the mere fact of the Ishtés imparting an aid 
to the Cyena) cannot be a ground for regarding them 
as Subsidiaries to it. 


That is to say, an Action becomes subsidiary to a Sacrifice, not by 
merely imparting an aid to this latter, but by imparting such aid while : 
being laid down in its Context. And as a matter of fact, the Clarified 
Butter that is found in the Context of the Cyéna is that which is 
mentioned in its Injunction, and not that used at the Pavamana Ishiis ; 
and as such we have the restriction that it is only at the actual 
Subsidiaries of the Cyéna (and not at these Ishtis) that the Clarified 
Butter is to be replaced by simple Butter. 


ADHIKARANA (21). 


[At all the Subsidiaries of the Cyéna we have Simple Butter in 
the place of Clarified Butter. ] 


Sutra (39): ** The Replacing would be at the particular 

** Subsidiaries (performed at the time of the Sutya); 

* because of Indications to that effect? 

Now there arises the question as to whether the Clarified Butter is 
to be replaced by Simple Butter, only at those Subsidiaries that are 
performed at the time of the Sutya, or at all the Subsidiaries of the 
Cyéna. And on this, we have the following— 


PURVA PAKSHA. 


“ The Replacing is to be only at the Subsidiaries performed at the: 
‘< time of the Sutya: (1) because of the proximity (of Context) ; (2) 
** also because of Inference from Analogy, based upon Indications, the 
“ argument being this:—The presence of the Animal as an accessory 
* of the Cyena has been found to appear at those Subsidiaries that 
'* are performed at the time of the Sutya ; as the Subsidiaries connected 
‘ with the Agnistomiya and the Anubandhya (animals of the Cyena) 
* are spoken of as aided by other Accessories (and not by the Clarified 
* Butter) Consequently, the simple Butter also must be regarded as 
* an accessory of those Subsidiaries only that are performed at the 


tad 


‘“ time of the Sutya. " 
SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (40): It must be at all the Subsidiaries ; because 
of its being related equally to all;— 
as has been fully established under the Sūtra ILI—vi—2. 


Sutra (41): As for the Indications (spoken of), they could 
be regarded as authoritative only when referring to 
something based upon Reason. 


That is to say, it is a well-known fact that such Indications can be 
regarded as authoritative only with regard to such subjects as are 
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amenable to Reason only. The case in question however is found to 
be amenable to Verbal Authority only. Because the ‘ Sahalambha’ 
(Killing together of the Animals) is to be done at the time of the Sutya, 
not because it is an accessory laid down with special reference to this 
lime, but because of a reasoning,— which however does not apply to 
the case in question, of the Butier. d | 

This ‘ reasoning’ we proceed to show as follows: There is a certain 
order of sequence pointed out in certain sentences, whose authority in 
the shape of;Direct Declaration is to be inferred from proximity; and 
the connecting of the other Details with the time of the Sutya would be 
in keeping with this order of sequence. Specially as in connection with 
the time of the Savaniya, we do not find any section dealing with the 
Animals; and as such we could not but pass over the time of this 
Savaniya. Nor could there be two ways of taking the things; as in 
that case we would have both (which would not be desirable). Thus 
then, the Indications in question are quite compatible with the 
Siddhanta view. 


ADHIKARANA (22) 
[The Savaniya Offerings only consist of Flesh. 


Sutra (42): The Flesh belongs to the Savaniya Offerings: 
because of the particular Injunction. 


[In connection with the ‘Capyanamayana extending over thirty- 
six years’, we find the declaration—‘ Samthite samsthilé’ hani mrga- 
patirmrgayam yati, sa tatra yan mrgan hanti teshamantarasah purddacah 
savaniya bhavanti’; and with regard to this there arises the question 
as to whether the Flesh of the animals killed in the hunting is to 
form the Cakes at the Savan:ya as well as the other offerings, or at the 
Savaniya only. And on this question we have the following—] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


** Inasmuch as the word ‘ Pwrodaca’ (in the sentence in question) 
'* could not be taken as referring to the Dhana and the other offerings 
** of the Savaniya, we must regard all the Cakes as to be made of the 
* Flesh in question. And even though the sentence speaks of the 
“ * Savaniya Offerings, yet this could not be taken as specifying the 
** Cake (as this specification would involve a syntactical split).”’ 

In reply to this we have the following— 


SIDDHANTA. 


The mention of the word ‘ Savaniya’ cannot be regarded as 
mistaken reading; and hence, in accordance with the Sutra I—iv—28, 
we must take the word * Purodacah’ in its secondary signification, and 
as such, including the Dhana and the other Savaniya Offerings. 


Sira (43): Objection: ** In the absence of Proximity, 
the recourse to Secondary signification cannot be 
admissible.” 


‘“ Inasmuch as the Dhana, etc. are wholly different from the 
Purodaca, we cannot rightly take the word ‘ Purodāça’ as indirectly 
indieating those other substances. For, even if this were possible, it 
could be so only by the word * Purodacah’ being partly taken, by way 
of a reference to the word ‘Savaniya’ (and this too would not be 
admissible )." 
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Sūtra (44): Reply: The word could be (taken as indirectly 
indicating the Savaniya offerings) ; because of its being 
found to be so indicative, in connection with the 
Original Primary Sacrifice; just as in the case of 
the Vairaja. 

In connection with the Primary Sacrifice, we find the declaration— 

‘ Purodacanalankuru,’—where the word ‘ Purodacan’ indicates the 
Dhana and the other offerings; as for the word ‘ Savantya’ however, we 
do not find it ever applying to any other offerings save the Savaniya. 
Then again, the word ‘ Purodacah’ could very well indicate the Dhana, 
etc., on account of the proximity of these; while the word ‘ Savaniyah ’ 
cannot indicate anything else. And then, inasmuch as that Purodaca 
which does not constitute a Savaniya Offering can have no connec- 
tion with the Dhana, etc.,—it must be admitted that the Flesh in ques- 
tion is to be employed at the Dhana and other offerings in connection 
with the Savaniya. 


a———— —À— 


Thus have we explained the relation of subserviency among 
Actions,— as based upon the (six) Means of Knowledge,— whose certitude 
is based finally upon Direct Vedic Declaration, and with regard to 
which the question of their comparative authoritativeness has been 
fully dealt with, as leading to definite conclusions in cases of con- 
flict among the various Means of Knowledge. 


Thus ends the Eighth Pada of Adhyaya III. 


Thus ends the Third Adhyaya. 


 — ——ÀÀ 8 


Here ends the 7'antravartika of Bhatta Kumarila. 
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INTRODUCTION. 


Tur Introduction to a book like the Tantra-Vartika is expected to 
contain (1) an account of the Author and (2) a brief account of the 
contents of the work. As regards (1), L have secured a contribution 
from my esteemed friend, Pandit Gopinath Kaviraj of the Sanskrit 
College, Benares. which is given below. As regards (2), I have nothing 
very much to add to what I have already said in my work on the 
Prabhakara School of Pūrva Mīmänsā. I have however come across 
certain criticisms upon this latter work, and I shall take the oppor- 
tunity afforded by this Introduction to state how far, if at all, I am 
prepared to modify my earlier opinions in the light of the said 
criticisms. 

Pandit Pashupatinath Shastri has just brought out his book on 
the ` Introduction to Pūrva Mimansa.’ On page 10 of this book the 
learned writer demurs to my view that Kuméarila has denied the 
creation of the world by God. He admits that ‘‘ Kumarila has said 
that God does neither superintend nor is the cause of this creation, and 
that the creation or dissolution of the world is impossible.” This is 
enough for my purposes; what was the motive that led Kumarila to 
deny all this belongs to a sphere of psychological research which is 
bevond the purview of my somewhat dull intellect. 

As regards Prabhakara’s view, Pandit Pashupatinath Shastri says : 
“If we accept this view (that the Upanisads are Arthavada) the 
Vedanta darshana will be lost to the Prabhakaras..... The loss of 
such a system is not a trifling matter..... If it be admitted that one 
text is not Arthavada, it can be no longer said that other texts of the 
same class are mere Arthavada.”’ 

One is surprised at finding such an opinion coming from a pro- 
fessed student of Pūrva Mimansa, which teems with Adhikaranas 
among which, while some passages are regarded as Arthavada, others 
“of the same class ” are not regarded as such. 

The writer admits here also that “ the Prabhakaras have denied 
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the creation of the world " ; but here, as before, he proceeds to examine 
the motive underlying the denial. 

In an important matter like this, writers like Kumarila and 
Prabhakara, having made a categorical denial, would certainly have sup- 
plemented it by an equally categorical affirmation of creation by God if 
they had held it to be true ; and they would not have left their motive 
to be unravelled by a writer appearing more than 1,000 vears later. 

We know that Kumarila and Prabhakara were firm believers in 
the soul and therefore they have both devoted a section of their works 
to that subject. If they had been equally firm in their belief in a 
creator-God, thev would certainly have devoted an important section 
of their work to that important subject also. This they have not done ; 
and their negative view also with regard to the existence of a creator 
thev have brought in only as a side issue. The learned Shastri is at 
pains to show that these two writers are not atheistic, Nastika, I may 
be permitted to point out that there is a confusion of thought on this 
question. In the domain of Sanskrit philosophical literature, the word 
: Nastika ' is not generally synonymous with ‘ Atheist.’ In fact the com- 
mon definition of the Nastika that we meet with is that he is one who 
decries, ?.e., does not believe in, the authority of the Vedas ;—or in 
more philosophical works, as one who does not believe in the existence 
of a soul or a world other than the physical. If we take the word 
‘Nastika’ in these connotations, certainly neither Kumarila nor 
Prabhakara is a Nastika, because both of them uphold the authority of 
the Vedas and believe in the existence of soul and of the other world. 
This disposes of the reference to the Nyayaratnavali, which has de- 
clared the Bhatta and the Prabhakara systems to be Astika. 

In Chapter II, the writer, towards the end, has drawn a distinction 
between words conveying their meanings and giving rise to valid cog- 
nitions. But in this he has apparently missed the whole point of the 
theory that every cognition is self-sufficient in its validity. If the 
word conveys a meaning, that is, if it brings about a cognition, that 
cognition must be valid per se, and for the sake of that validity there 
need be no dependence upon anything else ; so that if according to the 
author a word has to be dependent, for the sake of validity, upon other 


words, it comes to the same thing as to say that it does not convey 
any meaning at all. 
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As regards the cognition of the soul, if the cognisor is Ahampra- 
tyayagamya, it means that he is ‘the object of the notion of Z’; and I 
would certainly accept the verdict of the Shastradipika rather than 
that of its very modern commentary. | 

What we have said above is applicable to the whole of Chapter III, 
which deals with the question of God specifically, the whole of which, 
if one may be permitted to say so, appears to have been the outcome 
of the extremely righteous temperament of the writer, which does not 
allow him to be reconciled to the view that such eminent writers as 
Kumürila and Prabhakara could deny the creatorship of God. 

Further, we have understood Kuméarila’s position to be that a 
knowledge and recognition of the soul is essential for the purpose of 
the performance of one's duties, and in that sense it is essential in a 
way to final liberation. But it is not the direct cause of liberation, as 
has been held by other philosophers. Knowledge is certainly neces- 
sary ; but only as an accessory. It is in this sense also that knowledge 
of the soul is subservient to Karma. The writer admits that know- 
ledge alone is not enough to destroy all Karmas and hence lead to 
liberation. That is exactly the view that I hold as Kumarila's, and 
I fail to see where I have not paid attention to the context. 

As regards Pandit Kuppuswami Shastri's remarks in the paper read 
by him at the Oriental Conference, I have nothing to say. Until we have 
aetually discovered the works of the various Vrttikaras, we must agree 
to differ on the subject ; but I do feel inclined to accept the conclu- 
sions which the learned Pandit has drawn. But this question, as also 
the question of the relationship between Kumarila and Prabhakara, 
must remain an open one, until the older vritis have been discovered 
and also until the work of Prabhakara himself has been thoroughly 
studied with the attention that it deserves ; till then we must hold our 
soul in patience and welcome all contributions from such learned col- 
leagues as Pandit Kuppuswami Shastri and Pandit Pashupatinath 
Shastri. 

I cannot let this opportunity. pass of acknowledging my obliga- 
tions to (L) Mahámahopáadhyàya Pandit Chitradhara Mishra, with 
whom 1 read all the Mimànsá that I know, (2) to my friend, Babu 
(:ovinda-dasa. of Benares, my life-long ‘ literary mentor,’ and (3) to my 
patron, the late Maharaja Laksmishvara Singh Bahadur of Darbhanga, 
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to whose kindness and loving care I owe w 
going to be in the world. 


The work has taken long to be completed. 


eauses over which no one seems to have had c 
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THE TANTRA-VARTIKA AND ITS AUTHOR 
(By PANDIT GOPINATH KAVIRAJ). 


THE following pages embody a translation, made for the first time 
into English or for that matter into any language, of the famous 
Mimansa treatise. Tantra-Vartika, bv the great Kumarila Bhatta. 
The translation commenced in 1896, and after a laborious and 
sustained work carried on through over 25 years has now come to a 
close. 

The Tantra-Vartika, together with Cloka-Vartika and Tuptika, 
represents a complete explanation by Kumarila of the Texts of 
Qabara's Bhasya. The Cloka-Vartika, which is in verse and deals with 
the Tarkapada of the first Chapter of Jamini Sūtra, was translated 
long ago by the translator of the present volume. and the translation 
appeared in the same series (Bib. Ind.). The Tantra-Vartika deals 
with the rest of the Ist Chapter and with Chapters II-III. The 
Tuptika treats of the remaining chapters. 

The Tantra-Vartika is a very elaborate work and requires close 
study. Even in ancient times it was not always or everywhere that a 
master of these Vartikas could be found. Not to speak of Mimansa, 
in which the place of this Vartika is unique, even the other systems of 
Indian Philosophy cannot boast of several works of equal merit. The 
translation of a book like this, so full of technicalities and the minute 
of ritualistic details many of which are not easily intelligible, involves 
immense difficulty. It is hoped therefore that the publication of this 
translation, as coming from the pen of an enevclopeedic scholar who is 
not only a master of all the sehoois of Indian Philosophy and of 
Sahitya and Dharmasastra, but is the highest living authority in all 
matters connected with Mimamsa, will make more widely accessible a 
work which for its abstruseness has hitherto remained a sealed book to 
many. For it is an undeniable fact that even the so-called specialists 
in Mimansa hardly care, or are patient enough, to trudge through the 
pages of such a stupendous work. 
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The time does not seem to have yet arrived when we can correctly 
assign to Kumarila his proper place in the 
history of contemporary Indian thought. 
But it is certain that he was, like his suecessor 
Cankaracharya, the foremost protagonist of Vedic revival. The early 
Hindu revival which took place in the day of the Cungas and Kanvas 


K umarila’s place in 
Indian Thought. 


was characterised by an eager desire to re-establish the glory of the 
Vedic rituals. As it was Karma-Kanda against which the early 
Buddhism carried on its crusade, it was the same which raised its head 
when the dominant hand of the last great Maurya Emperor was laid 
low in death. The performance of Acvamedha was only a symbolical 
event. The same thing recurred under the Guptas, after Buddhism 
had once more emerged in the days Kaniska and his immediate succes- 
sors. But there was this difference, viz. that though Hinduism re- 
appeared in a new form, Buddhism was not still on its way to decline. 
Far from it. The Gupta and Harsha periods form really, from the 
strictly intellectual standpoint, the most brilliant epoch in the develop- 
ment of Indian Philosophy. The two religions flourished side by side. 
The accounts of Fa Hien, Hiouen Tsang and Itsing furnish no evidence 
of mutual animosity or bitterness or struggle of one party to gain 
ascendance over the other. But the most remarkable feature of the 
age was that, apart from Caiva, Vaisnava and Tantrika renaissance, of 
which no reasonable doubt exists, there appeared a re-awakening of 
interest in the complexity of Vedic ritualism. The composition of a 
work like the Tantra-Vartika would be an anomaly—nay, an absurdity 
—in an age in which, by reason of absence of ritualistic practices, the 
technical details so elaborately set forth in the work would lose their 
significance. 

It is interesting to observe that this is exactly the period when 
Buddhism began to decline. And it is generally believed that Kuma- 
rila, the protagonist of Vedic ritualism, was one of the most potent 
forces actively employed in bringing about this decline. 

There were many internal causes which led to the disintegration 
of Buddhist Church. The corruption of the 
Church was one such factor. The abuse of 
_ Tantric practices ended in moral degeneration; and there was an 
absolute lack of any element of check or restraint upon the free play 


Kumarila and Buddhism. 
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of the passions. All this tended to the overthrow of the dignity of 
Buddhism. The story of persecution is however exaggerated. Even 
assuming that the Buddhists were persecuted by Mihir Guia and the 
Hunas in Kashmir. by Cacanka Narendra, and by others, these are 
hardly worth mention. being so few and far between. The belief that 
Kumarila instigated Sudhanvan to root out Buddhism at the point of 
the sword is not historically correct,! though Kuméarila’s tirades against 
the Buddhists are numerous. and in many cases they are well founded. 
In the Cankara Digvijava of Madhava (7. 90) Kumaàrila is reported to 
have said that the Buddhist teachers with their own following used to 
propitiate kings and through them to persuade people to accept 
Buddhism and discard Vedic faith. This sort of invidious procedure 
was certainly such as was likely to bring down contempt upon its 
followers. and it actually set aflame an independent spirit like that of 
Kumarila with righteous indignation. The statement of the Digvijaya 
(7. 90) is not unworthy of credence, for we know that Buddhism had 
always been a religion of royal patronage. It had no stamina to grow 
from within under its own auspices. Asoka, Kaniska and others 
extended patronage towards it and gave it a push forward, on which it 
became popular and universal; but as soon as such patronage and the 
missionary activities which it implied were withdrawn it shrank back 
within narrow limits and its progress was at once arrested. The entire 
history of this faith bears a similar nature. 

In Kuméarila’s time the Buddhist University of Nalanda was still 
in a flourishing condition, and there was a large number of Buddhist 
thinkers all over the country. Hindu philosophical thought was mer- 
cilessly attacked in all quarters. In Nyaya Uddyotakara who had 
already recovered his Science, especially Vatsyayana’s work, from the 
attack of Dignaga, was himself made the victim of bitter assaults. 
Probably Dharmakirti was one of these assailants. It was left to 
Vachaspati in a subsequent century to reclaim Uddyotakara. The 
Vedic culture was also eclipsed by the Buddhists. And we find in 
Kumarilas Vartikas, more particularly in the Cloka-Vàrtika, a vehe- 
ment criticism of the Buddhist Philosophy. To one who has carefully 


| It is not believed by historians; cf. Eliot, Radhakpsna, Carpenter, etc. The 
struggle between Buddhism and Hinduism was a war of the pen and not of the 
sword. 
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studied the Tantra-Vartika and the Cloka-Vartika, it will be evident 
that Kumarila was very fully acquainted with the various Buddhist 
systems. 

There is a tradition recorded in Tibetan works, e.g. Chos-byun by 
Taranatha and Dpag-bsam-ljon-bzan (ed. by 
Sarat Chandra Das), that there was a contro- 
versy between Kumarila Bhatta and the Buddhist philosopher Dharma- 
kirti. It is said that Dharmakirti, desiring acquaintance with the 
secrets of the Hindu Philosophy and hearing that Kumarila Bhatta was 


Kumarila’s Conversion. 


the greatest exponent cf the Tirthika system, disguised himself as a 
slave and entered into Kuméarila’s service. Satisfied with his work 
Kumàrila expounded to him the secret doctrines. Thereupon Dharma- 
kirti left off his employment and invited al! Brahmanie philosophers to 
an open controversy with him. It is said that the debate lasted several 
months, and that many Brahmans who were defeated were converted 
to Buddhism. Kuméarila, with a large following, then entered the lists. 
It was arranged that whoever was defeated should adopt the doctrines 
of the winner. The debate took place and Kumarila with his followers 
was defeated and converted to Buddhism.! | 

In the Cankara Digvijava of Madhava we find however a different 
account. Reading the two accounts together we feel convinced that 
Dharmakirti in disguise studied with Kumarila who gave out his 
secrets to him in confidence. But Kumarila was not then as fully 
conversant with Buddhist Philosophy as Dharmakiriti had become 
with Hinduism, and the result was that Kumarila was defeated in 
debate. This defeat of Kuméarila is recorded in the Tibetan tradition 
and is supported by the evidence of Madhava : 


aaf 3afaurqa- 
WAR JUTHAT: | 
az afee racer 
fayda ferre: | 


Kumarila confesses here plainly that being ignorant of the secrets of 
the Buddhist Thought he was not able to defeat his Buddhist oppo- 
nents in debate. Tradition also has it that Kumarila, by birth a 


! S. C. Vidyabhusana, ** History of Indian Logic" (1923), pp. 304-5. 
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Brahmana. had been à Buddhist monk but that he abjured it and 
adopted Hinduism (Eliot, Hinduism and Buddhism, IT. pp. 110, 207). 

It is said that Kumārila wept once on hearing the Veda refuted. 
The Buddhists suspected him. seeing the tears. They threw him down 
from the roof of a high building. on which Kumārila exclaimed: © IF 
Crutis are authoritative then I shalllive." For the hesitant expression 
(viz. ^if") and for hearing the Cástras in disguise ( 4st}, one eye of 
Kumarila was destroyed. Kumarila says that the teacher of a single 
letter is to be worshipped as a Guru, while his teacher was omniscient 
(was) and vet he denied him—an unpardonable fault. 

We owe it to the Cankara Digvijaya that Kumarila committed 
suicide by entering the flames in order to 
expiate ( wuraftar: ) his sins. He says that 
his sins were twofold, viz. (1) that, though he accepted discipleship 
under a Buddhist teacher he set himself subsequently against him and 


Kumarila’s Last Scene. 


his doctrines. This was an unpardonable sin (€r««rerWee ATAT 
&iwwurafvm:). (2) The other fauit consisted in denial of the Godhead. 

It is said that Cankara, who had already prepared his Bhasvas, 
met Kumarila on his death-bed on the pyre, when his body was 
already half-burnt. Cankara asked Kumarila to prepare a Vartika on 
his Bhasya and on Kumérila’s refusal to comply with his request on 
the ground of there being no time for it, he offered to revive him by 
means of his Supreme Yogic power, if the latter only consented to it. 
But Kuméarila did not like the idea. 

It is a well-known fact that both Kumarila and Cankara comprise 
in themselves the best intellectual fruits of 
the anti-Buddhist reaction which was already 
set afoot in the Gupta revival of the earlier 
centuries. In this respect both of them occupy a footing of equality. 


Contrast with Cankara 
re Buddhism. 


But from a careful comparison of the coutents of Cankara's Bhasyas 
and of Kuméarila’s Vartikas the conclusion seems irresistible that 
Kumarila s knowledge of Buddhist Philosophy was more profound and 
more accurate, though Cankara is better known as having been more 
deeply influenced by Buddhism. The nickname g=gqate, which was 
applied to ('ankara by the Vaisnavas (and by Vijňāna Bhiksu) and 
in certain Puranas, was not unfounded. But it seems. as Prof. Yama- 


kami has brilliantly shown in his ` Systems of Buddhist Thought ` that. 
2 
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Cankara’s knowledge of Buddhist Philosophy was naturally superficial. 
in as much as he had no access to the secrets of its teachings. 

There are no certain data for determining the birth-place of 
Bhatta Kumarila. Taranath says that he was 
a native of Southern India. But it is also 
believed that he was a Brahman of Bihar who abjured Buddhism for 
Hinduism.! The tradition associating Kumarila with Northern India 
receives some support from the statement of Anandagiri in his Sankara 
Vijaya (Calcutta Edition, p. 235) that Kumarila came from the North 
(Saa? wq >) and persecuted the Buddhists and Jains in the South. 

We know nothing about Kumiarila’s family life. The Tibetan 
works assert that Kumarila was a family man 
He was in possession of a large number of rice 
‘fields, and 500 male and 500 female slaves, and he was liberally 
patronised by his King. Anandagiri’s statement? that Mandana was 
Kumarila’s sister's husband ( wfmetwwi) is not probably correct. 
Madhavaeharya however observes that Mandana was Kumarila’s 
pupil. ’ / T 

It is hardly possible to make a definite pronouncement on the 
religious convictions of Kumarila. Whatever 
the position of Pūrva Mimànsà might have 
been in this respect, Kumarila was very prob- 
ably not an atheist in the ordinary sense of the term. The intro- 
ductory verse of the Sloka-Vartika runs thus : 


Anamalia IATE | 
aa: sifafafanra aa: rarauifen | 


Kumarila's Native Place. 


Kumarila's Family Life. 


Kumarila's Religious 
Belief. 


This refers evidently to a personal God, viz. Civa. The commentator 
Parthasarathi himself says that this is a stuti addressed to “ Vigvec- 
vara Mahadeva "*: but the verse lends itself. as the scholiast observes, 


' Eliot, Sir Charles, Hinduism and Buddhism, Vol. 11, pp. 110, 207. 
? The term weary is vague. It may loosely stand for any part of Northern 
India from Kashmir to Magadha and Bengal, though generally the term is used 


for Kashmir and the Punjab. Magadha and Bengal are usually reckoned among 
the eastern countries. | 


? Cankara Vijaya (Bib. Ind. Edn., pp. 236-37). 
4 é ~. . » ^ 
“FARN RRT? faga angfa |” Eliot also records the tradition ( Hindu- 
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to an interpretation, though a strained one, in favour of Sacrifice. 
Kumārila observes that the Mimānsā was reduced to the position of 
the lokayata system (by Bhartrmitra and others as Pārthasārathi 
notes) and he takes the credit of having tried to recover it into the 
Astikapatha. 

That Kumarila believed in the Unity of Paramatma and in the 
multiplicity of Jivas. and in the essential identity of the two, we gather 
from the exposition of his system in the Sarvasiddhantasangraha. It 
is plainly stated that Atma is One as well as many ( fwarfaaqraranearan )— 
One as the Supreme Self and many as the individual selves ( sita*eüu 
fusgufu ama: qceqq:). The Supreme Self, which alone is enternal, is 
one and is present in every individual ( ‘ waq «rs; sitae TAT TST’ 
and ‘qrara aquaetastt asta ayatq’). This is exactly the teaching of 
Vedanta. And the Cloka-Vartika itself is clear on the point, viz. where 
it is stated that the theory of the Self is to be studied in detail in the 
Vedanta,! thereby implying that in this respect the teachings of the 
two systems are the same. Kumaàrila's belief in the Unity of the 
Supreme Self, considered as impersonal, is thus established. As to 
whether he had any faith in a personal God, of which there seems to 
be an indication in the first verse of the Cloka-Vartika, opinion differs. 
But I am inclined to think that he was at heart a believer. Vasudeva 
Diksita in his Kwutühalavrtii (Vol. I, p. 47) also holds the same opinion 
regarding Kumarila’s belief in God.” But God as creator of the 
Universe he has expressly denied in the Cloka-Vartika. 


Although the chronology of Indian History is as a rule the most 


‘ uncertain and vexed section of Indian Studies, 
Kumarila's Date. : : 
we are not on such uncertain ground in regard 


to the date of the author of Tantra-Vartika ; but it must be confessed 


iam and Buddhism, Vol. II, p. 207) that Kumarila was a worshipper of Siva. This 
need not militate against the popular belief that he was an incarnation of Karti- 
keya (cf. Qankara'a Sarvastddhantasangraha). 

|o xar afanan aa aa Waa FAT | 

eewWe(guau dY: A qereferaauret | 
Cloka-V artika, Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, pp. 727-728. 

2 The Cankara Digvijaya plainly says that Kumiarila confessed before his 

death that he had been throughout his life a believer in God. 
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that even here there are not lacking difficulties and that our conclusion 
can only be more or less of the nature of approximation. 

The Tibetan Lama Tara Natha, in his History of Indian Buddhism, 
speaks of our author as Gzhon-un-rol-pa, which literally rendered is 
equivalent to ‘‘Kumaralila.” There is evidently no doubt that by 
this name is meant the author of the Mimansa Vartika. Tara Natha 
describes him as a contemporary of Srong-tsan-Gampo, who ruled in 
Tibet in the 7th Century (627-650) A.D. 

It follows from the tradition referred to above about Kumarila's 
conversion that his date svnchronises with that of Dharmakirti. We 
know that Dharmakirti was the disciple of Dharmapala, who had been 
the head of the University of Nàlandà and the contemporary of 
Bhartrhari, the author of Vakyapadiya. Dharmapala was prior to 635 

A.D. when Hiuen Tsang visited Nalanda. Dharmakirti may therefore 
be assigned to a period after 635 A.D.! But he became already famous 
before 650 A.D. when Srong-tsan-Gampo died. And this supposition is 
confirmed by the fact that Itsing, who visited India in 671-695 A.D., 
refers to Dharmakirti among scholars of late years.? It is even likely 
that during the period when Itsing was travelling through India 
Dharmakirti was living. 

It is of interest to note that Itsing does not mention the name of 
Kumarila. But this need not mean that Kumarila lived after Itsing. 
It seems that Itsing did not care to notice Kumarila simply because 
the latter became a staunch anti-Buddhist. This being so, the silence 
of Itsing does not militate against the contemporaneity of the two 
scholars. 


Bhavabhuti, who calls himself Kumarila’s pupil, lived in the court 


1 Cf. Vidyabhiisana, loc. cit. Dr. Kern holds (Manual of Indian Buddhism, 
p. 130) that Dharmakirti lived between the stay of Hiouen Tsang, who does not 
refer to him, and that of Itsing, who speaks of him as a recent celebrity, i.e. about 
the last quarter of the 7th Century. 

2 Max Müller (India: what can it teach us, pp. 305, 408) was misled by Siva- ] 
ràma's statement in his Commentary on a passage in the Vasavadatta (viz. 
( Sreusfafeavengrcufaara ) to hold that Subandhu referred to Dharmakirti's 


work. See Kern, Manual of Indian Buddhism, p. 130, note 11; Lévi, ‘ La Date 
de Candrogomim ' in Bulletin de l École d’ Extreme Orient, 1903, p. 18; Gray, Intro- 
duction to Vasavadatta (Columbia University Publication), p. 8; Thomas, Intro- 
duction to his edition of Kavivachanasamuccaya, pp. 47-48. 
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of Yacovarmà of Kanauj who flourished about 730 A.D. Assuming 
that Bhavabhüti was then a man of advanced age, say 50. and that 
he held his studentship under Kumirila in his early years, it stands to 
reason that Kumarila may have lived into the beginning of the 8th 
Century. Probably he survived Dharmakirti, with whom his contro- 
versy may be assigned to the end of the 7th Century. Dharmakirti 
was probably an older contemporary of Kumarila. though he read 
with the latter in disguise. as tradition has it. Kumarila also read 
with a Buddhist teacher later on, but the name of this teacher is not 
known. 

The date of Cankaràáchàrya is still a question of dispute. But it 
is probable that the tradition regarding the interview of Cankara with 
Kumarila is historically unfounded. The tradition is preserved by 
both Anandagiri and Madhavacharya, the former making Prayāga the 
place of interview and the latter Rudrapur in Southern India. In his 
Vartika on Cankara’s Upadeca Cahasri, Surecvara speaks of a verse as 
borrowed by Cankara from Dharmakirti. Kumarila was a contem- 
porary of Dharmakirti and consequently Cankara must have succeded 
Kumarila. MM. H. P. Shastri is of opinion that Kumārila preceded 
Cankara by two generations (Introduction to his edition of Sex 
Buddhist Nyaya Tracts), which is not impossible. But the tradition 
regarding Mandana versus Suresvara, as being once a disciple of 
Kumarila! and then of Cankara, cannot be brushed aside easily. For 
the two names refer to an identical person. 

It seems that Cankara was living in the middle or third quarter of 
the 8th Century. The acceptance of 788 A.D. as the date of Cankara’s 
birth would make it difficult to explain how Mandana, who must be 
dated in the early years of the 8th Century. should have been also a 
pupil of Cankara whose intellectual activities on that supposition must 
be assigned to the beginning of the 9th Century. And the date 
of Vachaspati being 898 Samvat? or 841 A.D., it is likely that 


! Both Anandagiri and Madhava say that Mandana was Kumarila’s principal 
pupil. As to whother he is to be identified with Bhavabhüti and Bhatta Umbeka 
it is hard to say anything correctly in the present stage of our knowledge. See 
Introduction to Mandana's Bhüvanawiveka, Sarasvati Bhavana Texts, No. 6, 
published from the Government Sanskrit Library, Benares. 

? This must refer to the Samvat Era, for otherwise the interval between 
Udayana and Vachas ati becomes practically nil. 
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Cankara preceded him by two or three generations or say about a 
century. 

Opinion seems to be divided about the chronological relation bet- 
ween Kuméarila and Prabhakara. The tradi- 
tional view is what is recorded in the ** Prabha- 
kara School of Pūrva Mimansa,” which repre- 
sents Prabhakara as the pupil of Kumarila. This has of course the 
sanction of Sarvasiddantasangraha, attributed to the great Cankar- 
acharya,' and of Madhava’s Cankaradigvijaya (7. 77). 

But it has been shown in the ‘ Prabhakara Mimansa’ that consi- 
derations of style, etc., would not justify the acceptance of the tradi- 
tional view as historically sound. And the probability is that Prabha- 
kara was older than Kumarila. 


Kumarila and Prabha- 
kara. 


Dr. Keith, who likewise rejects the current view in regard to the 
synchronism of the two authors and their mutual relation, assigns 
Prabhakara to 600-650 A.D. This is of course on the assumption that 
Calikanatha was the pupil of Prabhakara and that he lived before 
Kumarila. I am afraid both these assumptions are erroneous. That 
Calikanatha is of the same school as Prabhakara is undoubted, but 
there is no proof to show that he was Prabhakara’s direct pupil. 
The statement in Nitipatha, Section 2 of the Prakaranapafichika, 


viz., BUSA MH BIT KEY aya | 
sura frear wen fatua | (Benares Edition, p. 13)— 


need not imply immediate succession? On the other hand it is very 
likely, as it has been shown in the Introduction to Varadaraja’s Com- 


l It is difficult to say exactly whether this Qankara is the same as the famous 
author of the Qariraka Bhasya. That the two were believed to be identical as 
early as the time of Madhusüdana Sarasvati (1500-1600 A.D.), whose pupil com- 
mented on the Sarvasiddhantasangraha, is no rea! proof of their identity. 

? By way of illustration we may point out that K àmandaka, who lived about 
300 A.D., calls Kautilya (400 B.C.) his own guru, though there is an interval of 
no less than 700 years between the dates of the two authors. The second chapter 
of Kamandaka’s Nitisara deals with the classification of vidyas after the manner 
of the Vidyasamuddega section in Kautilya's Arthagastra. The fourth view, therein 
summed up, is that of Kautilya himself as set forth in the Arthacastra. Kaman- 
daka says: fagqrqaqa waa gifa a TAWA (verse 6, p. 27, Trivandrum Edition). 
The commentator Cankararya notes in the J ayamangala: WARTA etfaw Te | 
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mentary (Bodhani) on the Nvayakusumafijali that Calikanatha was 
a native of Bengal and belonged to the lOth Century A.D., and was 
= presumably an older contemporary of Udayanáchárya. He could not 
thereiore have preceded Ixumárila. This date of Galika will be quite 
consistent with the fact of his having quoted from Kumàárila's Cloka- 
Vartika and referred to Mandana Micra’s Vidhiviveka. But though 
Qalika is not prior to Kumarila, Prabhakara's date, as given by Dr. 
Keith, is by no means affected. for Càlikà was not the immediate suc- 
cessor of Prabhakara. 

Pandit ‘s. Kuppuswami Shastri has recently contributed an inter- 
esting paper on this vexed question (appearing in the Proceedings of 
the Seeond Oriental Conference, held at Calcutta, pp. 407-412), in 
which he has sought to defend the traditional view regarding the rela- 
tion of the two Mimansa scholars. But I am afraid his argument is 
not convincing. Vachaspati Misra speaks in his Nyayakanika of an 
ancient school of Prabhakara as distinguished from the modern. 
Vachaspati' s time being the middle of the 9th Century A. D., we must 
allow a sufficiently long interval to have already lapsed before Prabhà- 
kara’s immediate followers could have been rightly denominated as 
belonging to the “ Ancient School." 

There is evidently no reference to Kumarila in the expression 

war in the extract quoted from the Brihati. This Vartikakara 

must have been a predecessor of Kumarila. There existed at least 

one Vartika on the Mimaénsa Sutras before the days of Kumarila, and 

there is an explicit reference to this in the following passage in the 
Tantra-Vartika : «sms f aq w3 wa vd wa arf | 
aa difafceratat oa wu fafaa i” 

da a «zfm am weed (Tantra-Vartika. Benares Edition. p. 606). 


On tite age of Kamandaka Prof. C. Formici contributed a paper to the 12th 
International Oriental Congress at Rome (— Aleuni Osservazioni Sull epoca del 
dAKarmandakiya Nitisira, Bologna, 1599). wherein he tried to show that Kaman- 
daka was a contemporary of Vardhamihira or oven earlier For Jacobi's views, 
see his “ Zur Frithgeschichte der indischen Philosophie," p. 742. Dr. Frederick 
ascribed him to a date earlier than 40» A.D. Cf. Sarkar, The Positive Back 
ground of Hindu Suciology, p. 8. 

| Introduction (pp. vii-ix) to the > Kusumanjalibodhani,’ edited by G. N. 
Kaviraj (Sarasvati Bhavana Texts Series, No. 4, Benares). 
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There is no reason to preclude the supposition that Prabnakara had 
in view this particular Vartika work or another of its kind. 
Kumarila makes a distinction between the language of the Aryas 
and that of the Mlechchhas in the Tantra- 
ES Lingus Vartika. Any language other than that of the 
ledge 
Aryans was put under the category of Mlech- 
chha. This was quite in keeping with the earlier tradition as preserved 
in Manu Samhita, Vatsyayana Bhasya on Nydya and Pataüjali's Maha- 
bhasva. Kuméariia observed that Veda could not be read in the pre- 
sence of the Miechehhas and that the Aryans had no talk with the 
Mlechchhas (T. Vart, p. 156). The habitat of the Mlechchhas was the 
country outside Aryavarta, so that the Deccan was naturally regarded 
asa Mleehehhadeca. From this point of view even the South Indian 
languages, in fact any non-Sanskrit language, would be ranked as 
Mlechehha, and Kumarila expressly says so. His reference to #1fasife- 
wrt is really meant for the Tamil language. He mentions the follow- 
ing Tamil words: 
(1) vx 2 Tamil coru (boiled rice). ` ~> 
(2) Tet= ,, nadai (path). 
(3) Wa= ,, pàmpu (snake). 
(4) wi — ,, Al (person). 
(5) ¥=  ,, vayiru (belly).! 
From this attitude towards the Dravidian language as Mlechehha 
Dr. Burnell inferred that in Kumarila’s time Brahmin civilisation had 
not much penetrated Southern India and there were very few Brahmins 
settled in tne South. This conclusion gains some support from Hiouen 
Tsang’s report that the people of Southern India (about 700 A.D.) were 
mostly Nirgranthas, with a few Buddhists, and there were no Brah- 
mins. Kumarila’s reference to Tamil loosely as reris is a further 
evidence in favour of general ignorance of the Aryans about the South. 
Whatever this might mean, it is difficult to agree with Dr. Burnell in 
his view of the spread of Brahminical civilisation in the South. For 
we know that Agastya was one of earliest Aryas to have gone to the 


| All these words are such as end in consonants, and they are converted into 
Sanskrit, according to the genius of the latter, by addition of a vowel to the end, 
Mr. Kane (J.B.B.R.A.S., 1921-22, p. 96, foot-note 3) thinks that the words belong to 
Malayali language. 
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South. The whole of the Ramayana represents the story of Aryan 
immigration into the South in the pre- Buddhistic ages. 

Kumarila then refers to the Parasi, Barbara, Yavana, Raumaka 
ind other languages. The first and third terms are evidently meant 
for Iranian and Greek. Romaka is usually identified with Roman, i.e., 
Latin. But this is doubtful. Very often in ancient times the word 
imi! meant Constantinople, and not Rome. In that case the language 
referred to would be some early form of Turkish. The Barbara lan- 
guage is aecording to Dr. Burnell either (1) Bod-pa, i.e. Tibetan, or 
(2) Mramma, i.e. Burmese. The Sanskrit word w4x is generally traced 
to the Greek Bdboras (see Fick, Indo-germanisches Wörterbuch). In 
the Brihat Samhita (5.42, 14.18) the Barbara people have been assigned 
to the South-West. 

Kumarila knew Latabhasa. When he affirms that in no other 
language than the Lata can €x be changed into are: (atta ercweeu «ra 
MS AGA Ya sns: ew), he must be referring to the provincial 
dialect of the Lata country (Guzerat) in his day, and not to any Prakrit 
language as described in the Grammars.^ And on p. 989 of the Vartika 
Kumarila speaks of the Lata people too. 

He was acquainted with grammatical Prakrits also. He says 
that the sacred writings of the Buddhists and Jains abound in Prakrit. 

It is usually believed that the Pali literature went out of general 
use after the Council of Kaniska, and that in the Gupta and post- 
Gupta periods there were very few people in India who knew its con- 
tents at first hand. It may be of some historical interest to note—and 
it was a credit to Kumarila—that Kumarila apparently read, as late as 
700 A.D., even the original Buddhist works in Pali. The passage in 
the Tantra-Vartika, p. 171,* represents a well-known Buddhist ioni 

| We have such expressions as qfaa She TT CIWSTSIT agy | But it 
is vague. The word occurs in the Brih. Sam. (16.6). Kern equates it with 
‘Roman’. Alberuni says (Vol. I, p. 303) that Roma and Yamakoti are removed 
from each other by half a circle (according to Hindu Geography). 

2 For it is well-known that in Maharastri and Apabhranáa we can have qi 
for gq (see Chanda, 3.7; Hemachandra, 1.79, 2.79.112; etc.) In the Ardha- 
magadhi too ¢i<aqt is changed into q@xqz (according to Nayadammakaha 
and Niray avaliy ao). 

‘au fate fuae mur. cat a7; ag vafan wef] sad wfu «mw 

3 
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viz. that all Samskrtadharmas, i.e. products, proceed from causes, but 
that their destruction ( faarw) is without any cause. The authorities 
are cited by Poussin in J.R.A.S., 1902, p. 371. 

Kumarila is well known for his famous Commentary on the 
Mimansa Bhasya of Cabara Svami. This com- 
mentary consists of three parts :— 

(1) Cloka-Vartika, in 3099 verses of Anustup metre. It extends 
to the first pada ( qae ) of the first Chapter. 

(2) Tantra-Vartika (in prose). It extends from the second pada 
of Chapter I to the end of Chapter IIT. 

(3) Tup-tika (in the form of brief notes in prose), extending 
from the 4th Chapter to the end of Chapter XII. 

The Tantra-Chüdàmani of Krisna Deva observes! that Kumarila 
was the author of two more commentaries, known as Bréhal-tika and 
Madhyama-tika, on the Cabara Bhàsya. It remarks that Tantra- 
Vartika, otherwise called Tantra-Tika, is only a summary of the Brihat- 
tika. It is interesting to note that Somesvara refers to this Brihat 
Commentary. = 

Apart from these, which are well-known, it is believed that Kuma- 
rila also wrote a Commentary on Manava Kalpa Sutra. A facsimile 
of this MS. (No. 17 in the Library of His Majesty’s Home Government 
of India) was printed in 1867 by Th. Goldstücker. 

On the Civamahimnastotra there is a Commentary, which records 
the tradition attributing the authorship of the Stotra to Kumarila 
(see Deseriptive Catalogue of Government Oriental Library, Mysore, 
No. 11120). This, were it correct, would be consistent with the bene- 
dictory verse in the Cloka-Vartika. But it is likely that the tradition 
is unfounded.’ 


His Literary Works. 


quu uf arcu | WA RCT XH PASTY duafa warcur aw faurfen 
Bue rea Cay | This is the reading of the Text as published in the Benares 


Sanskrit Series. For different and in some cases better readings of a few words in 
the above extract, see I.R.A., 1902, p. 371. 

! See Hall, Bibliography. 

2 It is written in Somadeva’s Yasastilakachampu, dated 959 A.D. (Kavya 
Mala, Part II, p. 255) that Grahila was its author. See Indian Antiquary, 1917, 
July, p. 164. 
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The following Commentaries are known to exist on the Tantra- 
vartika :— 
(1) Nyayasudha (or Sarvopaharini or Rànaka). By Bhatta 
Somesvara, son of Bhatta Madhava, called Trikandi- 
mimansamandana. (Pub. Chaukhambha S.S., Benares.) 


(2) Tautatitamatatilaka. By Bhatta Bhavadeva alias Bala 
Balabhi Bhujanga (Ind. Off. Cat., p. 690). 


(3) Commentary. By Pàrthasarathi Misra. This is referred to 
by Krsnadeva in his Tantrachidamani, but it is not 
known whether it is meant for a distinet commentary or 
only for the author's Nyaéyaratnamala. 


(4) Nyayaparayana. By Gangadhara Misra. A manuscript of 
this work, Chapter 3, exists in the Govt. Sanskrit Library, 
Benares. 


(5) Commentary. By Kamalakara Bhatta, son of Ramakrsna 
Bhatta and grandson of Narayana Bhatta. 


(6) Subodhim. By Annam Bhatta, son of Tirumatarva of 
Raghava Somaya]i family. This commentary is said to 
have been prepared on the model of Nyàyasudha. 


(7) Mitaksara. By Gopala Bhatta. 


(3) Ajita (or Tantratikanibandhana). By Paritosa Misra. Manu- 
scripts of this exist in the Govt. Oriental MSS. Library. 
Madras. 


Besides the above, there was probably another commentary on the 
Tantravartika by Bhatta Umbeka, as observed by Krsnadeva. The 
author of the Castradipika (2.1.1) refers to Mandana as a commentator 
on the Tantravartika. And there is reason to believe, as Madhav- 
acharya says in the Vankara Digvijaya, that Umbeka was only another 
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name of Mandana Micra. As Umbel 
a commentary on the Clokavartika, 
authorship of a commentary on the T 
weight. 
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The action performed cannot subist in the material substances used 
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Action cannot continue till the appearance of the Result A 

There must be an Apürva intervening between the action and its 
result 

Purpose served by the Adhikarana : establishing the ‘existence of 
the Apürva ee ee 7 ee ee 


Adhikarana (3). Division of actions into * Primary’ and ‘ Subsi- 
diary ' (Sūtra 6) s s J^ T 
Connection with the preceding Adhikaraņa 
Piirvapaksha : ** All actions are equally important ; hence no divi- 
sion into Primary and Subsidiary permissible ”’ e 
Siddhanta: An action that accomplishes a visible purpose cannot 
have a transcendental result; it must be subsidiary to another .. 


Adhikarana (4). Definition of the * Primary’ Action (Sütra 7) 


Adhikarana (5). Definition of the“ Subsidiary ' Action (Sütra 8) 
Actions that go to make a material are ‘Subsidiary ' 
Objection against differentiating * Subsidiary’ from * Primary ' acts 
Absence of such differentiation gives rise to various anomalies  .. 


Adhikarana (6). Such acts as the cleansing of the Sruva cannot 

be regarded as ‘Primary’ (Sūtra 9-12)  .. E T 

Bhashya’s examples justified Po 

Pirvapaksha: The action of Sruva- -cleaning and the like must be 
regarded as ‘ Primary’ 

Siddhanta : They must be regarded as ‘ Subsidiary,’ as they < make 
a substance’ (Siitra 10) 

There is no Apurva in connection with these ‘acts ‘ 

When can an act be regarded as serving only a visible purpose ? 


Objection (Sūtra 11) .. 1 es ws oe 
s answered (Sütra 12) EM M E. 
Usage sot aside by Smrti T d A z 


Defects in usage 
Words and expressions i in a ordinary usage against grammatical rules 
his "e ,,J explained 

Accusative denotes predominance 

Transcendental result. assumed only where there is no visible result 

Comparative predominance expressed by the case- enge ; 

Purposes of the Adhikarana v a x E 
(1) Gamimagüh Srucah v $e "t A 
(2) Paridhi Je T ET dd 
(3) Avabhrtha è 

Real uses of the Adhikarana 


Adhikarana (7). Mahendradhikarana:—Primary character of 
Stuti and Gastra hymns (Sütra 13-29) 
The case of these hymns is introduced as a general definition 


provided by Sütra 2-1-8 " 

Pürvapaksha: The hymns are subservient to the deities they 
indicate... 

Siddhanta : The Pürvapaksha is contrary to other authoritative 
evidences 


The hymn would be carried away from its context of * * Mahendra’ 
sacrifice, as the deity it indicates is Indra, not Mahendra n 

“There is no such contingency; as ‘Indra’ and < Mahendra’ are 
the same deity js 
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Contingency inevitable; as Mahendra and Indra are distinct 

Arguments showing that Indra and Mahendra are different : 

Impossibility of establishing an identity between the two, by 
breaking up the compound ' Mahendra’ .. E 

The name ‘ Mahendra’ must be taken as one independent whole .. 

Indra could not have come to be called * Mahendra’ 

Indra and Mahendra must be two distinot deities, because the 
names are different m 

The Vartika criticise the above exposition oa the Adhikarana 

By the above Bhashya arguments, the compound ‘ Agnisomiya’ 
also should not be broken up into the two names, ‘ Agni’ and 

: Soma,’ of two distinct deities .. 

Such compounds cannot always be regarded as conventional whole . 

Difficulties in the way of admitting a deity in the pees of 
Mahendra distinct from Indra 

Breaking up of the compound ‘ Mahendra’ not impossible 

The Vartika admits the Pürvapaksha to be acceptable 

The Vartika sets forth the Siddhanta in a different form 

‘Mahendra’ must be accepted as the name of a deity 

Deities as mentioned in the Veda have a purely verbal existence ; 
hence they must be accepted under the name found in it,— 
irrespectively of what their etymological signification may be .. 

This is the reason why * Indra’ and ‘ Mahendra’ cannot be regarded 
as the same deity .. E. m T 

Indra and Mahendra are distinct deities 

Vartika reconciles its own exposition with that of the Bhashya 

Certain Bhashya passages are explained 

Indra and Mahendra being distinct deities, the removal of the 
Mantras from their context would be inevitable, if the pe were 
subservient to the deity 

Objection against regarding the name í Mahendra ’ as a compound 
of ‘ Indra’ and the qualification of greatness, * Mahan’ 

Applieation of the same principle to the i and Puronuvàükyü 
hymns 

** There is nothing wrong in the removal of a mantra from its con- 
text’’ (Sūtra 91) : 

The argument could not affect such Mantras : as are directly enjoined 

“< Removi ing of the Mantra does not nullify Injunction " (Sūtra 23) 

It would be distinctly wrong (Sütra 24) 

It is better to take a Mantra as making up a hymn and thereby 
a: a transcendental purpose, than to regard it as indicating a 

eity : oe 

Predominance should be attributed to the hymn 

The Deity is subsidiary to the Eulogy 

That the Mantras constitute a hymn and do not indicate a Deity is is 
shown by Vedic texts (Sütra 25) 

Vedic texts authorising the taking of the Hymn as independent 
(Sütra 563) 

` Stati and ` Vastra’ must be taken as distinct hymns (Stitra 27) 

Results mentioned in Veda possible only if the hyming constituted 
an independent action by itself (Stitra 29) a Au 


Adhikarana (8). (A) ‘Mantras are not injunctive [P Denota- 
tion forms the third function of Verbs (Sütra 30-31) . m 
Adhikarana : expounded according to the Bhashya , 
Question : Are Mantras containing — words actually injunc- 
tive ? es 
Pürvapaksha : *: The Mantras are  injunetive—there is no reason 
why they should not beso'' .. e^ 
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Siddhanta : Mantras can have no injunctive potency 

Mantras cannot be taken as either Vidhi or Arthavada 

Bhashya’s exposition of the Adhikarana criticised by the Vartika ; 
there is no justification for depriving an injunctive verb of ite 
injunctive potency, simply because it occurs in a Mantra 

The Adhikarana, according to the Vartika, has — to do with 
Mantras.. 

The Adhikaraņa as expounded by the Vārtika 

Question of the Adhikarana: Are Verbs always expressive of 

‘primary’ or ‘ subsidiary’ acts only—or is there ul other pos- 

sible function for them ? VY 

Pürvapaksha : There is no third funetion for Verbs . 

Siddhanta: In some cases, where its injunctive potency is precluded 
by the presence of other words, the Verb must be purely denota- 
live, pointing out something which affords the occasion for an- 
other action 

Difference between such Verbs as occuring in ‘the Mantra and in the 
Brahmana 

The Bhashya exposition reconciled with the Vartika exposition 


Adhikarana (9). Definition of * Mantra ' — 32) 
Justification of the Adhikarana 
Definition of Mantra necessary T 
* Prstakota’ explained m T 
Four different kinds of Mantra A. x3 : 
Adhikarana (10). Definition of * brahmana’ (Sūtra 33) - 
Different kinds of Brahmana 2 vv d 


Adhikarana (11). Modifications in Mantras are not real * Mantra’ 
(Sütra 34) .. m" er a Ee m 
Pürvapaksha (A): As they fulfil the conditions of the definition, 
modifications are * Mantra’ =e T E 
Siddhanta (A): Only those are real ‘ Mantra’ which are really 
spoken of as such by the learned 
Corollary question: Does the modification of one word deprive 
the entire Mantra of its Mantrie character ? T 
Pürvapaksha (B): The whole Mantra ceases to be Mantra 
Stddhünta (B): Only the modified ; iportion loses its Mantrie cha- 
racter ee ee se Do s oe » 5 


Adhikarana (12). Definition of ‘Rk,’ as that in which there is 
division into metrical feet in accordance "a the meaning 
(Sütra 35) T e. ST is £s 


Adhikarana (13). Definition of * Sümas' as *songs' (Sütra 36) 
Adhikarana (14). Definition of * Yajush’ (Sütra 37) 


Adhikarana (15). < Nigadas' included in * Yajush’ (Saia € 
Pürvapaksha : ** Nigadas must be a distinct class" s 
Siddhanta : They should be treated as * TES ‘ 
Different name ‘ nigada’ explained 


Adhikarana (16). Definition of * one sentence’ (Sütra 46) 
Conditions of syntactical unity .. 
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The Sutra does not define a ‘Sentence ' : if 
The Bhashya’s explanation of the Sūtra, the only one admissible sh 
Justification for Adhikarana aen 
Bhashya’s explanation expounded i in detail . T 


Adhikarana (17). Conditions of the ‘diversity of sentences’ 
(Sütra 47) 


Sentences are distinct When they are independent of one another | 


Pirvapaksha: ‘< Theo whole passage should be regarded as one 
Mantra when the component sentences are intimately connected 
and the use whereof is laid down only by direct directions ” , 

Siddhanta: The form and limit of a ‘Mantra’ a purely verbal 
matter ar e Ar 

Mantra should be used as s it is found in the Veda 

Parts serving distinct purposes must be distinct é 

Case of the * Kirpti' Mantras T » E 


Adhikarana (18). Definition of * Anushañùga’ (Sūtra 48) 

Anushanga i is the means of completing à sentence x 

Question: Are the missing factors of Mantras to be supplied from 
the Veda, or out of ordinary parlance?  .. 

Piirvapaksha : The words of ordinary parlance should ‘supply the 
missing factors 

Siddhanta : Outside help admissible only when the Veda fails to 
supply the need . s 

Needs of a Vedic sentence must be met from the Veda 

The case of the Mantra ‘ Yā té agne rajāshayā, etc.’ 

Different explanations of the Bhashya : 


Vartika’s explanation s T 
Mere Immediate Sequence no ground of connection 
Anushanga is the means of completing a sentence T 


Supplementary Addhikarana: applied to cases where the sentence 
itself is complete, but its parts stand in need of sentences to 
which they could be attached: ‘ Chitpatistva punatu ete. ete’ 

"` sapakshe : ‘* There should be no Anushanga in such cases 

ränta : Anushanga is necessary in these cases also 


Adhikarana (19). There is no Anushanga where there is inter- 


ruption (Sütra 45) .. c - " 
PADA II. 
Adhikarana (1). Difference in the Apürvas of subsidiary actions 
(Sūtra 1) 
{ Difference of actions based upon difference of words expressing 
them ] : Sm ve m 


Conneetion with the preceding Pada Ds its 

Three questions according to the Bhashya : (1) Do the Bhavanas 
denoted by several Verbs occurring in a passage bring about a 
single common Apürva, or do they bring about as many Apürvas 
as there are Verbs ?—(2) Do the denotations of the Verbal roots 
qualify a single Bhavana, o: distinct Bhüvanas TW Do the 
roots denote a single object or several objects ? 

' Kürya' used in the sense of Apiirva m T ac 

Grounds of doubt ; T 

Only one question, according to the Vartika: "When there are several 
Verbs in a passage, is there only one Bhavana qualified by the 
roots of the several Verbs. or is there a distinct Bhavana for each 
root ? m ee ai a m ^ 
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Pürvapaksha (A) (as first stated by the Bhashya): ** The root-mean- 
ings qualify the Bhavana conjointly ” ia " : 
Objection against this statement of the Pürvapaksha 


Pürvapaksha (B) as subsequently stated by the Bhashya : s£ The 


words denote a single Bhavana as qualified by the denotations of 
the several Verb-roots " 
‘ All the Verbs, serving the single purpose of denoting the Bhavana, 
should be taken as forming a single sentence ” 
'* Thus the action being one, the resultant Apürva must be one’ T 
Vartika supports the second statement (B) of the Pürvapaksha 
Objections against the first statement (A)  .. 
The Bhàshya passage embodying the first statement of the Pürva- 


paksha (A)-—explained differently E 
Siddhanta: A distinct Bhavana with each distinct root T: 
Actions expressed by the several Verbs must be different Am 


Adhikarana (2). (Sütra 2.) Difference in the Apürvas of the Samit 
and other sacrifices expressed by the same Verb repeated several 
times. [Difference of actions based upon their being expressed 
by repetitions of the same Verb] m m ^c 

Connection with preceeding Adhikarana Do bo 
(Question : In a passage where the same root ‘ Yajati’ is repeated 
five times, does it al! express a single action or do the five express 
five distinct actions ? " .. T: 
This statement of the question is ‘objected to Pe T 
The objection answered as 
(Juestion stated somewhat differently : Does the ‘ verb, > Yajati 
repeated five times lay down one action and one Apürv a, or five 
actions and five Apürvas ? T . ee 
Pürvapakshà : ** The verbs indicate a single Apūrva” s W co 
'‘ The repetition of the same verb is not superflucus ” 
*' The action and Apürva indicated are one only ” 
Siddhanta: The repetition of the same word also differentiates 


actions  .. 

The idea that the actions denoted by the five repetitions of the 
verb * Yajati? are one and the same is erroneous us 

Difference among aetions not always cognisable by the sense 

In the case in question, the sacrifice has to be repeated oe 


‘Samit’? * Tanünapüt' and the rest are names of distinct sacrifices 


Adhikarana (3). Subserviency between ‘ Aghara’ and * Agnéya’ 
(Sütra 3-8) 

Question stated : Are all the sacrifices enjoined by the Injunctions 
contained in the Section on Darca Purnamasa distinct Primaries 
—or is only one Primary and the other subsidiaries ? 

Objection against this question, as not bearing upon Difference 
among actions, which is the subject-matter of the Adhyaya 

‘The statement of the question justified es 

rhe present Adhikarana serves as introductory to the exceptions 
(set forth later on) to the conclusions of the foregoing Adhi- 
karanas 

Three stages in the Pürvapaksha : e '« (1) The two sentences contain- 
ing the verb * Yajat?' are distinct injunctions; (2) the actions 
expressed by them are distinct from any previously enjoined ; 
and (3) the Prayajas and the Agharas are all Primary Actions" 

Bhashya justified à 

Pürvapaksha (A): *' The two sacrifices enjoined by the two sentences 


MU the verb * Yajati' are distinct from the Agnéya and 
the rest” 


C .. ee ae ee 
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The Vartika admits the force of these arguments and confines 
itself to the refutation of the main theories of the Pürvapaksha, 
that the subsequent sentences are only references to the previously 
mentioned Pacu and Soma : 

An alternative explanation of the Bhashya’ S exposition ‘of the Adhi- 
karana, by which the effective Siddhanta arguments are held to 
be embodied in Sütra 18 E. 

The Vartika’s own exposition of the Adhikarana, making Sütra 
17 the Pürvapaksha-sütra and taking Sūtra 18 as emboding the 
Siddhanta . . ; m e 

Question stated according to the Vartika : a) Do the sentences 
‘ Hrdajasyagrevadyati’ and the rest lay down accessory details for 
the Pagu sacrifice ?—(2) Do the sentences ‘ Anidravayavam 
grhnati, ete.’ lay down accessory details for the Soma sacrifice ?— 
or are those sentences themselves the injunctions of the sacri- 
fices ? P 

Pürvapaksha—according to the Vartika—‘‘ The sentences in ques- 


tion do not lay down accessory details ; they are themselves the . 


originative injunctions ” e 
Siddhanta (Sutra 18): The sentences, laying down. prepar atory 
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Adhikarana (7). (Sütra21) Differentation of Actions by number 


Introduction. . a m 

Question : Does the sentence : £ lisra ühutir jakoi’ mention three 
distinct actions ? 

Piürvapaksha (A) ** only one action is mentioned ; as there is only 
one verb 

Siddhanta (A) On account of the mention of the nnmber ‘ three,’ 
the sentence must be taken as cisci three distinct acts .. 

Objection answered : i «x 

Bhashya exposition of Adhikarana different . 

Question according to Bhashya refers to sentence i Saptadaca pra- 
japatyan pacüunalabheta * 

Sentence chosen by Bhashya for the purpose of showing that the 
mention of a number serves to distinguish actions even when it 
occurs in connection with the material, —to say nothing of the Act 


itself iis jà e 
Ground of doubt explained E 
Pürvapaksha (B): ** The Action referred to is one only T 


* Assuming of several actions and Apürvas not justifiable ” 
“ Difference in the material cannot mean difference in the actions. 
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No need for inferring a distinct sacrifice or Apürva 

The term * Paryagnikrtam ° does not remove the *giving away’ 
from its natural precincts 

No significance attaches to the mention of the Pà/ni- vata 

Conclusion: The sentence lays down an accessory in reference to 
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Adhikarana (9). + Adabhya’ and the rest are names of cups 
Visayavakya : * Eea va? havisa. ..yo’dabhyan grhitva, etc., etc.’ — .. 
Question: Does the sentence lay down a distinct sacrifice or does 
it mention only a secondary rite in connection with a sacrifice 
already mentioned ? 
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Siddhünta : The sentence cannot lay down a sacrifice, when it men- ` 


tions neither the material nor the Deity 

* ddabhya’ and * Amcu’ are names of sacrifices 

According to 2-2-18 a sentence like these, even when mentioning a 
material and a deity, cannot be taken as laying down & sacrifice 

Conclusion: The sentences lay down only ond PETIT 
rites Tm os T : . 


Adhikarana (10).  4gnicayana is a secondary preparatory rite 

Visayarakya : ntis .athato gnimagnistoménanujanatr , ete. , 
pte. 

Question : Does the c" lay down a distinct sacrifice ?—Does it 
lay down mere Cayana, * collecting’ by itself ?—Does it lay down 
this latter as an accessory to all Primary and Subsidiary 
sacrifices ? m 

Piir vapaksha : 2. DNO sentence lays down a distinct sacrifice '' 

** * Agni’ is the name of a sacrifice to be performed ”’ 

'* Meaning of * Anu’ is * Anujanati’ . 

** Another explanation: The first part of the sentence enjoins a 
distinet sacrifice. and the latter nent — down the procedure of 
that sacrifice "' T 

Siddhānta (Sūtra 28) ' Agni’ cannot be the name ofa sacrifice 

The word ‘ Agni’ does not fulfil the conditions of 1-24-4 

The Agni mentioned in the sentence must be a substance v 

That substance is Fire. z 

The word ‘ Cinuté’ dces not denote sacr tfice 

The sentence can only mean ‘ one should prepare the Fire by means 
of Cayana’ . 

Thus alone can the Accusative ending i in ' Agnim? be justified 
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all materials, because they don't differ either in their relationship 

or inthe context" .. T oe 950 
The Pürvapaksha position explained in detail T T 950 
Meaning of ** Apürva '—* what did not exist before m T 950 
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‘There is only one Apürva resulting from the Dargapirnamasa, 
and this is brought about by all the materials that are used at 
it; and hence the acts done to those materials must pertain to 
all of them 

* Minor Apürvas, even when present, do not lead to any definite 
results" .. 

‘©The Injunction of the acts must have universal application ” 

« Two reasons for this given in Sūtra 8 À 

«The acts must pertain to all materials"  . 

Siddhänta : If we reject the visible purpose served by dii acts, they 
lose their usefulness (Sütra 9) 

It is only when there is no visible result, that the act can be taken 
as leading to & transcendental one (Sütra MM 

Analogy of the act of Prathana 3 

One act serves & visible purpose in regard to one kind of — 
Threshing is useful in the case of the corn only 

In regard to other materials such an act would be useless 

So long as a useful operation is possible, no Vedic Injunction can 
ever urge an agent to the performance of a useless operation 

Similarly with each of the acts in question : 

The result of the Threshing is one that is needed 

It is only when there are no perceptible results that an | assumption 
of imperceptible ones can be justified T 

Conditions under which alone the acts could be connected with all 
materials 

For each of the actions there is a distinct Apūrva 

The minor Apūrvas are of use in according help to the Final Apürva 
of the Darcapürnamasa ` 

An Apürva serves as the instigator of an act am] when the per 
formance of that act actually brings about that Apürva 

Threshing could be connected with other materials, only if no 
Apürva were brought about by the corn that has been threshed 

All this is explained in detail under Chapter IX 


Adhikarana (5). The Sphya and other Implements have their use 


restricted by their connections (Sūtra 11) 

Visayavükya : * Sphyacca Kapalani ca, etc.’ in the section or Darca- 
purnamasa 

Question : Are the Implements mentioned in this sentence to be 
employed on every possible occasion ,—or only on those occasions 
in connection with which each of them is mentioned ? 

Objection to the question :—This falls within the purview of the 
foregoing Adhikarana, according to which all details are to be 
used in relation to their declared connections 

Answer: The conditions of the present question are not identical 
with those of the foregoing Adhikarana 

Difference between the two Adhikaranas explained : 

Pürvapaksha : ‘t The Implements should be used whenever there i 18 
use for them,—their use is not restricted by any texts,—as they 
are not connected with any distinct Apiirvas 

Siddhànta : The Implements are mentioned in their originative In- 
junction only in connection with specific functions ;—the sentence 
in question merely describes them as enjoined 

The Pürvapaksha renders many other texts purposeless 

The present case does not come under the law of the ‘ Saptadaca- 
raint’ (3-1-18) : , 

Tt is not true that there are no distinct Apürvas . oe 

Conclusion : The Implements are to be used in actions in connec- 
tion with which they are mentioned in the Injunctions 
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Adhikarana (6). The Arunyüdhikarana (Sütra 12). The eins Page 
of Redness and the rest are not mixed up . . 959 
Visayavakya : * Arunaya pingaksya ekahayanyü somam Krinàti' i 959 


Question : Does the Redness pertain to that object only which is 
mentioned in this sentence ?—or to all those objects that are 
mentioned in the context relating to the price to be paid for the 
Soma ? ve . 959 

Objection to the question : ie m there is no object mentioned in the 
sentence, the question does not arise ' 


: 956 
** Like the word ‘ Arunay@,’ the other words of tho sentence also- 

* pingaksyG@’ and * ekahiyany&,’—denote qualities only ” 959 

:Ín all Bahuvrihi Compounds, the relationship between the two 
members should be expressed beforehand "' 959 

** ft has been shown under the Akrtyadhikarana (1. 3. 30—35) that 
the qualification is always signified beforehand ” T 959 
** Relationship—in * gomān ’—is denoted by the affix " .. 960 

^ The same principle applies to Verbal and nominal derivatives, e as 
also to compounds ”’ 960 

'" The Compounds ‘ pingaksi ' and ‘ &kahüyani A therefore rust 
denote the Relationship only ”’ 961 

“The Bahuvrihi compound always denotes something distinct 
from what is signified by its component members” .. E 961 
'*'This something different must be the Relationship ” 961 

- This something different cannot be the Class to which the in- 
dividual denoted by the component term belongs  .. - 962 
` After all the words can denote quality only and no substance” .. 962 

'* There thus being no substance mentioned in the sentence, there is 
no basis for the Adhikarana'' . 062 

* Nor is there any other sentence that could supply the requisite 
basis 962 

'* Because all Rudhi words denote class and all yaugika words 
denote only relationship "' “a m 962 
** The Adhikarana should not have been introduced" .. ei 963 
Answer to the above preliminary objection d i 965 
Yaugika words denote substances, not relationships - T 963 
C 'omplications i in the theory that they denote relationship 963 


In * goman ' one member * go’ denotes an object,—if the other num- 
ber, the affix, were to denote the relationship, where would be the 
other object between which and the former object the relation- 


ship would subsist ? .. e p im e 963 
Other anomalies explained Y. xt . 963 
In * gomün,' the ‘go, ‘cow,’ is the qualification, cepa Sx 964 
Operation of the speaker is the reverse of that of the Hearer vw 964 
Relationship as recognised hy the speaker and by the Hearer Pe 965 
Relationship cannot be denoted by the word ‘ Goman’ 965 


Relationship not denoted by the case-ending (in the word * asyah’ 
as occurring in the exposition of the compound * mtem; a 


akeint asyah ') ; : 965 
The word must be taken as denoting the object related .. E 965 
All Yaugika words do not denote relationship - " 966 
All Yaugika words denote the object related .. de T" 066 
Bahuvrihi compound denotes substance, .not quality Ae T 966 
Real bearing of the Bahuvrihi compound T 967 


The correct form of expounding a Bahuvrihi compounr d —: ekahiyani 
for instance,—is ‘ékasya hayanasya iyam,’ not the usual form 


* ékam hüyanam asyüh ' d 967 
Diverse character of the third object denoted by the Bahuvrihi 967 
The compounds in question must denote the individual object 068 
Objections against the Individualistic theory of denotation are wnt 

applicable t to the present case .. Bp. 2n P 968 
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‘Che compounds ‘ pingaksi’ and * ekahayani' denote the substance.. 


Is this denotation of the substance direct or indirect ? os 

` The opinion of Grammarians: The denotation is direct ae 
»  » Logicians: The denotation is indirect .. t 

Logicians ' view not acceptable .. T es 


Bahuvrihi compound denotes the third object 
The compounds in question denote a substance 
Under the circumstances, there is full justification for the ques- 


tion—‘ Does the redness denoted by the word * arunaya qualify 


all the substances that may be mentioned in the context, or the 
one substance mentioned in the same sentence with itself ? ' 
Objection against the Adhikarana: ‘‘There is no possibility of 
the Redness belonging to substances mentioned in other sen- 
tences” . 

Objection answered: The possibility i is due to possibility of Redness 
being related to the * purchase of Soma,’ as also the ‘ one-year old 
animal, both mentioned in the same sentence; and for this pur- 
chosing of Soma, several substances are mentioned in the same 
context, though not in the same sentence 

The first alternative introduced by the Bhashya is that Redness i is 
connected with the Purchase of Soma e oe ee 

Reasons for this being placed first 

Meaning of the term ‘ Vakyabheda’ used by the Bhashya in the 
present context . 

Possibility of both alternatives of the question 

Pirvapaksha : **'The Rednoss appertains to all the substances men- 
tioned in the Context: since direct Assertion and Syntactical 
Connection are both in operation in the present instance ”— 
E Sutra 8) ss 
‘ Context can take cognizance of the quality ” 

** Conclusion : all the implements employed in the action must be 
red” 3 m js 
‘ Objections against the Pürvapaksha answered es 

'* The word cannot signify the substance by individual indication ” 

‘The co-ordination of the term 'arunaya' with substantives can 
not be based upon Indication ”’ : le. -e 

Objecti on against Pürvapaksha : For reasons adduced the word 

* arunaya' must denote a substance hs ec 

Objection answered by the Pürvapakshin : 

‘The view that the * arunayaá denotes an individual substance. is 
incompatible with the Akrtyadhikarana” .. zm 

‘< A substance cannot be directly denoted by the word, on account 
of the irregularity of usage’ 

“ Two theories regarding the appearance of new properties : the 
Pitharapaka and the Pilupaka theories — .. " 

‘‘ Objections against substance being indicated —answered d es 

‘‘ Elimination of the matup explained P 

'" There are three kinds of Indication: (1) Well- ostabilinhael by 
usage, (2) created at the time and (3) Impossible a oe 
‘‘ Various potentialities of meaning 
'' Between Substance and Quality, Which forms tho predominant 
factor, depends upon their nature” - ad 

2 Restrictions regarding Abstract Affix and Co- extensiveness or 
Diversity explained 

^ Presence of Gender and Number explained, through. the substra- 
tum of Redness : 

"In all words expressive of properties, substance ‘is held by 
grammarians to be the predominant element ” ' 
`“ Conclusion : The word * Arunay&’ must denote a quality” P 
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** ‘Aruna,’ denoting a quality, and ‘ekah@yani’ denoting a sub- 
stance, there can be no relationship between the two, when there 
is no genitive ending ” 

** The relation of the quality of Redness with the gubatance ekahüyani 
eould be based upon Indirect Indication; but that would be 
set aside by that between the said quality end the act of purchase, 
which is expressed directly by the Instrumental ending in 
* Arunayàá ' 

'* The denial of the TOTAM relationship would — the ee 
ending, meaningless '' 

** Relationship of the Ekahayani with the quality of Redness i ig not 

admissible, as the former is more intimately related to the action 

of Purchase 

The several alternatives re. Co-extensiveness are explained under 

Adhyaya VI 

** Even if the relationship of the substance Bkahayani with the 
quality of Redness were possible, it would involve the incongruity 
of the rejection of the connection of the said quality witb the 
substance employed in the sacrifice (Soma) ”’ 

“The Ekahaüyan? cannot be related to both the action “of Purchase 
and the quality of Redness” 

** Such dual relationship whenever admitted is so only for the sake 
of the argument’  . 

‘©All that the word ‘ Ar unaya’ ‘ays down is the Redness with 
reference to the means of Purchase referred to by the Instrumental 
ending" .. 

‘It is not right to hold that no significance attaches to the 
Instrumental ending, and the word * A» sand denotes the quality 
only ” j 

“Conclusion : The quality of Redness pertains to all the substances 
mentioned in the context as to be given as price of the Soma 

Siddhanta : The substance and quality must specify each other .. 

Words of the Sütra explained 

Neither the substance nor the quality could be enjoined by itself . 

The quality of Redness and the substance Ekahayani both stand in 
need of the action accomplished by their means; this is what is 
signified by the presence of the Instrumental ending in both 
< ArunayG@’ and * Ekahayanya ' 

Both of these are related, by Syntactical Connection, with the 
action of Purchase 

When something is directly enjoined, it sets at rest all doubt 
regarding it 

The significance of the word : Arunaya a’ as occurring in the sen- 
tence is that ** the action of purchase is to be accomplished by 
means of the quality of Redness as characterising the substance 
employed at the performance of that act’ 

The animal denoted by the term ‘ ekahayanya ' also — a quality 
for its specification . 

There is thus mutual need between the substance and quality , 

This need establishes a relationship between them, even without 
the Genitive ending .. 

The action of Purchase serves to ‘restrict the particular quality to 
the particular substance and vice versa . "s 

All requirements are thus supplied by the sentence itself 

The quality is not always subservient to the Substance 

By what is that quality of Redness which would be related to ali 
the substances mentioned in the Context ? 

There is no possibility of the substance and the — being treated 
as optional alternatives : 
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The Substance is the channel through which the Quality helps the 
Action d 

The relationship of ihe Quality to ihe Bkahayani animal i is due in 

the natural capacity of things " 

A Fine imposed serves to purify the person fined i 

The Action of Purchase, as the predominant factor, comes to ba 
taken along with both, the Quality and the Substance X 


Adhikarana (7). The washing should be done to all vessels: No 
significance attaches to the Number w o or Plural) ss 

Connection with what has gone before 

The subject introduced: The Details of the employment of 
Accessories te 

Visayavakya : * Dacüpavitrena Graham Sammareti: ; 

Question : Is the Sammürjana, washing, as laid down to be done 
to only one vessel (on account of the singular number in ‘ graham’), 
or to all the vessels used in the action?  .. 

Question stated in general terms: Does significance attach to the 
Number ? .. 

Objection to the question : s Expressions in the Veda must be 
significant ” : 

Objection answered ; There is no question ‘regarding one vessel 
being signified ; what is open to question is whether or not it 
implies all vessels ; 2 TY e UT 

Objection reiterated: ** Attaching of significance depends upon the 
intention of the speaker ; as there can be no speaker in the case of 
the Veda, there can be no tntention ae ». A. 

Meaning of ‘ Intention’ explained n g  — Br 

* Vévaksü ' means * acceptance’ and * avivaksa,’ Rejection : .. 996, 

Acceptance depends upon Injunction, not upon mere Assertion 

Injunetive potency is direct, when based upon the Bhavana, and 
indirect when based upon Karakas : 

Question regarding the bringing about of “ singleness” is only 
natural, in the case of the sentence Graham Sammar sti’ be 

Another explantion of ‘ Vivakea’ * avivaksa 

Question raised is with reference to Mimamsakas seeking to ex- 
plain the Veda with the help of reasonings T 

‘ Vivaksa,’ according to these, means the wish of the “Mimamsaka 
or Sacrificer 


Third explanation of *  Vivakeü ' : ‘Intention of the Intelligences 

ensouling the Vedic Texts’ Ms By, .- 
The ‘ body ’ of the Vedas—various kinds MS zh Me 
Five kinds of Body X ne ee 
Veda is * Cabda-Brahma " ae te T 
Veda ensouled by a single Intelligence E 5o . 


f Intention ' determined by the potency of words \ 

'Vivaksü' and ‘ Avivaksa' attributed to the soul of the Cabda- 
Brahman of the Veda 

Question as finally put: ** In the sentence graham sammarsti, does 
VA Veda intend to attach significance to the sims num- 

er í 

Pürvapaksha : “N umber is meant to be — "hence the 
washing should be done to one vessel only ” 

*'* Everything mentioned in the Veda should be connected with a an 
Injunction or Prohibition ” 

** Two ways of doing this” 

* No real difference between Indication of the word and Syn- 
tactical Connection ”’ ve se ve 1000 

‘* Singleness is qualified by the Bhavana” _ e I. 1000 
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* Bhavana must take in the Number also" .. T 
** The Number of the Predicate, uddecya, must be significant oe 
'* Significance attaches to gender also (for which see 6.1.6) j 
Saddhanta : Al the Individuals, and not one only, are to be washed 
What is laid down pertains to the Clase te en e 
* Graham ' indicates all vessels : 

The Singular number, though mentioned, -eannot be- something 
to be brought about .. ue id 

What is realiy enjoined by * sammürsti ' 

The Bhàv nā alone cannot be enjoined w an 

Quesiion: Is the Bhavana enjoined qualified (1) by washing or (2) 
by the vessel or (3) by the singleness of the vessel? .. 

The significance of the word * graham’ and ‘ sammarstt’ discussed. 

Do the Vessel, and the washing qualifiy the Bhavana? | 

Do the Vessel, its singleness and the Bhavana form objects of the 
Injunction ? 

Is the washing enjoined for the Vessel only ? or the singleness 
only ?—or both of them conjointly ? - 

The Vessel can never form the Predicate of the sentence 

The sentence enjoins the washing jor the vessel, it cannot enjoin 
the singleness - 

Injunction of singleness absolutely impossible 

Mere mention does not mean Injunction : 

The singleness cannot be a gratification of the substance 

‘ Preclusion’ not applicable i in the case an 

Where the law of * Preclusion’ is applicable .. 

The law of Preclusion explained in connection with the sentence 

‘Im amagrbhnan rashanamr tasya ityacvabhidhanimadatte ’ 

This sentence is an instance of ‘ Preclusion’ in view of the fact that 
the last clause precludes the said Mantra from the holding of the 
ass’s reins, not because it prescribes the Mantra for the holding 
of the horse’s reins 

The assertion of the Bhashya regarding this sentence should not be 
taken seriously 

The sentence ‘ graham ‘sammireti’ “cannot be an injunction of the 
connection of singleness s T 

Bhashva criticised 

‘Sammarsti cannot enjoin the connection between the Vessel and 
its singleness 

Singleness cannot be recognised as a qualification of the substance 
(vessel)  .. 

Singleness cannot qualify the Bhavana of the washing 

Objection: ** Just as Singleness cannot be washed because it is not 
corporeal, so also the class * vessel’ denoted by the term ‘ graham’ 
cannot be washed ” 

* Similarly, if what is done to the substance cannot be done to its 
N umber, then what is done to the Individual cannot be done to the 
class ' T 

'* If the Injunction cannot enjoin the Number, , then no Number can 
ever be enjoined”  .. 

' If significance attaches to the singular number in the term * dacà- 
pavitrena’ Caer nia in the same sentence, -— can it not attach 
to that in the term * graham’ ? ” . 

** Singleness of the vessel must be significant " 

ES Anuvada and Vidhi are totally different from uddecya and upü- 
déya’ ds 

va co—X is ; as much touched by the Inj unction as the Vessel " 

*' When the word ‘graham’ is injunctive (of the Vessel), it cannot 
be non-injunctive also (of the singleness)  .. "e 
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‘s The actual denotation of a word cannot be discarded ” "E 1018 
Above arguments answered "e 1019 
The purificatory aet (of washing) pertains to NS one of the pri- 
mary factors (Vessels) os s 1019 
Purification cannot pertain to the singleness . T 1019 
If it did, then the singleness belonging to all things would be puri- 
fied by the single act of washing 1020 
The same objection cannot apply to the purification pertaining to 
the elass denoted by any word .. 1020 
Ín any case it is vum one by one that even all the vessels are 
washed  .. 1021 
A Purifieatory Rite is never enjoined in reference to the Number 1021 
Injunction of Singleness as a subordinate factor would be coti) 
to the principle of the Saktvadhikarana (2.1.12) - nc S 1021 
The Accusative does not denote the subordinate factor 1021 
A remoter functioning of words admissible only when the more 
proximate is inadmissible E. n" 1022 
In some cases singleness does quality. a substance us ie 1023 
The case of the phrase * agneh trnant’ 1023 
In this case no significance attaches to the Plural number i in ‘ trnant’ 1023 
Vedic declarations cannot be reproached ne as ie 1024 
What is predicated is subordinate to something else .. M 1025 
Adhikarana (8). No washing is done to the Ladle, etc. (Sūtra 16-17) 1026 
Two-fold Pürvapaksha (following from the foregoing Adhikarana) :— 
(a) **Just as singleness is not meant to be significant, so is the 
Vessel also not significant; hence the washing is to be done to 
all things that resemble the graha, i.e. the ladles and other 
things;—(b) There is injunction of the washing only, which must 
pertain to the Ladle and all other things " 1026 
Difference between the Adh?karana and that dealing with Avaghata 1026 
Siddhanta : There can be no injunction of the Washing alone by 
itself is 1027 
The Washing must be restricted to the Vessel, because of the patti 
cular Apürva indicated by the latter 1027 
Both the Ladle and the Vessel cannot be related to the same 
Apürva  .. ET 1027 
Both the Ladle and the Vessel cannot be washed at the | same time 1027 
The intermediate Apürva pointed out by ' Graha' cannot be passed 
Over 1027 
Significance of the Vessel does not cause Syntactical split, —in the 
same way as that of singleness does » € i 1027 
Adhikaraņa (9). The measure of seventeen cubits appertains to 
the sacrificial post (Sūtra 18) .. a T 1028 
Visayavakya: * Saptadaçãratnirvājapeyasya Y üpah M" i 1028 
Question : What is it that is to be ‘* seventeen cubits ” in size? .. 1038 
Pürvapaksha : **It is the Vajapeya sacrifice that is to be seventeen 
cubits”  .. 1028 
“ As the measure cannot apply to the sacrifice itself, i must apply 
to the substance used atit" .. 1028 
** The Vessel used at the Vajapeya is to be seventeen cubits high i 1029 
Siddhanta: There is no justification for taking * yGpah' as indi- 
eating the sacrificial Vessel " EN 1029 
Interpretation cannot depend upon mere proximity of words T 1029 
The word ‘ Vajapeyasya ' only refers to the particular sacrifice — .. 1030 


It is the Yüpa, Post, to which the measure applies — .. E 1030 
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There being no Post at the Vājapeya, it must refer to the nae 
Sacrifice .. aie 1030 
The measure cannot apply to the Vajapeya i in any way ay 1030 
Adhikarana (10). <Abhikramana is subsidiary to the Prayajas 
(Sūtra 19-20) ; 1031 
Introduetion: Cases of Action being subsidiary to another action 1031 
Visayavükya : * Abhikraman juhoti ° 1031 
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Question objected to on the same e ground as the Arunadhikarana 1031 
Objections answered in the same way 1031 
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* Abhikrüman must be connected with all that is expressed by 
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Adhikarana (11).  Upavita is subsidiary to the entire Darca- 
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Connection of the Adhikarana Bs 1034 
Application of actions regulated by Intermediate or Prime Context ? 1034 
Question: Is the Upavita, which is mentioned along with the 
Samidhenis, to be adopted only while these latter are bole 
recited ?—or throughout the performance of the sacrifice ? ; 1034 
Question objected to .. és a ne, A 1034 
Question justified E S Y. Bk 1034 
Context—Prime as well as Intermediate "t P st: T 1034 
The Preparatory Rite also is related to a Context 1035 
The want of visible factors can be supplied only by a visible factor 1035 
Piürvapaksha : “The Upavita is related to the Samidhenis only 
and is to be adopted only during their recitation” . 1036 
Siddhanta: The Context of the Samidheni cannot tlako in the 
U pavita e 1036 
Because it is interrupted. by the intervention of the mention of the 
Nivids R Es n. 1037 
The Kamya recitation of the Gamdhenis discussed ‘i as 1037 
The said Interruption objected to. r un 55 . 1037 
Objection answered "e 1037 
Conclusion: The Upavita is related to the ‘entire performance of 
the Darcapürnamasa.. we m vs P 1039 
Adhikarana (12). (Sūtra 22.) The Vürana and Vaikankata vessels 
belong to all sacrifices - " 1040 
This Adhikarana is an exception to -Adhikarana (9) T -— 1040 
Question : The Vessels of Varana and Vikankata wood, mentioned 
along with the Fire-kindling having no use at that rite, at 
which sacrifice are they to be used ? rs 1040 
Pürvapaksha : ** The Vessels are to be used at the Pav amana Isti, 
in accordance with 3.1.18” : me an 1040 
Siddhanta : The Vessels belong to all sacrifices Jn aa 1040 
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The Exposition explained — according to ‘some people’ at 1041 
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The author's own explanation: The Vessels could not belong to the . 
Pavamana even if it were subsidiary to Fire kindling 

Futility of the Adhikarana suggested 

In view of this futility, the Sūtra (22) is explained differently : aa 
supplementary to the foregoing Adhikarana 


Adhikarana (13). (Sūtra 23.) The Vartraghni recitation belongs 
to the Ajyabhagas .. 

Introduction: Consideration of Mintitias employed according to the 
order in which they are mentioned zia 

Visayavak ya: * Vartraghni paurnamüsyüm . we .vrdhanvati amava- 
syayam . 

Noe Do the two Mantras, Vartraghni and Vrdhanvati, belong 
to the Primary Sacrifice, or to the Ajyabhagas ? 

Question justified : 

F ürvapaksha : ** The Mantras are related to the Primary Sacrifice " 
** They can never be connected with the Ajyabhagas”’ 

Siddhünia : The meaning of the Mantras has no connection with 
the Primary Sacrifice, and the Deities indicated by the Mantras 
do not belong to that Sacrifice i 

The connection of the Mantras with the Ājyabhāgas clearly indi- 
cated by the terms ‘ paurnamüs?i' and ‘ amāvāsyā, which speak 
of the two points of time £ 


Adáhikarana (14). The Mustikarana and Silence enter into the 

entire context . go e 

Visayavükya : (a) *.M uetim karoti—Vacham yacchatí ' ; (b) “Hastam 
avanenakti—ulaparajt instrnati, etc’ 

Question: (a) Are the Fist-closing and silence connected with the 
act of Avédana ‘ Addressing’ alone, or with the entire context ? 
(b) Is the Hand-washing connected with graseis ire or with 
all actions ? x m : 

Question objected to 

Question justified 

Pürvapaksha : ** (a) Fist-closing and silence are connected with the 
* Addressing ` only, and (b) The Hand- mias. is connected with 

grass- spreading only " 

$e It cannot be vice versa ' 

'* Capability, Me uu context. and syntactical connection are 
more authoritative than Primary context in the matter of the 
connection of Accessories " 

** Fist-closing and silence cannot be subsidiary to each other ” 3c 

Siddhanta: There is no ‘ syntactical connection’ between Fist- 
closing or silence and the Addressing 

‘Capability’ operates both ways: It may indicate their ‘connection 
with Addressing alone or with all tho acts 

There is no Intermediate Context establishing a connection between 
the two acts and the Addressing 

Cases where Intermediate Context is NEM uude the Ld 
of Sandamca à 

Example of the Pray&jas 

The Fist-closing and other similar acts must pertain to the Primary 
Act along with all its accessories e. 7 

When Syntactical connection between Fist-closing or Silence and 
Addressing would have been -possible re 

No significance can attach to Immediate Sequence in a case wiete 
each sentence is complete in itself (Sūtra 25) 
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** Advantages of this view: It obviates the necessity of modifying 
the words of a mantra, e.g. 'agnayé' into ‘ suryaya’ and so 
forth : 

Siddkānta : So long as the Primary meaning is acceptable, there 
can be no justification for applying the Secondary meaning 

Mantras lead to the assumption of texts, in accordance with what 
they signifiy 

In cases where the Secondary. meaning is desired to be conveyed, 
why need the Primary meaning also be adopted ? : 

The two meanings are not optional alternatives 

When the Primary meaning has been duly cognised, there is no 
justification for admitting the Secondary meaning  . 

The Mantra, being a — agent, could not apply to what 
is not enjoined (Sütra 2) 

The Mantra containing the name ‘ Püshan' can be used only at 
sacrifices whereof Püshan is the deity 5s - Ho 

Mantras must be related to sacrifices 


Adhikarana (2). The Aindri Mantras apply to the Garhapatya 


This is an exception to the general law of the preceding 
Adhikarana that mantras are to be employed according to their 
Primary meaning . us a os 

Visayavükya : (d) ** Náveganah. . dti aindrya gar ha 
thaté’; (2) * Kadà ca nastarirasi. . . . Indra. ete.’ 

Question : Is the Mantra recited in connection with ‘Indra, as is 
indicated by its direct meaning, or in connection with the 
Garhapatya Fire, as indicated its indirect meaning based m 
the closing Inj unction ? E : 

Question justified, even in face of the Injunetion aee 

Pür vapaksha : “The Mantra should be used as descriptive of 
Indra” 

lic Gürhapatyam ' of the Injunction may be ‘taken as * ‘garhapatyé,’ 

‘in the Fire,’ ”’ 

yt According to some people, the word : Gürhapatyam indicates 
Indra ” , 

**'The Mantra in question should be used according to ‘its primary 
meaning ' 

Niddhünta: On account of the subsequent Injunetion, the Mantra 
cannot be used according to its primary meaning 2 


The Gārhapatya Fire must be the object of the init expressed 


by * upatishthaté ’ 
No justification or need for taking * gürhapatyam ' as ‘gär rhapatye’. 
The description in the Mantra is applicable to Fire also . T 


Adhikaraņa (3). Mantras speaking of calling are to be used in 


Calling a c ee EM ín 

Visayavakga : * Hariskrt chi....iti triavaghnan Ghvayati’ which 
speaks of the calling of the sacrificer’ s wife 

Question : Is this Mantra to be used in the said calling, the thr eshing 
being taken as mentioned for the purpose of indicating the time 
for the calling, or it is to be employed in the threshing itself ? 

Purvapaksha : ** The Mantra is to be used in the threshing "' 

S e- The — M direction indicates the time of the 
calling ae 

The direction does not enjoin the "Mantra 

The threshing cannot be spoken of as * Haviskrt’ z 

Even if threshing could .be regarded as ‘ haviskrt , the verb 

‘ahvayati’ in the Ma would be meaningless , under the 

Pürvapaksha se , . 
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Indications of other texts support the Siddhanta view ,. 
The application of the Mantra to threshing would make the 
Injunction incongruous T - oe T 


Adhikarana (4). Mantras speaking of Agniviharana are to be used 
in connection with the latter  . 

Visayavak ya ()* Uttishthan anvaha agnidagnin vihara’ (3)* Vratam 
krnuta iti vàcam visrjatt’ 

Question: Are the Mantras to be used in connection with (1) * Rising’ 
(uttishthan) and ‘uttering speech’ (vacam visrjati), or these 
latter are mentioned only as indicating the time for the reciting 
of the two Mantras ? 

All that has been said in connection with the preceeding Adhikarana 
is applicable to this case also na 

Difference between the two Adhikaranas í 

Pūrvapaksha : ‘‘ In last Adhikarana, the subsequent Injunction 
could not be taken as enjoining the Mantra; but in present case 
itis not so; hence the Mantras are to be recited in connection with 
the Rising and the uttering of speech” Ae 
‘The Rising of the Priest is mentioned in the Siitra’’ 

Siddhanta :—The Rising and uttering of speech do not posse.s the 
qualifications mentioned in the Mantras 

Pürvapaksha theory incompatible with the Injunction which 
prescribes another Mantra in connection with the ‘uttering of 
speech’? .. ae - m T 


Adhikarana (5). Sūktavāka subsidiary to the offering of grass- 
bundle es - 

Visayavakya : * Süktavükena prastaram pr aharati ' : 

Question : Does this sentence lay down the Süktavaka hymn as an 
aecessory of the offering of the grass-bundle, prastara,—or it only 
indicates the Time? . 

' Siktavaka’ is the name given to the Mantra * Idam dyavaprihivi, 
ete.’ . , 

Pürvapa ksha : ** The sentence indicates the time " 

‘The Mantra denotes the deity, and grass-bundle is the place for 
keeping the Sruk :—Thus there being no conneetion between them, 
one cannot be aubsidiary to the other ” 

'* The grass-bundle cannot be subsidiary either to the Mantra or to 
the Deity ” 

Siddhanta : The sentence enjoins the Mentra in reference to the 
offering of the grass-bundle (Sütra 12) 

The Suktavaka is mentioned as connected with ' pr oharati, offers ' 

The name * yajya’ applied to the Suktavaka . 

Subsidiary question: Is the Süktavaka a real Yajya, or is the name 
applied to it only figuratively ? . 

The Pirvapaksha view is that the Süktavàka i is a real yüjyà 

According to Siddhanta, yajya’ is the name given to that Mantra 
only by which the Priest offers the sacrifice to the Deity ; hence 
the Suktavaka is not a yajyaà 

Because the Suktavaka is nowhere prescribed a: asa Mantra to be used 
in offering the grass-bundle to a Deity : 

The sentence in question itself cannot be regarded as “such an In- 
junction 

Direct declarations cannot restrict the application of Mantras, 
otherwise than what is indicated by the words of the Mantras 
themselves 

The offering of the grass- bundle has never ‘been recognised as a 
sacrifice .. as 58 a 


XCI 


Page 
1067 


1067 


1068 
1068 


1068 


1068 
1068 


1068 
1068 


1079 


1069 


1070 
1070 
1070 
1070 
1070 
1070 
1070 
1070 
1070 
1070 
1071 
1071 
1072 
1072 
1072 


1072 
1072 


xcii TANTRA-VARTIKA. 


Page 
Name ‘ yajya’ may be applied to the Süktavaka figuratively xc 1073 
This is what is done by the assertion ‘ Süktavaka éva  yajya' : 1073 
The name ‘ Yàjyà' is never iad Bact to the accessories of 
Homa m : : E T 1073 
The Siktavaka is nigada—Prose "t S vi a 1073 
No nigada can be called ‘ Yajya’ 1073 
It is by way of eulogisation that the Bhashya applies the name 
* Yàjya' to the Süktavaka A 1074 
The indication of the words of the Siiktavaka are not incompatible 
with its being used in the offering of the grass-bundle 1074 


The words indicate certain deities and the offering is made to them 1074, 1075 
A Mantra becomes subsidiary to a sacrifice when it speaks either of 


the sacrifice itself, or of certain accessories thereof  .. . 1074 
The Siktavaka is known as appearing at a definite po. of time ; it 

may indicate the time also, by the way  . 1075 
Even without the sentence in question, the Süktavàka is capable oí 

connecting itself with the offering in question 1075 


Question : ** How can the Suktavaka or the Deities indicated by it, 
be subsidiary to the offering of the grass-bundle, which is a second- 


ary act?" Ac v 1076 
Sütra 14 broken up into two parts, by the Vartika Pe 1076 
Answer : The offering of grass-bundle may be both a sacrifice anda a 

disposal-offering vs T T. 1076 
Just as the Svishtakrt offeri ing is both 1076 
The Süktavüka and the grass-bundle may be sanctificatory of each 

other Re s a T Te 1076 
Three explanations of Sūtra l4 .. E "in 1076 
A Mantra may be subsidiary to a disposal- offering mS 2 1076 


Adhikarana (6). The Süktaváka is to be employed according to 
its signification " 1078 

Question : Is the entire Saktavaka to be recited at the Darga, and 

again at the Pürnamaüsa, or' are portions of it to be recited in 


accordance with the Deities mentioned by it ? 1078 
Pürvapaksha : **'The whole of the Suktavaka is to be recited at each 

of the two sacrifices ” T 1078 
Siddhanta: The Suktavaka is to be employed in parts in accord- 

ance with what its words signify 1078 
The use of Mantras in parts is permitted according to the Stutagastr. 

adhikarana (2. 1. 13-29), and also 12. 3. 29 1078 


There is no reason for differentiating Agni and other deities men- 
tioned in the Mantras from the same as mentioned in connection 


with the Darga-Purnamasa sacrifices T T 4s 1078 
Use of the Süktavàka in parts is justifiable .. | 1079 
Objection : ** On account of the name Sktavüka, there should be we 

using by parts" ; T 1079 
Answer : Each part of the Mantra is a complete whole T 1079 
Two performances of the grass bundle offering 1079 
The above is the exposition of the Adhikaraņa, in accordance with 

Sūtra " ie T 1079 
The Bhashya objects to this exposition by the Sūtra .. 5o 1079 
Details of method of two sacrifices cannot be combined 1079 


The recitation of the whole Süktaváka therefore would be neces- 
sary—once along with the Darca, and again along with the 


Paurnamasa ee - 1080 
The Result is not brought about by a combination of sacrifices .. 1080 
The Name applies to each constituent sacrifice ad m 1081 


The Adhikarana as expounded by the Bhashya D T 1082 
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The Siüktavüka cannot be taken either (1) as applying indirectly to i 
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sentence .. 1083 
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At the Darca, or at the Piirnamasa, only that much of the 
Süktavüka is to be recited as contains words indicative of the 
deities of that sacrifice ie se e om 1085 
The Siktavaka has three forms: (1) as it actually occurs in the 
Vedic text, (2) asit is actually recited at the performance of a 
primary sacrifice, and (3) as it is recited in connection with a 


subsidiary sacrifice .. 1085 
: This exposition of the Adhikevana is consistent with both the 
1 Sūtra and the Bhashya d n 1085 


Adhikarana e. Sections dealing with the Kamya- Yos 
belong to the Kamyas only is m 1086 
Visayavükya : (a) There are certain Kamya sacrifices, die Aindra- 
gna and the rest prescribed in a certain order, and (6) there are 
certain Ya@jyanuvakya couplets associated with the name ‘Ka@mya’ 
and as pertaining to those same deities (Indra, Agni and so forth) 1086 
Question : Are these couplets to be recited at all sacrifices connected 
with the said deities, or they are to be recited only in the said 
Kamya sacrifices?  .. 1086 
Pürvapaksha : ‘‘ The couplets are to be recited at all the sacrifices 
that have those deities,—such pm the indication of the mantras 


themselves "' 1086 
Siddhanta : The Indicative power of a Mantra cannot apply to any 
sacrifice, unless it has some connection with it T 1086 


The connection of the couplets in question with the Kamya 
sacrifices stands on the same basis as their connection with ^ 


sacrifice at all ae 1086 
The name ‘ yàjyà,' denoting ‘ that — eby a pssmmeniübo i8 s performed,’ 
connects the Mantra with sacrifice e 2 1087 


Jt also establishes the fact of the Mantra — n tthe offering 
of a material 3 v T ds ee 1087 
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It is only the particular sacrifice with which the Mantra is connected 
that is indicated by the Indicative Power of the Mantra 1087 1] 
The name * Kamyam yajyakandam’ restricts the couplets to the 
Kamya sacrifices m E: 1087 
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Adhikarana (8). The Mantras of the context are applicable to the 
Agnidhropasthina .. xus 5a T 1090 
Visayavakya :— Agna ayahi, ete.’ aa other similar Mantras as 
making up certain Songs and Hymns; and the Injunction 
* Agneyya agnidhramupatishthate ' 1090 
Question : Are the Agnéyi verses mentioned in this. Injunction 
different from the said Mantras (* agna àyàhi, ete.) ?—(2) Is the 
Upasthana mentioned in the Injunction to be done with those 
same Mantras and also with others ?—or (3) Is it to be done with 


those Mantras only ? .. a iz ad 1090 
There is no basis for the (1) of these views .. — m 1090 
The Bbashya puts forward the (2) only TE: b: 1090 
Pürvapaksha (Ay: ‘The Upasthāna is to be done with Mantras 

other than ‘ agna āyāhi, etc.’ mentioned i in the Context ” 1091 


Pürvapaksha (B): **The word *àágneyyà stands for all Mantras 
connected with Agni; hence the Upasthàna is to be done with all 


such Mantras—those mentioned in the Context as well as others '' 1091 
ex < The Indicative Power of all these Mantras supports this view ” .. 1092 
‘Indicative Power, mentioned as more authoritative than 
Context here, stands for * Direct Declaration’ " 1092 
** This involves no contradiction between Indicative Power and 
Context ”’ 1093 
** Compatibility of Direct Declaration with Syntact ical ‘Connection, 
as explained under Tadbhitadhikarana (1.2.25) e e 1093 . 
** Dacatya verses appear as options to the Agneyi verses’ A 1093 
** * Agneyy&’ points to the admissibility of the Dàacatya verses also " 1093 
'* A generic entity cannot serve as an auxiliary to any sacrifice” .. 1094 
‘ The word ‘ agneyt’ denotes individuals" .. 2i T. 1094 
** Tt denotes the verse as qualified by Agni” .. » on 1094 
Pürvapaksha (B) criticises Pürvapaksha (A) ae e 1095 
‘The incongruity in (A) is not found in (B) ” 1095 
‘ The word ‘dgnéyi’ cannot be taken as pointing only to any 
particular verses connected with agni ' 1096 
Siddhanta : Only those Mantras are to ‘be employed in the 
Upasthana which are mentioned in the Context 1097 
The enjoined Upasthina is performed for the accomplishment of the 
Apürva resulting from the Jyotishtoma sacrifice aa 1097 l 
The Injunction establishes the connection of the particular Mantras 
with the Agnidhra, as an integral factor in the Jyotishtoma .. 1097 


The authority of * Apparent Inconsistency ' not tdg in the 


case, as there is no * inconsistency ' at all " 1093 
Anomaly in Pürvapaksha (A) T T B. b. 1098 
Anomaly in Pürvapaksha (B) m^ a 2x E 1099 
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All anomalies avoided by the Siddhanta n 
` Syntactical split’ inevitable in all qualified Injunctions 

The Injunction in question cannot be taken as laying down tlie 
connection of the Mantras with the said Upasthana only (without 
any reference to the J yotishtoma) 

As in that case the Injunction, having no connection with a fruit- 
ful action, would be fruitless 

No general connection with Jyotishtoma is 5 possible, ‘unless it is 
distinctly mentioned 

The particular Agney? verses mentioned in the Context, even 
though already employed elsewhere, can be employed in the 
U pasthàna . . 

Conclusion : In the Upasthüna or tlie Agnidhra, only those Agneyi 
verses are to be employed which are found in the Context 


Adhikarana (9). Bhaksa Mantras are to be employed in the 
Holding, etc. according to their several significations. . 

Visayavakya : The entire mantra or hymn, beginning with ' Bhaksé 
hi mū vicà' and ending with * bhakeayami ' 

Question : Is the whole Mantra to be used in the Hating : 2 or different 
parts of it are to be used, according to their significations, in the 
Holding, the Seeing and the Digesting ? 

Pürvapaksha : ** The entire Mantra beginning with the root bhaks sa, 
the whole of it is to be used in the Eating only ” 

** The Holding and other acts are mere concomitants of the act of 
Eatin i 

“it d be argued (1) that the words from * vaso’ to ‘ Saghyüsam. 
are clearly expressive of Holding ;—and (2) that ‘ nrcaksasan? is 
expressive of Seeing,—and (3) that the words ‘ hinva mé, ete.’ are 
expressive of Digesting "' 

** But all these acts are only concomitants of the one act of Eating " 

‘©The name ‘ Bhaksünuvüka' also favours the view that the entire 
Mantra is to be used in Eating "' 

**'The Indications of Names must be accepted, until found to be 
inadmissible 

Siddhanta: The Mantra i is to be used in parts, because the several 
actions of Holding and the rest are mM by the peculiar words 
of the Mantra itself 

The disjoining of the Mantra into several par ts is as set forth on 

1102 

The syntactical connection of the entire Mantra not admissible 

Eating is connected only with the first part, ending with ‘éhi’ 

The rest of it pertains to other actions, of Holding and the rest 

The indication of these actions,—even though they are implied in 
the Eating —is not futile : such indication of Holding is necessary 


Adhikarana (10). Of the Bhakeünwvaka, the words beginning with 
' mandrübhibhütih ' and n with ‘ bhaksayami’ form a single 
Hymn en a 

Visayar akya : : Mandràabhibütih . i . bhaksayāmi ' (the last portion of 
the Bhaksanuvaka) 

Question : Does the whole of this form a single Mantra ! ? or does it 
contain two Mantras : one ending with ‘ trpyatu’ and the other 
from * Vasumat’ down to the end ? as 

Piirvapaksha : ** The words, ending with trpyatu signifyi ing the aingie 
act of satisfaction, doaia be treated as a distinct Mantra; ac- 
cording to the Siddhanta of the foregoing Adhikarana 
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Siddhanta : That Action alone can form the object of indication by 
a Mantra which requires a distinct effort for its accomplishment 

For the Satisfying of Hunger there is no distinct effort involved ; 
as there is for the Holding and other acts - 


Adhikarana (1 1). (Hypothetical. 'The Mantra beginning with 
‘indrapitasya’ (in the Bhaksanuvika) are applicable to all Zatings, 
with necessary modifications 

Subject : 'There are several cups of Soma offered to several deities; 
is the Mantra in question applicable to the Hating of the remnant 
in the cup dedicated to Indra alone, —the Eating of the remnants 
of other cups being done without Mantra ? or is the Mantra to 
be repeated with the Eating of the remnant of every one of the 
cups ? 

potis alo: [Which stands as the Hy pothetical Siddhanta to be 
set aside by the Siddhanta at the end of the Pada]—‘: In connec- 
tion with the Hating of the remnant in cups other than that dedi- 
cated to Indra, the Mantra has to be repeated with necessary 
modifications ”’ To us 

The Eating out of cups ‘of Indra is the archetype 

The Mantra, primarily apertaining to this Eating, has to be modified 
when it is used in connection with the i out of cups of other 
deities T oe e : o e. 


Adhikarana (12). Thereshould be mention of Indra in connection ` 


with the Punarabhyunita Soma (Soma poured in afresh) 

The Siddhanta of the foregoing Adhikarana stated at the end of the 
Pada T 

Meaning of ‘ Punarabhyunita Soma’: The Soma-juice poured into 
the cup for other offerings, after one offering has been made 

Justification of the Inquiry : ee 

Question : When out of the same cup offerings have been made to 
more than one deity, should all these deities be mentioned with 
the Mantra recited at the Eating of the remnant in that cup? or 
only that deity to whom the last offering from the cup has been 
made ? 

Subsidiary question: Does the advent of one deity set aside the 
connection of the other ? 

Siddhanta (Preliminary): Ail the deities should be named ; as the 
cup contains the remnants of the offerings to all 

Pürvapaksha : ** As there are various pourings and out-pourings of 
Soma in the cup, the advent of another deity must set aside all 
connection with the previous deity ” 3$ 

Pürvapaksha Answered: Connection of the previous deity cannot 
be set aside; because the later deity does not take away the 
remnant of the former offering .. 

Such connection is established by scriptural injunctions, and hence 
also it cannot be set aside 

The later deity takes up only that much of the material in the 
cup as may have been poured in for its own sake x 


Adhikarana (13). Indra shall not be mentioned at the Eating of 
the Patinvata 
This is an exception to the principle arrived at in the preceding 
Adhikarana 
Subject-matter : The remnants of the Indra. Vày u offering are thrown 
into the Adityasthali, from which they are transferred to the 
Agrar, then comes the Injunction ‘ Patnivatamagrayanat 
grhnati’ 
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Question: At the Eating of the remnant of the Patnivata offering, - 
should there be mention of deities other than Patn?vata ? ee 1113 
Pürvapaksha : ** All the deities should be mentioned, the Mantra 
being recited as ‘ Indravayupatnivatpitasya, etc. 1113 
Siddhanta : Difference between the present and the preceding Adhi- 
karana . 1113 
The connection of the. previous deities—Indra and Vayu—is set 
aside when the Remnant is poured from its former receptacle to 
the Agrayanasthali, out of which latter the Patnivata offering is 
made 1114 
Conclusion : Only one deity, Patinvat, is to ‘be mentioned in this 
case. ee a e T es " 1115 
Adhikarana (14). There should be no mention of Tvastr at the 
Eating of the remnant of the Patnivata offering : 1116 
Vieayavakya: The Mantra occurring in connection with the Pütnivata 
offering: * Agna? patnivan sajurdevena tvastrü somam piba’ 1116 
Question : Should the deity Tvastr be mentioned at the Eating of 
the Patnivata offering ? 1116 


Pürvapaksha : ** Tvastr must be mentioned B the Eating ; as lie 

has been spoken of as drinking the Soma in the company of 

Patnivat ” F; v tes sis "s 1116 
Siddhanta: 'Tvastr should not be mentioned; (a) as what the 

Mantra denotes is only Tvastr's companionship with Patnivat, 

and not his drinking of Soma ;—and (b) as Direct Injunction is 


more authoritative than Mantric Indication 1116 
Direct Injunction mentions the deific character of Patnivat, while 
that of Tvastr can only be indicated by the Mantra 1116 
Even if he were ‘drinker of Soma,’ that could not make him tits 
‘deity’ of the offering " mm 
The Mantra does not indicate that Tvastr i is such a deity E 1117 
Adhikarana (15). At the Eating of the Patnivata remnant, there 
should be no mention of the * Thirty and three ' 1118 
Subject-matter: Application of the preceding Adhikarana to an- 
other case 1118 
Visayavakya : The Mantra ‘ Aibhiragnz. . pütnivatastrimgatastrimca 
2... hüdayasva ' 1118 
Question : Should the ‘Thirty and Three’ deities be mentioned at 
the Eating of the Patnivata remnant ? s 1118 


Pürvapaksha : **'The principle of the preceding Adhikarana cannot 
apply to the present caso; as it differs in several points from the 


preceding Adhikarana ” m = ia 1118 
*' The points of difference explained a T 1118 
** The two deities cannot be treated as optional alternativos ' 1119 
* Both being taken together, both should be mentioned at e time 
of the Eating of the Remnant ” 1119 
Siddhanta : There should be no mention of ‘the ' Thirty and Three 
gods' at the Eating of the Patnivata remnant 1120 
The Mantra does not indicate the de?fic character of the ‘Thirty 
and Three ’ 1120 
The Mantra cannot be taken as recalling this deific character M 1120 
* Patnivata’ is a name for Agni, not for the ‘Thirty and Three’ .. 1121 
Adhikarana (16).  Anuvasatküra should not be mentioned at the 
Eating  .. A - 1122 
Visayavükya : ' Somasyāgrē vihityanuvaeatkaroti’ : 1122 
Question: Should this Anuvaeatküra be mentioned at the Eating ? ? 1122 
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. Pe vapaksha : ** Anuvasatkara, being the deity mentioned in the E 
Injunction ; and also indicated by the Mantra, must be mentioned 
at the Eating. E ; 1122 
Siddhànta : Anuva satküra is not mentioned it in the Primary Sacrifice. 1122 
Even when it appears, Anuvasatkara does not do anything for the 
Sacrifice .. T on 1122 
Therefore it should not be mentioned at the eating Go E 1122 
Adhikarana (17). Remnants of offerings other than that made to 
; Indra should be eaten without Mantra .. v aS 1123 
This embodies the real Szddhaànta of Adhikarana (11) .. 1123 
There should be no modifications in Mantras in accordance with 
the Deity the remnant of whose offering is being eaten 1123 
The remnants, therefore, of offerings to deities other than Indra, 
should be eaten without Mantra 1123 
The various repetitions of the same act that occur in course of any 
sacrifice— the Jyotistoma, e.g. —are not so many distinct acts .. 1123 
The Mantra ‘ Indrapitasya’ cannot connect the Soma exclusively 
with Indra only T 1123 
All that it indicates in the connection of Soma with Indra 1124 
Or it may indicate the connection of Soma with Indra among others 1124 
The Soma is equally connected with all the deities; hence the 
offerings to them are not related to each other by any relation of 
subserviency 1124 
Conclusion: The Mantra is to be used only at the Eating of the 
Remnant of the cup dedicated to Indra  .. = ae 1124 
Adhikarana (18). The Eating of the Remnant in the cup dedi- 
cated to Indra-Agni is to be done without Mantra  .. 1125 
Question : Is the Mantra ‘ Indrapitasya, etc.’ to be used at the Fating 
of the Remnants of offerings to Indra along with another ‘ian DET. 1125 
Pürvapaksha : ** The Mantra is to be used in all such cases ” di 1125 
‘ The present case is not analogous to 2, 1. 27” 1125 
‘The qualification mentioned in the Mantra, * Indr apitasya being 
applicable to offerings where Indra is joint-deity, the said 
Mantra should be used at the Eating of the remnants of such 
offerings ” 1126 
Siddhünta: The Mantra should apply only to those cases where l 
Indra is the only deity 1126 
In reality the Remnant can never be ‘ Indrapita,’ ‘what has been 
drunk by Indra’ 
The word ‘ Indrapita’ can only n mean ‘what has been offered to 
Indra’ ET i 
The word therefore cannot male to what is offered to Indra-Agni. 1127 
Adhikarana (19). The Mantra ‘Gayatracchandasah, etc.’ are appli- 
cable to the offerings in connection with which several metres 
are used .. Fo "s 1128 
This is an exception to the foregoing Adhikarana 1128 
Vésayavakya : The Mantras beginning with * Gayatracchandasah , 
occurring in the Bhaks@nuvaka Hymn . 1128 


Question: Is this Mantra applicable to only that Soma-offering 

wherein the Gayatri is the metre used, or to those also at which 

several metres are used ? e 1128 
Pürvapaksha: ** According to the conclusion arrived at in the 

preceding Adhikarana, it is applicable to that offering only where 

the Gayatri is the only metre used ” vt on 1128 
Siddhanta : The Mantra should apply. to all offerings ar - 1128 
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The final Siddhanta deduced from the last nine Adhikaranas " 

(Sutras 27-12) —0on the authority of Aitigayana ar " 1129 

(a) None of the Eatings is to be done without Mantra .. 1129 
(b) The Mantra to be used at all is * Indrapitsya, ete., without any 

modifications 1129 


(c) * Indrapita ' stands ‘for that Savana at which Soma i is drunk by 
Indra, and as such includes all offerings made during that Savana 112 
(d) * Indrapitasya ' qualifies * prütahsavana, not * Soma’ ; 1129 
(e) Hence as all Soma-offerings are connected with the Pratah. 
savana, (which is called also Jndrap:ta-savana), the eating of the 

remnant of every one of these is to be done with the Mantra 


* Indrapitasya, etc,’ .. om Ak T P 1130 
PADA III. 
Adhikarana (1).  Loudness and the rest are properties of the Veda 1131! 


Subject-matter and connection with the preceding section: Applicabi- 

hty of Mantras based upon Syntactical Connection (the preceding 

pada having dealt with their applicability, based upon Indicative 

Power) .. ape ed : - t 1131 
Visayavakya : * Uccairrcü kriyaté.... Yadi rikta ulvanam knrut? ote.’ 1131 
Question : Does the term ‘rk’ here, stand for Verse (as defined 

under 2.1.35) or for the Rigveda, with its entire set of ‘ Mantras 


and Brahmanas’? .. + "t A ys 1131 
Question justified 3i ie 1131 
Pürvapaksa : ‘‘ The qualification ‘refers to the Verse, according to 

the conclusion arrived at under 1.4.29 : d 1132 
** Rk being taken for Verse is not inconsistent with the Veda” es 1132 


** Verses (rk), Songs (Sama) and Prose (Yajus) are duly differentia- 
ble, hence their respective qualifications of Loudness and the rest 


could be easily applied '' 1132 
** The Veda texts on the other hand are intermingled, hence the 

qualifications could not be applied properly ” 1132 
** Applying of the name to entire Veda texts would lead to over- 

lapping and other anomalies " .. es an s 1133 
No such class ‘ vakyatva’ can be assumed .. ae 1134 
Siddhanta : The qualification pertains to the entire Veda e 1134 
: Prayadarcana ' explained - - T - 1134 
‘ Praye’ explained m E d es es 1135 
‘ Veda-praya’ explained T 1135 
Arthavāda appearing after Inj unction is weaker in authority T 1135 
Arthavada appearing before Injunctions is stronger in authority .. 1135 


Basing of comparative strength of sentences upon precedence or 

sequence is possible only when the sentences are independent of 

one another 1136 
In ease in question, the Injunetion and the Arthavada treating 

of the same subject, the loudness and the rest aro connected with y 

the previous sentence 1137 
Itis the Veda mentioned in the ‘Arthavada ‘that is recognised as 

that in reference to which we have the subsequent Injunction of 


loudness and the rest.. vs 1137 
The * Veda’ need not be taken as standing for a part only : 1137 
The meaning thus is—‘ Inasmuch as the Veda has come out of Agni )- 

(Arthavada) it should be recited loudly (Injunction)' | LE 
Conclusion : The properties pertain to the Vedas aes | 137 
The word * Rk’ is often found to indicate the whole Veda a ! 137 
* Veda’ used in the sense of Mantra, only figuratively . 1138 


Sütra (4) transposed by the Virtika to end of Adhikarana (after 
Sütra 8) ae eo oe ee ee 1138 
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In ordinary parlance also the name ' rk' is applied to the entire 
Veda ee E ae 1138 
Similarly with the names ‘ yis * Süma'" and * Yu) 5. 2 1138 
* Tray? the name for the three Vedas z ate .. 11838 
G Travidyi' is * one who knows the three Vedas’ M we 1138 
‘ Trayi’ is never used in the sense of ‘ verse,’ ‘ songs’ and ‘ prose’ 1138 
The mere fact of a text being found in a certain Veda does wot 
entitle it to be named after that Veda ho ` Aye 1139 
A verse occurring in the Yajurveda is not called ‘ yajüs 1139 
The property of ‘loudness’ therefore will not be precluded from 
that verse 1139 
What is enjoined in one Veda i is to be done in accordance with that 
Veda 1139 
Hence a Mantra is called after the name of that Veda. in oie its 
use may be enjoined 1139 
Connection with Veda, being indicated by syntactical connection, 
cannot be set aside by any indication by Context  .. $5 1139 
Sama is never found separate from Rk: ‘ Rcyadhyüdham sama’ .. 1139 
Hence if ‘rk’ stood for verse, the property of Rk. would impose 
itself upon the Sama also : 1139 
In that case the separate Injunction regarding the ‘ loudness’ of 
Sama would be redundant . - AE 1139 
This anomaly is avoided if * rk’ stands for the Veda .. RR 1139 
There are very few Sāmas that are not based upon Rk . ‘ 1140 
Conclusions: The properties of Loudness and the rest pertain to 
the Vedas " us vs E e 1140 
Adhikarana (2). Inthe Adhana the singing is to be done slowly .. 1141 


Subject-matter : a case where the Primary sacrifice is laid down 
in one Veda (e.g. the Adhàna, Fire-laying, is prescribed in the 
Yajurveda), and it has an accessory laid down in another Veda 
(e.g. the singing of Á— Sama, is prescribed in the Sama- 
veda) à 1141 
Question : Is the singing to be done quietly (in accordance with the 
slowness laid down for the Yajurveda), or loudly (in accordance 


with the loudness laid down for the Samaveda) ? E ex 1141 
Pürvapaksha: **1nasmuch as the properties in question pertain 

to each unit by itself, the act is to be done in accordance with 

the property pertaining to that Veda to which that unit belongs” 1141 
Siddhanta: The property belonging to the Primary will set aside 

that belonging to the Accessory 1141 
The two properties being incompatible vitis each other, one has 

to be rejected oc 1141 
Rejection of the property of the Primary maii involve its disrup- 

tion ` : 1142 
Inasmuch as Fire-laying belongs to the Yajurveda, the ‘Sama sung 

in connection therewith is to be sung quietly 1142 
No justification for the view that only that much of the Fire-laying 

is done quietly as is prescribed in the Yajurveda T o . 1142 
Because according to 11.2.7 the Accessories are enjoined as along 

with the Primary .. 1142 


Though Loudness is the inherent property of S&ma-singing, yet its 
connection with a Primary enjoined in the Yajurveda imposes 


upon it the property of this latter Veda .. = a 1143 
The Accessory is not the principal factor .. 1143 
The property of the Accessory is never imposed upon the Primary 1143 
Hence loudness cannot be imposed upon Fire-laying — .. 1143 


In connection with Darcapürnamüsa, Accessories are laid down i in 
two Vedas T oe zs in ale 1144 
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ut to all would belong the quiet form, which is the specific prop- 
erty of the primary Darcapiirnamasa, in view of its being 
prescribed in the Yajurveda  .. 1144 
ut when we have distinct Injunctions regarding the tone of parti- 
eular accessories, these directions have to be "n and diverse 
tones admitted " : 1144 
Cases of Pacubandha, Isti, Dikeaniya, Jyotishtoma, Prüyaniya, 
Atithya, U pasat, Ajyabhaga, Anubandhya, Avabhrtha, Udayaniya 1144, 1145 
The tone of the Savaniya is regulated by the particular Savana in 


which it occurs E. s 1146 
The Savana is tho container of the Mantra used atit és 1146 
Stotra, etc. may be accessories to the Sutya .. : 1146 
The principle laid down is applicable to all ectypes of the Jyotis- 

toma os 1147 
There is room for the admitting of tones peculiar to more than one 

Veda a T 1147 
The quietness of the Yajurveda i is applicable to all Darvi- ‘homas .. 1148 
The loudness of the Rk. and Sama Vedas would find room in 

accessories other than the obligatory ones $ 1148 
The accessories of the Jyotistoma that come after the Sutyā take 

the tone of the Veda in which they occur .. S 1148 
Samas connected with Fire-laying must be sung quietly S 1148 
Originative and Applicatory Injunctions 5n i 1149 


Adhikarana (B): The Adhikarana is turned upon the consideration 
of the comparative strength of Originative and csi 
injunctions 1149 
Question : Where something has its origin mentioned in one Veda, 
but its application is laid down in another Veda, the properties 


of which Veda will it take ? 5. : 1149 
Pürvapaksha: **As origination always precedes application, the 

property adopted should be that of the Veda in which the one 

native Injunction occurs’ : 1150 
Siddhanta : The property adopted. should be that of the Veda in 
. which the Applicatory Injunction occurs .. : 1150 
The Adhikarana expounded in a third manner (C) T $ 1150 


Question : In cases where the origination and application of a certain 
detail are ‘ non-concomitant,' with the properties of which Veda 


should it be equipped ? " 1150 
Pürvapaksha: **It should take the properties of the ‘originative 

Veda " - 1150 
Siddhanta : It should take the properties of the Applicatory Veda 1150 
The Adhikarana expounded in fourth manner (D) 1150 


Question : In cases where the Primary is found in one Veda and the 
Accessory in another, after which Veda is the accessory to be 


called?  .. ad vi dd $5 x 1150 
Pirvapaksha : ‘“‘ It should be called after that in which it is itself 
mentioned ”’ i 1150 
Siddhanta : It should be called after that in which its Primary 
occurs š ; 1150 
This Siddhānta (of D) means the rejection of 3.7.51 - , 1151 
The Second Exposition (B) based upon the comparative strength of 
the originative and the applicatory Injunctions is the right one .. 1151 
Adhikarana (3). The J yotishtoma belongs to the Yajurveda ds 1152 
S'ubject-matter : The consideration of questions regarding the Veda 
after which certain Primary actions are to be called : 1152 


Question: The Jyotishtoma being mentioned in both the Yajurveda 
and the Samaveda, to which Veda does it belong? .. aD 1152 
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Siddhanta : It belongs to that Veda wherein itis originally laid 
down as a primary act, and not to that wherein it "oe only 
asa subsidiary act .. 1152 
Pirvapaksha: ‘‘The matter is optional. the act may be taken 
sometimes as belonging to one, and sometimes to the other 


Veda ” T: T 1152 
Siddhanta arguments against Pir vapaksha theory of option ae 1152 
Only one Veda can be recognised as enjoining the act .. 1152 


There arises the question: In the case of the Jyotishtoma, which of 
the two Vedas—Sama or ES to be accepted as enjoining ` 


it? 1152 
That Veda should be accepted as ‘enjoining it which lays down the 

largest number of the accessory details of the sacrifice 1152 
This explanation of Siddhanta-Siitra criticised or nf 1153 
The right exposition of the Siddhanta set forth - . 1153 


The Jyotishtoma must belong to the Yajurveda, because it is only 
there that all its three factors of Action, Material and Deity, are 
presor ibed ; the Sama menticning the sacrifice only for prescribing 


certain Hymns in connection with it : 1153 
The Sama Veda cannot be accepted as containing the Injunction 

of it E 2 1153 
Gakhantaradhikarana (2. di 8) supports this view T 55 1153 
© Bhüyastva! (in Sūtra) means entirety 1154 
The conclusion therefore is that the sacrifice. should belong to that 

Veda, in which it is laid down in its entire or complete form ba 1154 


Adhikarana (4). Context serves to point out the application of 
Man:ras .. T = $3 id 1155 
Connection with previous section .. aa 1155 

Syntac tical connection as an indicative of the ww of Mantras, 

is not mentioned in Sūtra, as it is included under ‘ Direct 


declaration ' 1155 
Question of Adhikarana : Is the application of Mantras determined 

by Context ? 1156 
Pürvapaksha : Context cannot be an indication of the application 

of accessories 1156 


Siddhanta : So long as the continuity of details of a certain Action 
is not broken, all that is found mentioned is to be taken as 


belonging to that Action a - 1156 
And Context is the only agency that indicates this T 1156 
The fact of the Prayajas and other accessories belonging to the 

Dargapürnamasa is also indicated by the Context... 25 1156 
Meaning of the word * asamyuktam’ (in Sūtra) 1157 


lt means that Context is not operative in cases falling under the 
purview of Direct Declaration, Indicative Power or Syntactical 


Connection ES on ome 1157 
Another explanation of : asamyuktam ’: ‘that which is not con- 
nected with something contrary to the Context ' ies E 1158 


Adhikarana (5). Applet of accessories indicated by the order 


of sequence y v 1157 
Pürvapaksha on the same lines as in Adhikarana (4) . 1157 
Siddhanta: Order of sequence does indicate the application of 

accessories 1157 


When a Mantra is wanted for a Primary Action, and none is found 
to be otherwise indicated, we accept the first that is found in 
the Mantra-Section T5 1157 


The application of the Mantras Agneyünumantrana is indicated by 
the name ‘ agnéya’ a m y e E 1157 ' 
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: Dabdhirnümasit etc.’ is the Mantra that forms the subject of 
present Adhikarana 1159 
This Mantra is mentioned in the same order of sequence as the 
U pamçuyāja, with which latter it is therefore connected in 1159 
Other primary acts taken up by other Mantras 1160 
Mantras where Indicative Power is unknown cannot ‘be applied 
through Context - — 1160 
Order of sequence relating to position of per rformance | to be dealt 
with later - : à m 1161 
Adhikarana (6). Name indieates the application of Mantras "e 1162 
[ Piirvapaksa similar to above ] (not stated). 
Names applied to actions in their literal sense is a sure indicator of 
their relationship ae 1162 
The example of the name * sdhvaryava pi something ‘to be done 
by the Adhvaryu’... : T "11062 
The functioning of words has had : no beginning in time 1162 
Names without etymological signification are not indicative of 
anything 1163 
The application of Mantras is indicated by such names as are ap- 
plied to them in their etymological sense , s a 1162 
Adhikarana (7). Among ‘ Direct Declaration ’ (Cruti) and the rest 
the preceding i is more authoritative than the succeeding ss 1164 
Subject-matter : Comparative strength of the six indicatives of the 
application of Mantra and other accessories 2^ a 1164 
Objection against the wording of the Sūtra: ** It should contain 
the word ‘ conflict’ " 1164 
** There is rejection of one by the other only when there i is conflict 
between them ” 1164 
Olijeobien answered: It would not be right to mention ‘ conflict ' 1165 
There is * Samavaya,’ ‘ coalition,’ when these indicatives bear upon 
the same accessory 1165 
And whenever there is such ‘ coalition ' one must set aside the other 
(as not wanted) ae Hó w 1165 
Circumstances under which, there is no ‘ coalition ’ = 1166 
Reason why ‘coalition’ of all the six indicatives is not shown 4 as 
bearing upon a single sentence DON TO 1166 
The expression * 2karthvartitvat vacah’ explained 1166 
Relative authority of Cruti (Direct Declaration) and ‘Liiga’ 
(Indicative Power) -T 1167 
* Direct Declaration’ as distinguished from * Syntactical Gaasaation’ 1167 
‘ Aindrya garhapatyamupatishthate : Four alternative meanings 
according to the authority of Qrutt or Linga or both T 1167 
Difference between the present enquiry and 3.2.3 2 T 1167 
What is Çruti and what is Linga ? b: 4 1168 
Difference of these two from Sentence ; ‘ Vakya’ an vs 1168 
` Linga' is the expressive potency of & word E zi 1168 
' Çruti’ is (a) injunctive, declaratory and applicative a n 1168 
‘ Vakya ' consists of words collectively expressing a single idea  .. 1168 
Grut? and Linga differentiated in their — upon the sentence 
< Aindrya gürhapatyamupatishthate ' 1169 
The fact of Atindr? pertaining to Garhapatya is ; pointed out by Qruti 
not by Linga 1169 


The fact of Indra being the deity related to the Mantra ‘ Kadaca- 

nastar! ` etc.. is pointed out by the Linga » the "m not by 

Cruti 1169- 
The right manner of discrimination among the six ' indicatives, 
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Qruti and the rest—as bearing on the single sentence ‘ aindrya 
garhapatyamupatishthate ' ES an e : 

All the six bear upon all sentences 

The method of the Bhashya criticised and justified 

Objection: ** In the sentence in question we have the rejection of 
Linga by Vakya, not by Grut, as the connection of Aindri with 
** Gàrhapatya" is — out by the Instrumental ending in 
* Aindrya’” kv 

Answer: This a real case of conflict between Qruti and ‘Linga 

The indication of Linga contradicts the direct denotation of the 
Accusative ending in * g@rhapatyam ' 

In the pointing out of the application of Mantra, gruri is the first 
to operate . 

Limits of the relationship of Qruti with Vakya defined 

That of Grut? is in the form of the primary and subsidiary 

That of Vakya is in the form of Qualification and Qualified : 

Question of Adhtkarana : Is the Mantra * kadā ca’ etc., to be applied 
to the worshipping of Indra, as indicated by the Linga of the 
Mantra? Or to the worshipping of the Garhapatya, as pointed 
out by the Gruti, * aindrya Garhapatyamupatishthate ' 

' Question stated in its general form: Are the six indicatives— 
Cruti, Linga, Vakya, Prakarana, Sthana and Samakhya—of equal 
or varying authority ? zt ee 

Pürvapaksha : ** All the six are equally authoritative ” 

** In cases of conflict, the courses indicated by them. should be 
treated as optional alternatives ” 

** Or, if there is rejection, that which succeeds should reject that 
which precedes it" .. 2d nm. s 

(1) ** Lénga is stronger than Cruti ” LO . 

(2) *' Vakya is stronger than Linga and Qruti " 

(3) ** Prakarana is stronger than Vakya, Linga and Qruti " 

(4) '' Sthana is stronger than Prakarana, Vakya, Linga and Qruti ” 

(5) ** Samükhya is stronger than all the five " 

‘* The entire discussion is really irrelevant ; as all are authoritative ; ; 
none need be rejected ” 

Siddhanta Among the six, the succeeding i is sot aside by the pre- 
ceding s? a 

The authority of Qruti i is ; self- sufficient ; of the rest it is ; not So Faz 

The authority of the other five depends upon their capability to 
point to a Cruti in its corroboration : 

Why Linga and the other four can have no independent authority 

In the case of the Andr? Mantra, there is no Apparent Inconsis- 
tency to justify the assumption of a Çruti connecting the Mantra 
with Indra ,— where we have the perceptible Qruté * Atndraya 
Gürhapatyam etc., - connecting it with Garhapatya b. 

Only that can be regarded as * Vedic' which is assumed in falle 
of the needs of the Veda M "s Da 

Gruti is superior in authority to Linga 

Among the six, that which precedes operates ‘independently of that 
which succeeds, while the succeeding is COH. upon the 
preceding . 

There is notion of weakness when the idea of use is remote : 

There is remoteness in the case of Linga, because it depends upon 
the assumption of Qruti, before its indication can be made use of 
in practice. . 

The same principle holds good in the case of conflict between all 
other pairs 

The succeeding one always depends upon the assumption of what 
precedes it m gi A 4 
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The tinal authority in every case is Cruti, —each succeeding indica- 
tive leads to the assumption of all those that intervene between 
itself and Cruti : 

Linga is remote from Qruti by one “step 

Vakya, needing the intervention of Linga, is remote by two steps 


and so on with the rest v 50 a 
* dgnayé jushtam nirvapami’ xu RÀ ees 5r 
‘ Syonanté sadanam krnomi....sida’: This is an example where 


Linga supersedes Vakya, because of the latter being remoter from 
‘rule ae T e ec i 

This Mantra ‘ syonante. . . sida,’ has to be used in two parts 

* Devasya tva....nirvapami’— .; e. we 

Conflict between Vakya and Prakarana 

Prakarana is remoter than Vaàkya, as in iboi case of blad latter the 
connection between the Primary and its accessory is distinctly 
perceptible, while in the former it has got to be inferred : 

Other forms of remoteness in the case of Prakarana 

Conflict between Prakarana and Sthana 

Sthüna is superseded by Prakarana, because it is remoter from Gr uti 

Conflict between Sthana and Samakhya ue af 

SamakhyG is incapable of denoting any relationship .. 

Samükhyà is weaker than and superseded by Sthana 

SNamükhya remoter from Çruti than Sthana 

In cases where any of the six indicatives is superseded, it is not 
a true ‘indicative’ or Pramàana at all 
Conflict between (/ruti and Vakya in * Aruna; yà pingüksya etc.’ : 

Conflict between Gruti and Prakarana: in ‘Pr atishthakamasya 
ekavimeatiranubriiyat ' 

Conflict between Grut? and Sthana : the case e of Upasads i is not the 
right example for this 

The right example is afforded by the case of the qualifications of 
the Rope tied round the Sacrificial Post 

Conflict between Gruti and Samakhya : in the Mantra * ikhe tvà, ete. 

Conflict between Linga and Prakarana—Püsánumantrana Mantras 

Conflict between Linga and Sthina—for example, see i apes i 
adhikarana (2-1-14) : 

Conflict between Linga and Sthüna-—another example i in n Mantra— 
* Pariviras? ete.’ "e T : 

Case of the Manota and the Savani ya 

Conflict between Linga and Samakhya in the case of Bhakeünwvüka | 

Conflict between Vakya and Sthana in‘ Yuva suvasa, etc.’ 

Conflict between Vakya and Samakhya in Bhakeanwaka : 

Conflict between Prakarana and Samakhya in the case of Prayajas 

Examples of conflict among these Indicatives QUA the — 
tion of several accessories to a single Primary 

Conflict between Crut? and Linga regarding several accessories : 


- Aindrya gürhapatyam upatishthaté’ 2 

Conflict between Grut? and Vakya regarding several accessories in 
the case of YajrnayajWiya Pragatha As - i 
Conflict between Grut? and Prakarana regarding s»veral accessories : 

`- Pratishthakamasya, etc.’ s 
Confliet between Gruti and Sthana regarding several accessories : 
Pacukama sacrifice .. . . 
Conflict between (rut? and Samükhyà regarding several accessories : 

Vajapeya sacrifice. e 


Conflict between Linga ‘and Vakya regarding several accessories t 
: Syonanté, ete.’ 
Conflict between Linga and Prakarana regarding several accessories : 
incase of Néirvápa  .. " a a 
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Conflict between Linga and Sthina regarding several accessories: 
in case of Aindragna offering 

Conflict between Lingua and Samakhya regarding soveltil acces- 
sories: in case of tho Somārudrīya oftering 

Conflict between Vdkya and Prakarana regarding several acces- 
sories: in the case of * Purvédyuramavisyayam Védim karoti’ 

Conflict between Vakya and Sthana regarding several accessories : 
in the case of the Pratipatkalpas of Jyotishtoma 


Conflict between Vakya and Samakhya, regarding several acces- | 


sories: in the case of the direction * Tasmanmattravarunah pre- 
shyati canucaha’ T 
Conflict between Prakarana and Sthàna regarding several acces- 
sories: in the case of the words * îrā ° and ‘gira’ina Hymn .. 
Conflict between Prakarana and Sam akhya, regarding several acces- 
sories: in the case of the sentence ‘ Tasmanmaitravarunah id 
shyati cànucüha ' in reference to the Jyotishtoma 
Conflict between Sthéna and Samükhya regarding a acces- 
sories: in the case of the Aéndragna Mantras L v 
Cases of conflict between two indicatives of the same kind : 
Conflict between two Grutis : (a) * Purodagaricaturdhü karoti’ and 


(b) Agnéyaficaturdha karoti’ — .. on 
Agneyam etc., being more specific supersedes * Puradácam, ete.’ 
which is general T a We 
Conflict between two Crutis, in regard to precedence a m 


Conflict between two Grutis, in regard to subsidiaries and Accessories 

Conflict between two Lingas : in the case of * Syonante Sadanam etc.’ 

Conflict between two Vakyas, in the case of * Parcadacasamidhéni- 
ranubriyat ' 

Conflict between two Prakaranas : in ‘abhikraman juhoti ' 

Conflict between two Sthānas: in the case of the Aindra and 


Agnéya Mantras m : s Es. val 


Conflict between two Samal: 
Cases of conflict when the Gruti and the rest when one is directly 


perceptible and the other is inferred T4 e E 
In this case the comparative authority is reversed o. 
The Inferred Cruti is weaker than the perceptible Linga: ‘in the case 

of the threshing of the golden Krenala grains e. T 


Vedie Linga stronger than Smrti 

The weaker authority is sometimes superior by virtue of support 
of other authorities 

Pürvapaksha (B): '* All the six Indicatives— Qruti and the rest—are 
of equal authority ”’ 

‘* All portions of the Veda have equal authority ” 

** When a Linga gives rise to a definitely certain conclusion, this 
cannot be superseded by any Qrut" ^... 2 

Doubtfal Liga is of course superseded "' 
‘Even if there is some difference in the degree of their authori- 
tativeness, Linga cannot be totally set aside by Qruti ” 

‘ Example of the Prayajas”’ 

‘*Seeming conflicts may be explained by taking each of the indica: 
tives as referring to different cases " 

e: NS There can be no total supersession Gi Linga by 

ruti : 

Siddhanta (B): Grute is s alw ays stronger than Linga  .. 

Cruti directly asserts while Linga only indirectly indicates or leads 
to inference 

This does not mean that Linga is entirely without authority +. 

An inference of Gr ult on the basis of Linga is permissible only when 
there is no Gruti perceptible, bearing upon the same subject 
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Example of Aindryà Gürhapatyam upatishthate 

No justification for accepting the indications of Qruti- and Linga 
as optional alternatives 

No justification for adopting conjointly the indications of both 
Gruti and Linga T 

The Mantra is one, and it is mentioned i in only one context T 

When once its use has been pointed out by Gruti, there is no room 
for any other indicatives 

Among the six Indicatives the * weakness of the succeeding’ (Sütra) 
is the same as the ‘strength of the preceding’ (Bhashya) : 

Another example of conflict between Vàkya and Linga: the case 
of the Directions contained in the Hautra section of the Jyotish- 
toma—-* Tasman maitravarunah preshyati, etc.’ 

The Direction is addressed, not by the Maitravaruna but by the 
Hotri es 

The Maitrüvaruna is theipriest adë ù 

Objection against * Syonanté Sadanam, etc.’ being cited as an instance 
of conflict between Linga and Vakya 

The citation justified 

Further discussion of conflict between Vakya and Linga 

Prirvapaksha (C): ** Both Vakya and Linga are of oa authority, 
in the case cited of the Mantra ‘ Syonante, etc.’ 

-‘ The indications of the two may be followed conjointly "' 

Siddhanta (C): There being no incongruity in the two parts of the 
sentence being used as separate Mantras, there is no justification 
for admitting the indication of * Vakya,’ which indicates the join- 
ing of the two parts - a 

The Linga therefore is decidedly stronger than Vakya 

Further discussion of conflict between Vakya and Prakarana 

Objection . ‘‘ There is no difference between Prakarana, Vakya and 
Sthana ; they are all one and the same ”’ m 5o 

Answer : The real form of ‘ Prakarana ' 

* Prakarana ' is a declaration of what is to be accomplished 

Meaning of * Kartavya ' 

* Kartavya’ stands for the Apürva 

Meaning of ‘ Akanksa ' 

* Prakarana' consists in ükaünkeü or need ‘when this is clearly 
expressed, or in the Bhavana along with the need au 

‘ Prakarana' consists in the Procedure—i.e. the beginning of the 
actions of Denotation and Injunction x à 

The synonym of * prakarana'—* vidhyads ' 

Prakarana is thus distinct from * Vakya’ 

The case of the Saktavaka provides an example of the indication of 
* Prakarana’ 


Question regarding Süktavàka ; involving conflict between Vàkya 


and Prakarana 

Example of conflict between Prakarana, and Sthana : ‘The reciting 
of the Çunahçepha after the Abhichecaniya at the Rajastiya 

There is no ‘ sub-context’ of the Abhishecaniya 

The assumption of Vakya is much easier in the case Prakarana than 
in that of Sthana 

Prakarana : is quicker in getting. at its corroborative Qruti than 
Sthüna .. 

Example of conflict — Sthana and Samükhyà : The Mantra 

* eundhadhvam, ete.’ in connection with the * Paurodagika’—the 

latter being a name applied to the whole section of the mind 
Purnamasa 

The question to be determined: Is the Mantra ‘ Qundhadhvam ' 
to be applied in the sanctification of the Purodàca-vessel, as 
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indicated by the name * Paurodacika’ or in that of the Sannayya- 
vessel, as indicated by sthana ? .. 
Pürvapaksha : ** The indication of sthana is | get aside. by that of 
Name, Samakhya; as the former expresses no relationship ” 
Siddhanta : It is the indication of Name that is set aside by that of 
Sthàna, because the former is further removed from its objective 
What is meant by ‘ remoteness from the objective ’ 
The example involves no violation of Prakarana 


‘Name is a word of ordinary parlance,’ —this is ee to imply 


that it is so much the more removed from the Veda 

Name or Samakhyü however is not entirely devoid of authority 

The name ‘ Pauradāçika’ does not occur in the Veda 

Hence the indication of the name * Paurodücika ' is not so authorita- 
tive as that of the factors directly eonnected with the Veda 

Due authority does attach to. Samakhya : 

But it is SNR set aside by the other Indicatives, erat and the 
rest os 

The exact meaning of being ' set aside ' 

Explanation provided by the Bhasya criticised 

Indicatives other than Qrutt do not possess the capacity of directly 
indicating anything A 

Being ‘ rejected ' or ‘set aside’ means being * not operative or 
effective ' 

The concluding passages ‘of the Bhashya s somewhat irrelevant 
Examples of other kinds of ‘ rejection ' 
(1) Of Inference by Perception .. 
(2) Of cognitions produced by wrong means of knowledge by 

those produced by the right ones : 
(3) Of Smrti by Cruti 
(4) Of untrustworthy Smrti by trustworthy Smrti 
(L) Of Smrti serving a vissible purpose by another serving a 
trancendental purpose 
(6) Of Smrti based a, eee and Arthavada by another based 
upon Qruté oe ae T 
(7) Of usage by Smrti 
(8) Of usage by usage 
(9) Of doubtful cognition by certain cognition 
(10) Of the weaker by the stronger T 
(11) Of what occurs at the end by what occurs in the beginning sis 
(12) Of what serves a purely trancendental poma 24 what does 
so by mere restriction : a 
(13) Of the remoter by the closer auxiliary . 
(14) Of the Injunetion of several things by that ofa single thing . 
(15) Of what is expressed by several words, by what is expressed 
by a single word 
(16) Of what involves the rejection of many things by what involves 
the rejection of fewer things .. 
(17) Of what is laid down in a different Veda by what i is en] joined 
in the same Veda .. 
(18) Of what is said in diverse Cakha texts, , by what is said in the 
same text 
(19) Of the obligatory by the occasional 
(20) ei what serves a sacrificial purpose by what serves s the man’s 
wishes .. 
(21) Of what is mentioned apart, by what is mentioned in the 
same context T : . 
(22) Of the preceding by the following « 
(23) Of what pertains to the or iginal sacrifice, by what pertains to 
the modification .. 


a 
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(24) Of what is based upon an assumed sentence, by what is based 
upon the Injunctive sentence. sr E m 

(25) Of the useless by the useful | 

(26) Of the Brahmana order, by the Mantra order 

(27) Of what is based upon the Deity, by what is based upon the 


Substance 
(28) Of what is subsequently mentioned, by what has been men- 
tioned before : T St m A 


(29) Of the small by the great 
(30) Of the Secondary by the Primary 
(31! Of what is stated generally, by what is s specifically enjoined 
(32) Of what has other uses, by what would be otherwise useless 
(33) Of the Subsidiary by the Principal 
(34) Of the properties of the Subsidiary, by those of the Principal 
The meaning of ‘ rejection’ in all these cases discussed 
‘< All these rejections cannot be of the same kind as that of Linga 
by Cruti and so forth ” 2 
It is not necessary that all rejections should be of the same kind 
In the case of Cruti and the rest, the ‘ D is of what has not 
been accomplished : 
The ‘rejection’ of Smrti and the ‘rest also is due to * remoteness 
from the objective’ .. 
In the case of ‘rejection’ of the obligatory by the occasional and 
so forth, what is rejected is what had been accomplished 
The case of Prayajas, Mathara Brihmana, Kuça, Kaundinya 
The form of ‘true knowledge’  .. T " 


Adhikarana (8). The twelve Upasads pertain to the Ahina 


Reasons for not proceeding directly to Adhyaya IV : 

Subject dealt with now: Specific cases in practice when there is 
conflict among Cruti and the rest 

Subject-matter of the Adhikarana: The Upasads in relation to 
* Sahna’ and ‘ Ahina’ 

Question: Three upasads belonging to the Sahna (J yotishtoma), do 
the twelve upasads belong to the Ahina sacrifices only, or to the 
J yotishtoma also ? - 2 D m 

* Sahna’ is Jyotishtoma 

* Ahina’ are the Dvadacaha and other sacrifices that last for more 
than 12 days : 

Preliminary question : Can the name ' Ahina’ apply to the Jyotish- 
toma 

The connection of the Twelve upasads with the J yotishtoma would 
rest upon Context, while that with the Ahina only would rest 
upon Direct Cruti 

The present question turns upon the conflict between Context and 
Cruti 

Piirvapakeha : «It is clear from the Context that ‘the Twelve 
upasads belong to the Jyotishtoma”’ 

** This does not involve a contradiction of Cruti” T 

**'The name Ahina is applicable to the i in the sense 
of being a-hina, not defective" .. 

** The name ‘ahina’ really applies to a group ‘of sacrifices extending 
over several days,—the above "masses to Jvotishtoma is sup- 
ported by the Context ” 

* Ahina,' as applied to the J yotishtoma, means what is not liable 
to retrenchment as regards gifts, etc. resp: to Bhashya 

The Bhashya criticised 

** * Ahina,’ as applied to Jyotishtoma, means what does not abandon 
any sacrifice ” "m - 
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Siddhünta : The Jyotishtoma, not being an Ahina sacrifice, must 
be disjoined from the twelve upasads 
Jyotishtoma is called * mukhya,'  peinddplh ' because it is the firat 
to be performed - s ee m T 
It has no connection with Ahina .. 
Hence the ‘twelve upasads’ mentioned in "connection with the 
Ahina can have no connection with Jyotishtoma 
The namo ‘ Ahina’ cannot apply to the Jyotishtoma, in any manner 
The name ‘ Ahina’ cannot apply to the Jyotishtoma, figuratively . . 
PR in its literal sense 
Ahina’ must be the ‘name of sacrifices extending over a number a 
days 
The vedi fact of Ahina being mentioned separately shows that it is 
meant to be something distinct from the Jyotishtoma 5e 
'The twelve upasads should be taken apart from the Jyotishtoma .. 
The above exposition of the Adhikarana criticised ; 
It is not right for the details of one sacrifice (the Ahina) to be laid 
down in the context of another sacrifice (the Jyotishtoma) ee 
The *twelve upasads' have already been enjoined in the context 
of the twelve sacrifices elsewhere 
The sentence in question therefore can be the Injunetion of ‘hes 
three upasads only 
The mention of ‘ twelve upasads' in the passage, is only an Artha- 
vada, in praise of the Jyotishtoma T 
Right exposition of the Adhikarana—according to the Var tika 
Question of the Adhikarana: Is the name ‘ Ahina’ applicable to 
the Jyotishtoma, for which the sentence presents an accessory 
in the shape of the ‘ twelve upasads ':—or is the mention of the 
‘twelve upasads' meant to serve some other purpose’ *. a 
Even so, the question turns upon the Conflict between Context and 
ruti . e. ee oe oe se 
Poe ‘The * twelve upasads' must belong to the J yotish- 


toma, as they are mentioned in the Contezt of this sacrifice"  .. 


Siddhünta : The * twelve upasads ’ belong, not to the Jyotishtoma, 
but to the sacrifices extending over several days, in connection 
with which they are directly prescribed by Cruti : 

Some justification for the Bhashya’s Exposition of the Adhikarana 


Adhikarana (9). The Pratipats are to be taken apart, along with 


the Kulaya, ete. : a 

Visayavakya : * Yuvüm hi sthah svahpati. . ,. pratipadam kuryat.. 
bahubhyo yajamanebhyah * p 

Question : Do the two Pratipats herein mentioned find Placo in the 
Jyotishtoma,—or are they taken along with the Kulaya and the 
Dviraira? .. . m oe 

Difference between this and the foregoing Adhikerana .. T 

Siddhanta (in accordance with the foregoing Adhikarana): The 
sentence does not lay down the — or plurality of the Yaja- 
màna 

Duality or Plurality of ‘Yajamana i is put forward only as the condi- 
tion for the use of the one or the other Pratipat  . 

The Duality and Plurality of Yajamana cannot pertain to the 
J yotishtoma 


The Duality and Plurality of Yajamana are "present in the Kulaya 


and other sacrifices .. 

Conclusion : The Pratipats should ‘be disjoined from the Context of 
the Jyotishtoma ms 

Objection against the Siddhanta : “e The Duality and Plurality of 


Yajamàna may find pace in the J yotishtoma as optional alter- 
natives" .. 
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' Even if they are not distinctly laid down, they may be taken as 
implied " . 

"The Injunction of the Pratipats itself justifies the assumption of 
Cruti texts presenting the performance of the po by two 
or more Yajamanas " 

Objection answered : The Jyotishtoma, in its very origin, is connect- 
ed with only ono Yajamüna 

* Prakrti’ in the sense of the ‘ subject of the Prakarana or Con- 
text" ° .. 

The sentence in — cannot imply the presence of several Yaja- 
mànas at the Jyotishtoma 

The ‘duality ’ of the Yajamana cannot refer to the sacrificer’ S wife 

Such duality would apply to all sacrifices 

* Keaumé vasünau,' at the Adhana is taken to refer to the sacrificer 
and his wife 

The Pratipats should be separated from J yotishtoma 

Thus this is a case of context being superseded by Cruti 


Adhikarana (10). The Jaghani is not disjoined from the Context 


Subject-matter : Exception to the general rule idi the factors 
being disjoined from their context - : 

Visayavakya : * Jaghanya patnih samyàjayanti ' 

Question : Does the sentence lay down the Patnisamyaja as sanc- 
tifying the Jāghanī (Animal’s Tail), —or does it n down the 
Jaghani with reference to the Patnisamyajas ? 

* Jaghani is the tail of the Agnisomiya animal 

In the former case the Jaghani would be disjoined from its context, 
and not so, in the latter case 

Pürvapaksha : ** The sentence lays down the sanctification of the 
Jüghani by the Patnisamyajas " 

** The Patnisamyajas of the Darga-Pürnamasa do not lose anything 
by being disjoined from the Jaghani "' : 

**'The connection of the Patnisamyajas with the Pacu—saerifico is 
implied" .. , : 

Siddhanta : The Injunction i is of the J üghani 

The Injunction is not to be disjoined from the context . 

The sentence cannot refer to the Patnisamyajas of the Pacu—sacri- 
fice : as : 

The Patnisamyajas cannot be torn fr om the context 

Th» sentence in question does not contain the injunction of any 
new sacrifice ste 

The Jaghani is not to be disjoined from the context. 

Objection : ‘* The Jaghani being the part of an animal, could not 
be used (as pointed out on p. 1235) 

Answer : The word ‘ Jaghani' denotes a limb of the animal, which 
can be easily obtained T 

Conclusion : The Jüghani is an accessory in the Patnisamyaja per- 
formed along with Darca- Purnamasa No “i a 


Adhikarana (11). The Joining together of the slabs should find a 

place among the Samethas a 

Subject-matter : Conflict and non-conflict between syntactical con- 
nection and context .. 

Visayavükya : Dirghasomé santridyad dhrtyai,’ which ‘lays down 
the separation and the joining together of two stone slabs—for 
the pounding of Soma 

Question : Does * Dirghasoma’ Wene md for tee Jyotishtoma PM 
for the Jyotishtoma as performed by a * dirgha,’ tall, person ?—or 
to the Uktha and other Samsthās of the Jy otishtoma ?—or to the 
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Sattra and Ahina sacrifices that extend over several days ?.—or 
to all sacrifices except the Agnishtoma ? 

Pirvapaksha (Preliminary): ** The Joining together of “slabs men- 
tioned in th» sentence should not be disjoined from the Jyotish- 
toma, which is what is called * Dicghasoma’ ”’ 

‘‘ The Joining ‘ogether therefore is not taken apart from its context ^ 

Siddhanta (preliminary): The Joining together must be separated 
from its cort»xt, because of the mention of the Dirghasoma 

The name ‘ Di-ghasoma’ can apply only to that sacrifice which is 
the longest ainong Soma-sacrifices 

The name therefore excludes all short Soma-sacrifices 

The J yotishtoma i is not * longer' than any Soma-sacrifice 

‘ Dirghasoma’ therefore must stand for Soma- sacrifices other than 
the J yotishtoma 

Objection : ** So long as * Dirghasoma’ can be explained i in a manner 
consistent with the indications of the Context, it is not right to 
take it otherwise” . 

‘(The term may mean ‘the Jyotishtoma performed by a dirgha, 
tall, person’ "' 

Answer: The epithet * ‘dirgha,’ : long’, must apply to the sacrifice, 
not to the sacrificer 

The Joining together is for producing more durability, and this 
would be needed only for sacrifices extending over several days . . 

That it is for the pulpal of durability, is indicated bai the Artha- 
vada * dhrtyai ' 

The * Joining together’ ‘therefore should find place in | the second 
and subsequent Samsthas of the Jyotishtoma 

Objection—embodying the Final Pürvapaksha : ‘‘ The special effort 
for obtaining durability would be as needless in connection with 
each of the Samsthas, as in connection with the performance of 
the Jyotishtoma by a tall person "' 

‘‘ The Joining together therefore should be entirely separated from 
the Jyotishtoma, in all its Samsthas ”’ 

Final Siddhanta : The Joining together should pertain to ‘the Ukthya 
and other Samsthās of the Jyotishtoma 

The Arthavada * dhrtyai’ would not be meaningless in this case. 

The Joining together should be restricted to the later Samsthas only 

There can be no distinct Context relating to the Samsthas 2 

The Joining together therefore must appertain to all Soma-sacrifi ices 
with the sole exception of the Agnishtoma, which is the first 
Samstha of the Jyotishtoma .. fec " ie 


Adhikarana (12). The prohibition of the Pravargya refers to the 
first performance he T Yo T 

‘Yat pravargyam pravrijati,’ mentions the Pravargya, which is 
connected with the J yotishtoma 

Pravargya is mentioned in the Kaushitaki Brahmana i in the context 
of the Jyotishtoma 

Visayavakya : * Na prathamé Yajne pravrijyàt" 

Question: Does the ‘first sacrifice’ here mentioned refer: to the 
Jyotishtoma and all its Samsthas ?—or only to the first performance 
of the Jyotishtoma ? 

Pürvapaksha : First sacrifice must stand for the entire J yotishtoma, 
this being in keeping with the Context” .. 

*' The fact of the Prohibition applying to the entire J yotishtoma ` is 
indicated also by syntactical connection ”’ 

Siddhanta : The term ‘ first’ refers to the performance,—as it stands 
for that operation of the performance which precedes all his other 
operations ee re oe oe 
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Pravangya or its prohibition applicable only to Soma sacrifices 

The term ‘ first’ must be in reference to the second and subsequent 
performances of the Jyotishtoma ek e 

Context must, thus, be superseded by syntactical connection 

A further Injunction of the Pravargya in the Taittiriya text: Agni- 
shtomé pravrnakiz’ .. v : 

Diversity of opinion regarding this Injunction 

(a) It applies to the First Performance, and sets aside ‘the aiie e- 
mentioned Prohibition T. m 5o an 

This view is not right .. i 

(6) The Prohibition applies to the  Atirütra — of the Jyotish: 
toma and the Injunction to the Agnishtoma section .. 

This view is not acceptable m 

(c) In regard to the first performance of the Atirütra we have the 
Prohibition only, while in regard to the Agnishtoma we have the 
Prohibition as well as the Ljpiasition, and hence in this latter the 

Pravargya is optional ies - 

Objections against this view 

M answered "m 

Prohibition and Paryudasa 

The Prohibition pertains to the original sacrifice —the Jyovishtoma 

* Yah pravargyam, etc.’ refers to the original sacrifice T 

It applies to a sacrifice where we have the Upasads a 

We have the Upasads in the Jyotishtoma .. oe 

One sentence is an originative Injunction, and the other an pay 
catory Injunction . .. 
' Agnishtomé pravrnakti’ serves to point out the occasional permissi- 
bility (at the Agnishtoma section) of what has been prohibited in 
regard to the First Performance of the entire Jyotishtoma 

Performance and uon-performance of the Pravargya are optional 
alternatives, even when the sentence is a Paryudàsa .. 

The two optional alternatives we have in regard to the First Per- 
formance of the Agnishtoma .. 

The permissibility of the Pravargya may pertain to these cases only 
when the performer is a superior Crotriya Teacher of Vedas 

No non-(Qrotriya entitled to perform sacrifices 

The modifications of the Jyotishtoma could not be * first perfor- 
mance’, .. 

The prohibition of the Pravargya therefore does not apply to 
modifications 

Conclusion : The prohibition of the Pravargya refers to the First 

Performance of the simple Jyotishtoma by itself a 


Adhikarana (13). [Introductory to next Adhikarana] The guias 


of Pushan’s share is to be done at the Vikrti-—sacrifices 
Vieayavakya : * Tasmat pusha prapishtabhagah adatko hi sah’ 
Question: Is this grinding to be done at the original sacrifice or 
at its modifications ? . 
This involves a conflict between —" connection and Context 
Siddhanta : The grinding is to be done at the modifications 
This is in accordance with the Law of the Joining together (3-3- 21). 
This Adhikarana appears here only as introducing the next 
Adhikarana dris e - pi - 


Adhikarana (14). The grinding of Bodas share applies to the 


Rice only .. 
[Question : Is 'the said grinding to be done in a the case of all subs- 
tances, or only in that of Rice ?] os T * 
15 
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Pürvapaksha : ** The grinding is to be done to all substances offered i 
to Pushan—Rice, Cake or Animal Body " ia ^ B 1957 
Siddhanta : The grinding is to be done only ia grains ., 1257 
In the case of Cake, it is already implied in all cases and needs no ce 
reiteration of a particular offering 1257 
In the case of the Animal Body, the grinding ‘would make impossi- 
ble the enjoined offering of the ‘ Heart’ and other limbs ine 1257 
It is only in the case of grain-offerings that the injunction of 
grinding could serve a useful purpose T 1258 
The grinding can apply to that only which is in due order forit .. 1258 
The grinding applies to grains only 1258 
The anomalies noticed in the case of the Cake and the Animal Body, 
are not found in the case of grains 1259 
‘ Caru’ is the name given to a preparation ‘of grains cooked in a 
particular manner  .. "e ee 2 me 1259 
Use of the Adhikarana .. Á- JONES Ee ee 1259 
Adhikarana (15). The grinding of Pushan's share is to be done 
only in that case in which the Caru is to be offered to Pushan 
alone 1260 
Question : Is the grinding to be done only in the case of Caru 
meant for Pushan alone or also when it is meant for two deities ?.. 1260 
The question is subject to Adhikarnas 3.1.26 and 3.2.27 T 1260 
Siddhanta: The grinding is to be done only in the case of the 
Caru meant for Pushan alone .. T 1260 
There are anomalies if the grinding is done to other Carus 1260 
Out of the Caru common to more than one deity, the position of 
such deity eannot be determined àja "mm 1262 
Pürvapakshin's arguments against the Siddhanta ae 1262 
‘*We should have grinding also in the case of Caru meant for 
Pushan coupled with another deity m 1262 
‘The only condition prescribed for grinding is the ‘presence of 
Pushan as the Deity ” . 1262 
‘This condition is fulfilled also when Pushan is coupled with 
another Deity ” .. 1203 
‘¢ The words of the injunction could not limit the scope of the 
grinding ” 1263 
'* The reason for gr inding is the absence of teeth in Püshan ; and 
this reason is present also when he is coupled with another Deity ” 1264 
The sentence * Somapaushnai carunnirvapet némapishtan’ discussed 1264 
Caru to be half-ground—which is meant as a reference . 1265. 
Grinding applies to all materials: it cannot be reathicned to a 
only $. 1266 
Siddhānta : The grinding pertains to only one e Deity, Püshan T 1266 
The grinding is meant to appertain to the resultant Apürva T 1266 
Fees. pertains neither to the Deity nor to his portion ; ; 1266 
Grinding pertains only to the sacrifice of which Püshan is the Deit, y.. 1266 
No ‘portion’ of the Deity before the CRDB has been actually 
made T i 1266 
Exact signification of ‘ bhàga, ‘a portion’ p 1266 
Deity does not actually partake of the offering (vide 10. 1l 4) Ne 1266 
Grinding cannot be an accessory of either the Deity or his * portion’ 1266 
G ‘rinding i 1s an accessory of the Apürva, through the sacrifice nS 1266 
This view is supported by 9.1.1. also by Devatadhikarana (Adh. 9).. 1267 
Syntactical connection connects the — with the Apürva, not 
with the Deity T ES N = 2 1267 
* Bhaga’ signifies sacrifice m P — 1267 
' Bhaga’ does not mean acceptance of something offered by another 1267 
' Bhaga of Püshan'—this name cannot apply to a sacrifice that has 
two deities e. - né " ig 1267 
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Sacrifice to Indra and Püshan cannot bo called * Piisha-bhaga’ d 1267 
The * absence of teeth’ is only a secondary reason, not the main 
ground for grinding A e e » 1268 
The sentence * Somapaushnan.. .nemapishtam’ is injunction of Hali- 
grinding .. ri S " 2d ^ 1268 
PRADA IV. 
Adhikarana (1). The mention of the Nivitais an Arthavada .. 1269 
Subject-matter of Pada: Conflict between Prakarana and Gruti, and 
between Prakarana and Linga vs » e 1269 
Visayavakya : * Nivitam manusyünüm ' e A Y 1269 
Five possible ways of taking this sentence ; 1269 
Question of Adhikarana: Is this sentence an Injunetion or mere 
Arthavada ? è "m 1269 
Propriety of this question in m present connection discussed re 1269 
This question belongs to Adh. I .. » m 1269 
It is brought up here as introducing a discussion , $^ 1269 
Purpose of the Bhashya in bringing up this question explained T 1270 
Pürvapaksha (A): ** The sentence is an tee sono accordance 
with 1.2.19 : : er m 1270 
'* It cannot be taken as merely descriptive " 1270 
'" Because it mentions something new: it must be an Injunction” 1270 
Pürvapaksha (B): ‘“ The Nivita mentioned in the sentence is a 
property of the Action" 1271 
' This alone cannot be compatible with the name * Adhvar yava,’ 
which belongs to the Yajurveda, where the sentence occurs - 1371 
Pürvapaksha (C) and (D): ‘“ The Névita is a property cf Man:—(D) 
and of those Actions mentioned in the context that pertain to men " 1271 
Pürvapaksha (E): “ The Nivita is a property of all those actions in 
which man is the Eom factor,—not only those mentioned 
in the context" : 1272 
:* If Nivita were taken as belonging to Man, it would ‘involve the 
assumption of a distinct result ”’ 7$ T 1272 
Siddhanta : The sentence is a mere Ar thavada 1273 
Objections to the view that ‘‘ Nivita pertains to the Actions men- 
tioned in the ‘context’ (Pirvapaksha D): It contradicts the 
indications of Syntactical connection s 1273 
The connection of Nivita with the Action of Anvühüryapacana 
(mentioned in the context) would involve a syntactical split .. 1273 
The view that “ Nivita pertains to Actions in which Man is the 
predominant factor’’ (Pürvapaksha E) involves the anomaly of 
rejecting Context and Name  .. s e 1273 
And also that of having to assume a distinct result — .. 1273 
If the sentence is taken as an Arthavada, it is in accordance with 
the Audunbaradhikarana (1.2.19) " 1273 
The sentence can be connected with tho —— cession 
* Upavyayat?, etc. only if it is taken as a descriptive Arthavada 1273 
The sentence contains no injunctive word  .. 1274 
Assumption of the Injunctive word involves ee and com- 
plications and objectionable interdependence ; 1274 
Meaning of the sentence—‘ Nivita is good for men,’-—or ‘ ^pa NaRa 
is for such inferior beings as men, it is the U pavita that is nei the 
gods ' 2 F ws T an 1274 
. Omission of six Sütras - Bhashya, explained r— 1275 


These six Sütras omitted by the Bhashya, explained ‘i: the Vielen 
as embodying the following 5 Adhikaranas 1275 
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Adhikarana (1A). The Upavita pertains to the Darcapürnamàsa 

Question: Does the Upavita, enjoined in connection with the 
Dargapürnamasa, appertain to those sacrifices alone,—or to all 
sacrifices ?. . 

By another interpretation, the six Sütras embody only ‘three Adhi- 
karanas, and under this interpretatiou, the question would be.. 
Does the Upavita appertain to the Darcaptrnamasa alone and 
the sentence is an injunction, or it pertains to all ae and 
the sentence is an Arthuvada ? 

Pūrvapaksha : ** The Upavita pertains to all ‘sacrifices ” 

‘‘The Upavita is referred to in connection with the Mrtaguihotra, 
which implies that it pertains to all sacrifices " 

Siddhanta: The Upavita cannot pertain to all sacrifiz je8, — a3 its 
context points to its connection with the Darga-Pirnamasa only 

The se»tence bearing upon the Mrtagnihotra also justifies the same 
conclusion. . Sy 2 ' : 


Adhikarana (1B). The sentence ‘ Upavyayat?, ete.’ is an injune- 
tion of Upavita m: De l E. M 

Visayavükya : * Upavyayate, devalake emamevatat kurusé ’ 

Connection between this and the last Adhikarana 

Question: Is the sentence injunctive or descriptive ? 

Purvapaksha : ** The sentence is purely descriptive 

‘The Upavita is already enjoined in the Smrtis ” 

‘Tne Present Tense in ‘ upavyayat? ’ is incompatible with injunc- 
tion 

Siddhanta : The sentence is injunctive 

It lays down something new—not enjoined elsewhere 

A descriptive declaration of all sacrifices would be useless 

The Present Tense affix has the force of the Injunctive.. 

What is enjoined in Smrtis is the Upavita as a property of Man, 
while the sentence in question enjoins it in connection with the 
sacrifice .. 

The use of the Adhikarana i is explained under 4.2.23 P 

Second interpretation of the Sutra (9 C), as embodying the Pürva- 
paksha of another Adhikarana (1C) ^n A ; 


Adhikarana (1C). < Yajüopavitihi devebhyo dohayati’ is an Artha- 
vada, relating to the Upavita as connected with the Darga- 
Pürnamasa E An des he: ute 

Va i?ayavakya : ° Prücinüviti. dohayet, Yajfiopavitihi devebhyo doha- 
yati’ occurring in connection with the M rtügnihotra .. 

Question: Is the latter sentence merely eulogistic of the Upavita 
as pertaining to the Darca—Pctrnamasa ?—or is it injunctive of 
it as pertaining to the ordinary Agnihotra ? 

Pürvapaksha : ** The sentence is an Injunction because itleys down 
something new ' : 


[The Siddhanta of this Adhikerana is stated on p. 1282, J 


Adhikarana (1D). The mention of ‘northwardliness’ is merely 


descriptive ar m M" Se os 2 
Visayavakya : * Y2 purodanco darbhastan daksinagranstrnati— 
occurring in connection with the M rtagnihotra oe 


Question : Is the clause * Ye purodancah ' injunctive or descriptive ? 
Pürvapaksha : ‘The clause is Mx as it lays down some- 
thing new ' 


'*'T'he mention of nonam de the lance must be an injune- 
tion Pe 


Page 
1276 


CONTENTS. 


Siddhünta : The clause cannot be injunctive - 
It is only indicative of the fact of the grass pointing towards the 
north > 
The Northwar dliness in question is | already enjoined by- the Sir "M 
* Agravanti pragagrant udagagrant, ete." — .. ; 
The clause in question is only a reference to this Smrii injunction 
Stddhanta (of Adhikarana 1C): The sentence in question is not an 
Injunction.. é 
The sentence must be taken as purely descr iptive 


Adhikarana (1E). Tho sentence ‘ Upari hi dévabhyo dhirayati’ is 

an Injunction T - 

This is an exception to the foregoing Adhikaranas 2 m 

Vésayavükya : ' Adhastàt — samidhandhürayannanudravét, upari 
hi dévébhyo pee — occurring in connection with the Mrtagq- 
mihotra — .. 

Question : Is the litter clause inj 'unctive or descriptive P 

Pürvapaksha : '* The sentence is uH; what is here men- 
tioned being already got at by usage’ 

Siddhanta : The sentence must be taken as an ‘injunction of Holding 

All that usage indicates is the necessity of giving a protective cover- 
ing to the “valuable material,—not the Holding of the Fuel : 

The Holding of the fuel-stick over the Sruk is not indicated by any 
other means of knowledge 

The sentence must be regarded as an injunction of the Holding 


Adhikarana (2). The specification of the Directions is an Artha- 
vada (descriptive) .. 3s E atte 


Adhikarana (3). The mention of ‘ parushi dita, etc.’ is an Artha- 
vada (descriptive) - s m te 

Vieayavakya (of Adhi. 2): < Pracindeva abhajanta daksinam €— 
ete.’ 

Virayavükya. ( ‘of Adhi. 3j DES COEM Yat parushá ditan tad devanam, ete.’ 
(b) ‘ Yo sidagdhah sa  mnaàrritah....tasmádavidahata vrapayit 
avyam, Bie. (c) ‘ Yat pürnantanmanueyanüm upari, etc.’ 
(d) * Ghrtan devinam mastu pitrnam, etc.’ 

Question (Adhi. 2): (a) Is the sentence injunctive or descriptive? 
(b) If injunctive, is what is enjoined a property of the Man or of 
the Action ? 

Question (Adhi. 3): (a) “Are the sentences injunctive of the proper- 
ties of the performer,—or merely descriptive of the properties of 
actions ? (b) Should the properties find place in the Action 
mentioned in the context, etc., etc. ? 

Justification of these Adhikaranas, —when the subjeets fall within 
the purview of the Nivitadhikarana (above) 

Meaning of the sentences under consideration i oe 

Pürvapaksha (common to Adhi. 2 and 3): ** All the sentences are 
restrictive Injunctions '' 

* All that is enjoined appertains to those actions,—of attending c on 
guests and the like,—in which Man forms the principal factor 

Siddhanta (common to Adhi. 2 and 3): The sentences are Arthavada, 
—mere glorification of such actions as * proper cooking’ andso forth 


Adhikarana (4). The prohibition of Lying pertains to the Sacrifice 
V$eayavakya : * Nanrtam vadet,’ occurring in the section on Darga 
Pürnamiüsa En ; 
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Question : Does the prohibition of Lying mm, to the Sacrifice or P 

to the Sacrificer ? e 1289 
Preliminary question (1): For whose seiko is the action that | is 

prohibited ? . 1289 
Preliminary question (2): For whose sake are the Bhavanas that i 

are enjoined by Injunctions found in a context not connected 

with any words expressing connection with a human agent ? 1289 
The sentences ‘samidho yajati ,' * taniinapatam yajati, etc. also fal] 

under the scope of this enquiry . 1290 
Preliminary question (3)—Root question : Does the Verbal Affix 

denote the Nominative Agent or not ? m | He S 1290 
Relevancy of this last question (3) discussed 1290 
Objection : (a) ** The Verb does not denote either the predominance 

of the Agent or the subserviency of the saerifice— .. 1291 
* (b) Direct Declaration indicates the predominance of the Agent. 
and Context indicates the predominance of the sacrifice 1291 
** Thus there being no conflict between them, one need not reject 

the other .. 1291 


** The question of the Verb denoting the Agent or not can have no 
bearing on the main question ; as in either case the ‘ "i of 
lies’ would pertain to the sacrifice’ : 

Anawer : The Agent and the Bhavana are both denoted - the Verb 1291 

In that case, the Bhavana of the act in question (avoiding of lies) 
would be more nearly related to the Agent (denoted by the same 


Verb) than to the Sacrifice (which is indicated only by Context) 129] 
The Action and the Agent may be predominant or subservient to 
each other according to their mutual need .. 1292 
In the case of Verbs, the Agent is denoted as the predominant 
factor, what is denoted by the Verb-root being subordinated to it 1292 
What is denoted by the root cannot be the predominant factor .. 1293 
The question of the Verb denoting the Agent has a distinct — 
on the Adhikarana .. 1294 
Objection: **'The relation between the dendtation of the Root awe 
that of the Affix is only one of qualification and qualified '' A 1294 
'' Even if the Agent be denoted by the Verb, the Import would 
clearly indicate it as the subordinate factor ”’ 1295 
** The character of the Performer, the Nominative, is not identical 
with that of the Possessor of the Result" 1296 
“Sole character of the Agent must always be that of a subordinate 
_factor” 2 1296 
* Desire for results ` cannot be the differentiation of the Nominative 
e — S 1296 
** * Being the performer’ is the only correct differentiation of sia 
Nominative Agent” 1296 
‘* Even if the Agent were denoted by the Verb, the Action (of 
avoiding Lies) cannot belong to him” : 1297 
‘< The question of the denotation of the Agent i is wholly irrelevant ” 1297 
Answer: Action is subordinate to the Agent, because it is his 
qualification 1297 
In ‘rajapurusah,’ the Raja is the eubordinate factor, ‘becats he i 
qualifies the Purusha n E m "m 1297 
Meaning of * Upasarjana’. 1298 
The Singleness and other factors included i in 1 the Karate, are for 
the sake of the Action 1299 


The character of the Agent generally consists i in being the performer . 

but all intelligent performers are possessed of the desire for results 

accruing from the act undertuken 1300 
Even though the predominance of the Agent may not “be directly 

denoted by the Verb, it is certainly implied by it .. . 1300 
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The Nominative Agent, even when recognised as subordinate, is so, 
not to what is denoted by the Verb-root, but to the Bhavana 

The Vaivakarana holds that the dit is denoted by the Verbal 
atti : E er 

Even he eannot deny the Bhavana 

No incongruity in the Agent being subordinate to the Bhüiana, and 
yet pre dominant in relation to what is denoted by the Verb-root 

There is difference between the subservient character based upon 
Verbal denotation and that based upon the nature of things 

If then the Agent is denoted by the Verbal affix; the action deno- 

ted by the root must be subservient to him .. 

The Verbal affix really denotes the Bhavana, but implies the Agent 
as correlative to that Bhavana .. 

Conelusion: The question regarding the Agent being denoted by 
the Verbal affix has an important bearing on the main question 
of the Adhikarana 

Pürvapaksha (on the main question) : :— The prohibition of telling 
lies, * nànrtam vadet' refers to the telling of lies that the man 
does for his own sake " - = T 

'* Because ‘ vadet' denotes the man ` 

n Because. it is thus alone that the Injunction can serve a useful 
purpose". 

** Because, if the prohibition pertained to the sacrifice, dt would be 
` entirely useless ^ . 

* All Injunctions being for the sake of Man, all prohibitions should 
be the same " 

Sūtra explained by the "Pürvapaksha : * Since the sentence only 
expresses only what has been enjoined by Smrti in connection 
with Upanayana, long before the man became entitled to any 
sacrificial performance,—it should be taken as referring only to 
the Man himself" .. c Pu 

** The sentence is descriptive of what already exists ' 

‘The sentence cannot be the basis of the corresponding Smrti 
injunction, in the present case ' 

‘“ Three declarations of the Pürvapaksha : (1) The 'sentence in 
question pertains to Man (this is not contained in the Sütra) :— 
**(2) The sentence pertains to Man as connected with the sacri- 
fice, and the prohibition of Lying is contained in the Smrti deal- 

ing with Upanayana `` 

'*(3) The prohibition contained in the sentence is only “descriptive 
of that wider prohibition " a 

** Conclusion: The sentence in question is only an Arthavada " 

Siddhünta : Tho sentence is an Injunction, because the connection 
is wholly different (this answers the first declaration of the Pūrva- 


paksha) 
The sentence is question prohibits Lying while the Smrti enjoins 
telling the truth: The two are therefore distinct - T 


The sentence in question must be an independent Injunction 

One statement is taken as descriptive of another only when both 
serve precisely the same purpose 

In the present case the sentence in question is a Pr ohibition, while 
the Smrti text is an Injunction .. ; 

Injunction operates towards something desirable 

Prohibition operates towards avoidance of sin 

The prohibition of Lying found in the Smrti, occurring “among the 

‘ Student's observances’ is really an Injunction (by contraries) of 

telling truth 

The sentence in question, found in connection with the Darga- 
Pürnamiüsa, cannot be taken as an Injunction of Truth-telling . 
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Finally, the Prohibition of Lying, found in the Smrtis, is of univer- 
sal application, applying to all men at all times, while the sen- 
tence in question applies to the man engaged in the particular 
sacrifice, and is conducive to a distinct Apürva h xis 

The one cannot be descriptive of the other ; because they point to 
different results 

The infringement of a general Prohibition does not vitiate the sacri- 
ficial performance 

The infringement of a prohibition i in reference to the sacrifice does 
vitiate the performance 

As bearing upon the performance E the Sap PINE the general Smr is 
rule means that ‘if in course of the performance the man tells a 
lie, he goes to hell, but he obtains the results of the sacrifice ' 

The meaning of the special prohibition contained in the sentence in 
question is—‘ The results of the sacrifice are obtained only when 
performed by one who does not tell lies during the performance ' 

''he answer to the Second statement of the Pürvapaksha 

There is * difference in connection' in this case also: While the sin 
of Lying accrues to the Man, the vitiation caused T it is in the 
Sacrifice .. 

Whether the Prohibition pertains . to the Sacrifice or ‘to the Man 
performing the sacrifice, the Injunctive character of the sentence 
remains unaffected " vu in P. 

Pirrvapaksha statements : “ (a) Even as an Injunction, the sentence 
relates to Man ; ‘b) It relates to the Man performing the sacrifice ” 

Answer: No conjugational affix is expressive of the Nominative 
agent . 

A verü gives rise to the cognition of—(1) the Bhavana, (2) what is 
denoted by the root, (3) the Nominative Agent, (4) the Number 
of the Agent, (5) the results accruing ; (6) a point of time es 

Of these, the Bhàvana alone is what is denoted by the Verb ^ 

The Mominative Agent and the rest are only implied by the Verb.. 

The Bhavana does not indicate the Time ; e 

The BhavanG indicates all Karakas, not only the Nominative di 

In the case of all Verbs, the Number is recognised as determined 
by the Nominative only T m "t ate 

Vaiy&karana's objection: ‘‘If, as the Siddhantin holds, the 
Nominative agent is not denoted by the conjugational affix, there 
is nothing to justify the assertion that the Number, which is 
expressed by that affix, can be determined by the Nomirative 


only " - 
Answer : In every case peculiar potencies of various kinds are to be 
assumed for the explanation of well-known facts T. 


The peculiar potency of — the Number can — to the 
Nominative only : 

The assumption of such diverse “potencies ig necessary for the 
Vaiyükarana also ss 

The Number cannot be connected with other Kürakas, just as it 
cannot be connected with the Bhavana and other factors signified 
by the verb Ne 

The Objective, not being always signified by the conjugational affix, 
cannot be connected with the Number expressed by the verb .. 

The Nominative can serve as such only when it is indicated by the 
Bhavana .. T oe 

The Nominative need not be directly denoted. 5 i 

In the sentence in quisitian, the singularity of Number must be 
denoted by the verb * vadet^ ai 

Nominative is the only Karaka required, and hence indicated, by 
the Bhavana ee el v ee .- 
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Nominative is the first factor to be indicated by the Bhavana 

Aceording to Pataüjali, the Nominative is that particular Karaka 
whose functioning is denoted d the verbal root, as the most 
important . 

There is no ground for holding. the Nominative to be directly 
denoted 

The Number denoted. by the Conj ugational affix belongs to the 
Nominative and Objective , 

The Objective is the most pomum factor i in comparison to the 
other Karakas 

The word ‘ Cona’ can denote the property only after it has 
denoted the Horse to which the property belongs : 

The word ' Gona ` denotes the property that is co-substrate with the 
class * Horse ' , 

Such words as : Kumara’ ‘ Karabha, ' * Kalabha’ * Vatsa’ * Varkara’ 
etc. stand on the same footing .. 

The Number does not vary with each class 

In the case of inanimate objects, Gender cannot be distinguished . 

le ' Aja the feminine affix ‘ tap ' indicates only feminine “character ; 
it is not an expressive word vA 

' Hasti Na’ * Devadatta’ * Giri’ * Sarit’ * Toya’ and * Varei’ 

Masculinity is a property that belongs to Individuals 

Gender is indicated by class, not vice versa .. 

In ‘ Gono dhavat?,' the word ‘ Gonah’ is the only one that affords tho 
idea of a class s 

Vaiyakarana's objections against tho view that the Nominative is 
not denoted by the Verb 

** According to Panini 3.4.69, the Nominative and the Objective are 
both denoted by the Conjugational affix " 

« Thus the theory that the Nominative is denoted NS the Conjuga- 
tional affix has the support of Smrti 

** The same view supported by Panini 3.1. 68 - 

Vaiyakarana’s arguments answered : 
The Grammntieal Smrtis cited do not treat of the same subject a as 
that dealt with by the Reasonings adduced by Siddhanta , 
Reasonings deal with the question regarding what is denoted and 
what is implied by the Conjugational affix 

The Grammatical Smrtis cited treat of the question as to which 
among certain synonymns, is the correct form 

Even if the Grammatical Smrtis made the declaration, dt could not 
be regarded as authoritative in the present connection 

Paninis Sūtra 3.4.69. when taken along with its Context, does not 
go against the Siddhanta view .. 

It is not right to take any text wholly apart from its Context "T 

Paninis Sūtra ‘ Lah karmani ca, etc.’ (3.4.69), should be taken 
along with 3.1.1 to 4, and 91 to 94; 3.2.123 ; 3.4.67; 2.4.60, 69, 77, 
78; 1.3.12, 78; 1.4.106, 107, 108, 101, 102, 21, 22 

Patañjali’ 8 question re : meaning of ‘ bahushu’ in the Sūtra ‘ bahushu 
bahuvacanam ' (Pa. 1.4.21) d: 

Pataüjali takes ' bahu' as mt bahurva, multiplicity of nun- 
ber, in the abstract ite e 

Three ways in which a property is ; spoken of. 

(1) Property, when meant to be the predominant factor, is spoken 
of without the abstract affix, and without co-extensiveness— 

: Patasya cuklah’ P 

(2) When meant to be the subordinate ienbon, but no separation i: is 
intended, Property is spoken of with co-extensiveness, but without 
the abstract affix— Patah cuklah’ in 

(3) When meant to be subordinate to a A —: and — separa- 
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tion is intended, Property is naig of with the abstract affix— 
Patasya cuklatvam ’ e 1333 
[t is thus not always necessary ‘to use the abstract ‘affix when 
speaking of the Property 1334 
The Abstract Affix does not denote the substance qualified by the 
Property .. 1334 
Mahabhasya has raised objection against Number being the pre- 
dominant factor 1334 
Meaning of Sūtra ‘ Bahushu bahuvacanam :* ‘bahu’ means multi- 
plicitu many-ness x 1335 
Two alternative meanings of Panini’ 8 Sütras: (a) The Nominative 
and the Singleness are both signified by the Conjugational affix 
in ‘ pacati, without being related to each other, the affix denot- 
ing either the one or the ether ;—(b) the Compose e affix 
denotes the singleness of the Nominative .. - 1335 
The former view (a) is inadmissible M $^ E 1335 
The latter (5) alone is admissible T E T 1335 
* Karturékatvé’ explained c 1336 


The entire set of Panini's Sütras points to the conclusion ; . the Conju- u- 

gational affix denotes the Number as qualified by the N ominative or 

the Objective 1336 
There is no contradiction between the idea pointed to “by Panini’s s 

Sütras and the Siddhanta that the Kārakas are only indicated by 


the Bhavana 1336 

The sense of the Sütras incompatible with the view of. the Vaiya- 

karmas .. 1337 
Both Kātyāyana and Patañjali have declared that what is denoted 

by the affix is singleness 1337 
Patañjali says that the Sūtra ‘ anabhihite’ ‘is necessary only if 

singleness, etc., are denoted by the Conjugational affix 1338 
Statements in Mahabhasya contrary to this are opposed to the 

writer’s own declarations 1338 
The contradictory assertions by Patafi jali are reconciled by taking 

them as limited in their scope 1338 
Grammatical works frequently speak of the denotability of certain 

factors only as a conventional technicality 1339 
In the case of conjugational affixes the Nominative (or the Objee- 

tive) is indicated by the Bhavana 1340 
What intransitive Verbs indicate is the Nominative, and not neces- 

sarily the Objective or other Karakas we - E: 1341 
Case-endings do not signify the Verb x M ais 1341 
Declensional affixes denote the Karakas oe di m 1341 
The Karaka indicates the Verb  .. 1342 


In the case of Conjugational affixes, the Nominative and the Objec- 

tive are indicated by what is denoted by the root and by the 

Bhavana : T 1343 
Vaiyakarana’s arguments against Siddhānta 1343 
‘ The Nominative is denoted by the Conjugational affix ; because 

the number of the affix varies with the number of the Nomi- 


nativa " .. 1343 
**'The Nominative could. not be iiai by what is denoted by the 

Verbal root "' 1344 
Arguments of the Vaiyükarans stated i in the ‘inferential form oe 1344 
'* * Pacati devadattah’ means the same thing as ‘ paktā devadattah’ ; 

and ‘ pakta’ is admitted to be denotative of the nominative f 1345 
‘“ * Pacati’ must be denotative of the nominative 1345 
'* Otherwise the number of the verb should not vary with that of 

its nominative” 1345 


** Because the verb denotes the qualifications of the Nominative and 
the Objective, these latter must be denoted by it” .. T 1346 
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** Conclusion : The Nominative and the Objective are denoted by 
the Verb’ A fe x 

Vaiyaka:ana's arguments answered 

There is nothing to justify the potency in the verb to denote the 
Nominative, when it actually denotes the Bhavana 

Five Inferential arguments against the view that the verb denotes 
the Nominative ‘ 

The Siddhanta is not incompatible with well- “recognised facts, since 
it admits that the Nominative is indicated, though not denoted, by 
the Verb .. xd 

Objeetions against the Vaiyakarana' 8 arguments 

Is the * co-extensiveness' (of the Nominative) directly donoted, or 
indirectly indicated ? 

Tt cannot be denoted by the Verb, which denotes the Bhavana 

Words with Conjugational endings cannot denote substances 

Words with conjugational endings differ from words with Kri 
endings—i. e., * pacati’ is not synonymous with * paktā ' 

‘ Pakt@’ can take several case- endings, aud has a gender, — neither 
of which is applicable to * pacati ' ae 

Meaning of * co extensiveness'  .. Ls 

Is there ‘co-extensiveness’ between the xo words * ' pacati’ and 
* devadatiah,’ or between what are denoted by these words ? 

No * co-extensiveness' is possible, in its primary form 

There are counter. arguments against the Vaiyakarana.. 

The instance cited by the Vaiyakarana in his inference is faulty 

* Pacati not synonymous with ‘ pacaka’ : " 

Number belongs to substances, not to the Karaka 

Im pücakah ,' the basic name denotes the Nominative of the cooking 
while it is the case-ending that takes the number " 

The Vaiy akarana's arguments open to the charge oi being ‘ uncer- 
tain’ 

In * pacati —M the Nominative is Pacino by the Bhàvanü 

In * Kashthaih pacanti, the fuel is the Instrument, not the Nomina- 
tive - z : 

Opponent's position reiterated 

* Anabhihita ' rules cited by opponent 

The opponent's view criticised 

Number is not expressed by the Krt and other affixes 

The Objective and other Küra*as are subordinate factors, but are 
connected with qualifications 

The term *anabhihit?' in Panini 2.3.1 means ‘not cognised in a 
particular form ` : 

The Bhavana indicates only two Karakas, the N ominative and the 
Objective . 

In all impersonal verbs, e.g. ‘ néha bhujyaté, "the verb denotes the 
mere act, nothing else : 

The Nominative can be indicated only by T Biata a 

* Anabhthité,’ in Panini’s Sūtra, may be taken in its ordinary sense.. 

‘ Lah’ as oeeurring in Pànini's Sūtra ‘ Lah karmani, ete., is a techni- 
eal form signifying the Nominative and the Objective 

Technical terms like ‘lah’ serve many useful purposes . 

The Vaiyakarana’s last argument ‘‘ conjugational diia: denoto 
the Nominative, because they signify ita qualifications "" —criticised 

The reason is ‘ too wide’ = 

The Nominative cannot be denoted by the Conjugational affix ; 

The prohibition of Lying cou!d not be included in any Collective 
Injunction of the Darca-Pürnamüsa sacrifices an es 

Useful purpose served by the distinct Injunction wa T 
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The signification of the various factors of the Injunction ‘ nanrtam 

vadét’ explained 1365 
* Vadét’ means that * help should ‘be accorded to the Darea- Purna- 

masa, sacrifice by means of speaking’ 1365 
‘Anrtam’ means ‘ what is meant to be done by speaking is to be. 

done by speaking falsely’ 1365 
The negative ‘na’ that * 4t 4s not that the help i is to be ‘accorded by 

false speaking * in 1365 


The whole sentence * nanriam vadat ' signifies the prohibition of that 

falsity which is possible in the speaking done for the sake of the 

sacrifice .. 45 ' 1365 
This means that when the priest ‘officiating at a sacrifice has said 

one thing, he should not say anything to contradict what he has 

said 1365 
Use of the Adhikarana : If the sentence in question were merely 

descriptive of what is enjoined in the Smrti, then the infringe- 

ment of the prohibition would involve the expiatory rite pres- 

cribed in the Smrti; but if it is an Injunction by itself, the 

expiatory rite due to its — would be that prescribed in 


the Veda .. |». 1305 
Such an Expiatory Rite consists in the pouring of libations with the 

Anvaharyapacana Fire 1365 
The Veda prescribes expiatory rites in connection with delinquencies 

occurring in course of sacrifices , 1366 
Practical differences involved between the Parv xpaksha and 

Siddhanta theories  .. 1367 


. The meaning of the sentence according to the Pūrvapaksha— T'here 
should be no falsity in the benedictory declarations made by the 
Yajamāna for his own purification’ . 1967 
The meaning according to the Siddhànta—: In all the speaking that 
is done, by the Yajamaüna or the Priests, during a sacrifice. 


Lying should be avoided ' T 7 E. E. 1368 
Adhikarana (5). The actions relating to the ‘ anal person’ 

should find place in the Context ee 137) 
Subject-matter : Conflict between Context and Indicative power, and 

between Context and Syntactical Connection 1370 


Visayavakya : (a) The Injunction of ‘ Tirthasnama ,’ and (b) that of 
the reciting of the Mantra‘ may? daksakrati, etc.’,—as to be done 


every time that one yawns 1370 
Question : Do the actions pertain to the Agent only ?—Or to the 

Agent as connected with a sacrifice ?—Or to the sacrifice only ?. 1370 
According to preceding Adhikarana, the Actions should pertain to 

the sacrifice ae 1370 
Pirvapaksha : ** The actions pertain to the Agent only i in ‘accordance 

with 3.3.15 ‘ 1370 
** The first action of Tirthasnana, the bathing which ‘cleanses the 

body, must pertain to the Man” 1370 
‘“ The second act of Reciting also can be done by the Man only " 1371 
Siddhanta : The actions ave —— of the M an connected with 

the sacrifice 1901 
If the actions are connected with the Agent only, we ` reject the 

indications of the Context T 1372 
If the actions are connected with the Sacrifice cnly, w wh reject the : 

indications of Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection .. 1372 
The Siddhanta theory—that the Actions belong to the Agent engaged 

in sacrifice—involves the rejection of none of the above three 1372 


The purification brought about by the reciting of the Mantra in 
question pertains to that ‘ yawning person’ (Jafjabhyamüna) 


SS 


CONTENTS. 


who is engaged in bringing about the Apiirva of the Darea. 
purnamasa Sacrifice . - kis Me 

Bhashya criticised and justified : 

The case in question is not analogous to that of the Ahina 


Adhikarana (6). The acts of threatening and the liko pertain to 
the human agent 
Va isayavākya : ‘Deva vai camyum. abr uvan, yo brühmanüyüvaguret, 
ate., etc.’ 


' Gamyu' is the collective name for the acts of : threatening,’ ‘strike ` 


ing’ and ‘ wounding’ the Brahmana 

Question : Do the acts prohibited appertain to the Agent or to the 
Sacrifice ? 

Pürvapaksha : ** The acta referred to are those done for the sake of 
the Sacrifice " 

** The acts of threatening and the rest are possible to be done i in 
connection with the Sacrifice " 

Siddhanta: The acts cannot be restricted to the Context (of the 
sacrifice) only 

The acts must pertain to tho Man, not to the Sacrifice 

The penalties prescribed can relate to Man only 

The Camyu is declared jn the Veda as making over all Brahmanas 
to the protection of the Gods 

All this goes to show that the Acts appertain to Man in gener al, 
not only to the Man engaged in the sacrifice T 


Adhikaraņa (7). The prohibition of conversing with a Woman in 

her courses pertains to Man in general - 2 

Visayavakya: * Malavadva«asá na samvad2t, . .* násya annamadyàt ' 
‘Malamadvasas’ is the Woman in her courses 

Question : Does the prohibition contained in the sentence portain 
to the Sacrifice ?—Or to man as engaged in the sacrifice ?—Or to 
Man in general ? 

Pürvapaksha : ** The prohibition refers to the words ‘patni esa 4e 
lokah, which the sacrificer addresses to his wife during the Darca- 
purnamasa sacrifice; hence it must penne to man as engaged in 
the sacrifice ` 

Siddhānta : The prohibition refers to Man in general ; conversation 
with the wife in her courses being impossible during the sacrifice, 
in view of the direction that the wife in that condition should be 
removed from the place 

Yo'sya v: atue'ham patni anülambhukà syat támaparudhya yaje . 

Smrti-rules prohibiting such general conversation with the Woman 
are based upon the prohibition under discussion : 

' Nāsya annamadyüt' means that ‘one should not have intercourse 
with the Woman in her courses ’ f 

* Anna’ =abhyañjana = mraksana (among the Latas)=Intercourse. . 

No ‘ intercourse’ possible during the sacrifico. s 

Hence this prohibition must refer to Man in general 

As the prohibition, of ‘ conversing’ stands on the same footing : as 
that of ‘ intercourse,’ both must appertain to Man in general 


Adhikarana (8). Theo wearing of gold pertains to man in general. . 
Visayavükya : (a) * Tasmat suvarnam hiranyam bharyam’ (b) * Suva- 
sasá bhavitavyam' .. T3É me 
Question. Are the ‘ wearing of bright gold’ iii (5) * clean clothes ` 
prescribed as to be done by man engaged in a sacrifice, or by men 

in general ? " : mv 
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Pürvapaksha : *'The wearing of both refers to man ona ina b 
sacrifice ” : e 1382 
Siddhanta: The Injunctions pertain to man in general . : 1382 
There is no reason for connecting them with the performance of 
any sacrifice l 1382 
Objection to the Siddhānta : a The Inj unction, even though qualified, 
must pertain to a sacrifice " is is - 1383 
“ The connection with a sacrifice may be assumed 3 1383 
‘The sentence must mean the wearing of gold and clothes, as 
subsidiary to a sacrifice 1383 
ef ‘Hiranya’ is defined as that gold which bears its natural bright 
ness ` 1382 
‘¢ The name :  adhvaryava’ also justifies the connecting of the said 
wearing with the sacrifice " 1384 
** The form of the verb * bharyam’ ‘indicates that gold (Hirany a) is is 
the Nominative agent, not the objective " 1384 
** The wearing, being a purificatory act, must pertain to the sacrifice ` l 1385 
Objections answered: The act of wearing is not connected with any 
sacrifice .. 1385 
Ail that the sentence can mean is that * one should perform the act 
of wearing with the help of the gold ' T 1385 
The use of this wearing - be any useful ncn that it serves 
for the man 2 1385 
What is the particular purpose served by it can bteasily assumed. . 1386 
The latter part of the sentence itself mentions the result in the 
shape of the ‘ disfigurement (durvarnata) of the enemy ' "s 1386 
The wearing of gold and of excellent clothes must refer to man in 
general  .. "x xd E. zs dis 1386 
Adhikarana (9). The Jaya and tha rest are subsidiaries to Vedic 
Actions .. " E 1387 
Visayavakya: * Yena karmanà irteyet tatra jayam jumbo: a 1387 
Question: Is the Jayà here prescribed to be performed in con- 
nection with all actions, Vedic as well as temporal ?—Or with 
only such acts as are laid down in the Veda ? We 1387 
Pérvapaksha : ** The Jayā and such other acts are subsidiary to all 
acts" A 1387 
‘« The meaning of the Injunction i is: * One desiring to attain pros- 
perity by means of any action, should perform the Jaya' "  ..- 1387 
Siddhanta: The Jayü being a Homa, can be performed only in 
connection with Vedic actions .. ^ 1388 
This is in keeping with the name * ádhvaryava ' of tho chapter in 
which the injunction of the Jay@ occurs .. .. ES 
Jaya is to be performed by the Adhvaryu, and as such can be per- 
formed only in connection with the Danaea and other 
Vedic actions he: ee 2 "T ae 1389 
Adhikarana (10). The Varuna Isti should be performed on the 
acceptance of the gift of a horse in connection with Vedic Sacri- 
fices ' '" . 1390 
Vieayavakya : í Varuno. va etam pratigrhnati yoovam “pratigrhnditi 
Y dvato ‘ çvān pratigrhni iy at tavato vàruaün catuhkapalan nirvapit’ 1399 


Question : Is the performance of Varuna Ieti prompted—‘a) by the 
acceptance of horse gift on any occasion ?—Or by that dono in 
ordinary life only ?—Or by that done in connection with Vedic 
Sacrifices only ? 1390 
According to the Bhashya, the Sütra un starts off with the answer 
to the pre-supposed Siduhanta that ‘since the Isti itself is a 
Vedic act, its prompting cause also should be Vedic’ a 1391 
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Piirvapaiesha stated 7 ** The Isti should be performed at the accep- E 
tance of the herse-gift in ordinary life"  .. 1391 
' It is only the acceptance of the ordinary horse-gift that is sinful 
and hence requires the expiatory Isti 1391 
' The acceptance of the Horse- un at a Vedic sacrifice cannot be 
sinful”  .. 1391 
'* Though the sentence seems to apply to the acceptance of both 
kinds of Horse-gift, it really applies to that in connection with 
sacrifice only ` P 1391 
** The Isti frees the man | from Varuna sickness (Dropsy) 1393 
* The Isti is performed by the giver, not the receiver of the Horse- 
gift (see next Adhi ) .. 1393 
© Pürvapaksha (in Bhashya) holds that the Tsti is to be performed 
by the Receiver; as in ordi dd life it is the receiving of the gift 
that is sinful ` 1394 
'* Jn connection with Vedic aets the receiving of the gift is not 
sinful” .. 1394 
'* The gon of giving does not involve that of receiving, the 
gift " 1395. 
Another view is that in the case of ordinary gifts, the Isti is to be 
performed by the Receiver, while in that of the gift in connection 
with Vedic acts, it is to be performed by the giver " di 1396 
*: Another view: In all cases it is performed by the giver ” ao 1396 
* Giving of horse in ordinary life also is prohibited "  .. 1396 
** The Isti is to be performed by one who, in ordinary life, gives, < or 
even sells, a horse " So os ja 1397 
'* There is no injunction of giving « a horse " 1397 
: Conclusion : It is the. acceptance of the ordinary Horse- gift that 
serves as the prompting cause of the Varuna Ist" .. 1397 


Siddhünta : The Isti is not really meant to remove the evil effects 

of the gift ; the evil effect mentioned (Varuno grhnáti), which has 

been understood to be an attack of Dropsy, is not found to appear 

in any case at all; this mention therefore must be an Arthavada 1398 
The removal of evil effects being not possible, the result of the Isti 

may be assumed to be either Heaven (in the case of the gift in 

ordinary life), or the aid accorded to the sacrifice (in the case of 


the gift at sacrifices) . 1399 
The assuming of the aid to sacrifice is easier and more justified than 
that of Heaven 1399 
Conclusion : The Varuna Isti is to be performed on the acceptance 
of the Horse-gift at a sacrifice .. m m i: 1400 
Adhikarana (11). The Varuna Isti is to be performed by the giver 
of the Horse 1401 
Question : 1s the Varuna Isti discussed in the preceding Adhikarana 
to be performed by the giver or the Receiver of the Horse-gift ? . 1401 
Question objected to,—in view of the distinct expression ‘ Yo'çvam 
pratigrhnati, * he who receives the horse’ .. 1401 
Question justified on the ground of the context starting with a 
reference to the giving of the horse 1401 
Diseussion necessary, for the purpose of reconciling these two 
contrary ideas afforded by the entire passage 1402 


Piirvapaksha : ** The Injunction refers to the Receiver ; the giver is 
mentioned only in the Arthavada ; therefore the sacritice should 


be performed by the Receiver of the Horse ” 1403 
The meaning of Sütra 30: * The action of the Yajamana cannot be 
accepted as the prompter of the Isti 1403 


Siddhanta : The Iati should be performed by the “ appointer of the 
Prieste,—i.e. the Yajamana, who is the giver of the Horse T 1403. 
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' Artvija’ means ‘ the appointer of priests, the Yajamana 1408 
That the action (of giving) by the V— is the prompter of the 
Isti is proved ‘ by Indications’ .. 1404 
(1) The Isti, being a subsidiary of the main sacrifice, should be 
performed by the person who performs the latter — .. 1404 
The performer of the main sacrifice is the giver of the Hor se—accord- 
ing to 3.8.1 Be 1404 
The Isti therefore should be performed by hve giver of the Horse .. 1404 
The indication of the Syntactical connection of the entire Pae 
taken as a whole distinctly points to the same conclusion : 1404 
In cases where the Arthavada precedes the Injunction, the latter i is 
conditioned by the former 1405 
It is only when the Arthavada follows the Injunction that the latter 
operates independently of, and prior to, the former .. 1405 
In the case in question, the Awtitageda comes before the Injunction ; : 
the two cannot be reconciled; the idea already provided by the 
Arthavada cannot be set aside entirely by that provided by the 
subsequent Injunction 1406 
The ‘ pratigriniyat’ therefore in the Injunction i is to be taken i in the 
causal sense, equivalent to ‘ grahayét, ‘ should make accepted `° 1406 
This construction leaves the rest of the passage intact . 1406 
The Injunction also does not quite mean that ‘ one who receives 
the horse should perform the Isti .. 1406 
The Injunction is to be connected with the preceding. Arthavada, 
and thereby lays down the sacrifice for the Giver of the Horse .. 1407 
This matter, really disposed of by 3.3.1, has to be taken up here for 
the purpose of setting aside misconceptions caused by certain 
Bhashyas .. et "us ( E "s 1407 
‘Other Bhashyas’ referred to : oe 1407 
Other interpretations of Sütras 30 and 31 by other Bhashy as 2: 1407 
The interpretation of grhniyat as * grahay2t’ justified .. E 1408 
Objections to the Siddhànta conclusion: Ts ' 1409 
* The passage as read in the Maitrayan! Rescension of the Yajur- 
veda starts with * sa esho'cvah pratigrhyate , ' which, along with the 
subsequent Injunction, clearly points to the performance of the 
sacrifice by the Receiver of the horse ”’ 1409 
Even so, all that this justifies is the notion that the sacrifice is to be 
performed by the Receiver also .. | MIO 
‘ Artvijyé’ in the Sūtra has been taken by some to mean that the 
sacrifice is to be performed by the Rtvik, the Priest who receives 
the Horse .. 1410 
But in that case it could not form part of the main ‘sacrifice, of l 
which the Yajamān is the performer 1410 
Conclusion : The Varuna Isti is to be performed by the — of the 
Horse T ee 5 : m 1410 
Adhikaraņa (12). The Somaindra Caru is to be offered on the 
vomitting of the Soma drunk at a Vedic Sacrifice E 2 1411 
Visayavakya: * Somatndrancarunnirvapet yah somam vamati, : 
which does not occut in the Context of any sacrifice .. 1411 


Question : (1) Is the offering herein prescribed to be offered on the 

vomitting of Soma drunk during a sacrifice ? —Or on that of Soma 

drunk in ordinary life as medicine ?—(2) Does it pertain to 

vomitting by the Yajamana, or to that by the Priests? (dealt 

with in the next Adhikarana) .. . 141t 
Ptrvapakeha (likely): **(1) The offering pertains to the vomitting 

of Soma drunk either at a sacrifice or in the ordinary life ;—and 

(2) it refers to vomitting by the Priests ” V. .. dil 
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Pūrvapaksha : ** The offering should be made on tho vomitting of 
Soma drunk in ordinary life: as that vomitting alcne interferes 
with the effects of Soma-drinking ”’ 1411 
Siddhanta : The offering should be made on the vomitting of Soma 
drunk at a Vedic sacrifice c a 1412 
The vomitting interferes with the spiritual results of the sacrifice . 1412 
€ Disposal ’ of Soma at a sacrifice hecomes complete only when the 
Soma is digested... ' 1412 
Until digestion therefore the sacrificial performance "will not be 
complete i 1412 
In the case of ordinary vomitting, ‘vil effects, «t any, would be only 
temporal, and as such would require nd temporal, not Vedic, 
remedial measures  .. T i an TOME C 


Adhikarana (13). The Somaindra offering is to he made when the 
Somn is vomitted hy the Yajamana. 1414 
Question : Is the offering dealt with in the preceding Adhikarana to 
be made when the Soma is vomitted by the Yajamüna ? or when 
it is done by the Priests ? 1414 
Pürvapaksha : **'The vomitting by both, the Priests as well as the 
Yajamana. should be the prompting cause of the offering ; as the 


text doe: not specify either the one or the other"  .. 1414 
Siddhanta : The offering pertains to vomitting by the Yajamana 

only ; as the performance is for his sake .. 5 1414 
The offering in question is an indirect aid to the main sacrifico f | 614 
The pronouns in the sentence clearly indicate that the Vomitter and 

the performer of the offering are one and the same — ..- 1415 
It should therefore be performed on the vamitting by the Yajamana 1415 
If the priests were to make the offering for their own vomitting, 

they would have to engage other priests .. eps 1415 
And for this offering a distinct result will have to be assumed ; Ht 
There would be the same necessity for assuming a distinct result, 

if the offering pertained to the vomitting in ordinary life - 1416 
There is no justification for the view that the Yajamana would be 

the per/ormer of the offering—but on the vomitting by the Priests 1416 
As in this ease tho performer of the offering and the vomitter would 

not be the same : 1416 


The offering being purificatory ‘of the Man mentioned in the 
Context (according to 3.4.15), it must be performed by the 
Yajamüna (according to 3.8.4.) x T 1417 
The result of vomitting Soma is declared to be ' Loss of prosperity `; 
and this * prosperity’ must be of the man for whose sake the 
main sacrifice is performed ; and this is the Yajamana " 1418 


Adhikarana (14). Out of tho Agniya astakapala caru, it is t 
the Dryavadāna that is to be offered in Homa aie 1419 

Vieayavalya : ` Yadagni yo * «taàkapalo' mavasya yan paurp amüsyan- 

cücyuto bhavati’ which lays down the preparing of the Caru * in 


cight Pans' for being offered to Agni m 1419 
Question : Is the whole of the Caru thus prepared, to be offered = 
or only a portion (Deyavadana, two slices) out of it ? 1419 


Pürvapaksha : ** The words of the text clearly indicate that the 
who!e of what is cooked should be offered ; without that it could 


not be * ágneya' ‘dedicated to Agni' "  .. 1419 
‘*The Pürvapaksha must always be one that is apparently quite 

reascnable and sound " ‘ 1419 
“The Pürvapaksha therefore — be said to lose sight of tiie 

Injunctions of the offering of Remnants ” .. - ae 1419 


17 


exi TANTRA- VARTIKA. 


«The offering of Remnants such as the Svish/akrt and the like. 
in cases where there are no remnants left, are made with fresh 
materials brought in ” 

‘¢The word * cesha, ‘remnant’ would. be taken in the sense of 
‘another’ or ‘ secondary ' * material ° T 

Siddhanta : ‘There should always be a ‘remnant’; as the slices 
to be offered are cut out of the cake 

The cutting out of the slices is laid down by such Injunctions as 
* dvirhavisho vadyatt’ and so forth 

Objection : ** The Injunctions only prescribe the method of offering 
the entire Caru; and they do not mean that a remnant has to 
be kept" .. : 

** The method meant to be adopted is that of. repeating the offering 
of two slices till the Caru is exhausted” .. 

Answer: According to the Injunction the offering of two slices is to 
be done once only P 

Though the slicing, as the subordinate factor, may be —— 
there is nothing to justify the repetition of the Offering ee 

The necessity of offering the whole Caru cannot be established  '.. 

For making it ‘agnéya,’ it is not necessary that the whole Caru 
should be offered 

The name * Agnéya’ is open to two explanations : (1) The relation- 
ship of Agni, which belongs to the whole Caru is transferred to 
the ‘two slices’; or (2) The whole Caru becomes * dedicated to 
Agni’ by having * two slices’ out of it offered to that deity T 

Thus alone can the term * Gesha,’ * Remnant,’ be justified as 

Objection : ‘* The name 'ügnéya' cannot be restricted to the two 
slices only ” ; : 

CETER dvyavadananjahoti’ were taken as the aisia Injinia of 
the offering, this would involve a — split in the sentence 


* agneyo "shtükapülo bhavat?* i : 
‘‘ The sentence * àgneyo'shtakapülo bhavati^ enjoins the whole Caru 
to be offered to Agni . 


** The two sentences * ügneyo 'shtükapalo ' and ' dvyavadünajuhoti 
together mean, either that ‘The whole being dedicated to Agni, 
one should first offer the two slices and then the remnant,’ or that 
‘either the whole should be offered or only two slices ' ”’ we 
Or. wile offering of the two slices may be a distinct action by 
itself "' : 
** Or the offering of two slices is ‘sanctificatory of T Caru, and 
hence should be repeated as long as there is any Caru left” .. 
“If only two slices were meant to be offered to Agni, then the 
rest of the Caru could not be āgnčya ° . 
** The entire Caru cannot become agnéya by only two slices out of 
it being offered to Agni ” si 
Objecisons answered: *‘ Kaga and ‘Homa’ are not synonymous 
(vide 2.2.1) 
‘ Yaga’ consists in the | mere resigning of one’s s ownership (over the 
materia!) in favour of the Deity, ‘ Homa’ consists in the actual 
throwing in of the material the ownership over which has been 
relinquished i in favour or the Deity . 
All that the sentence ‘ agneyo 'shtákapülah ' means is that the 
eec has resigned his a over the Caru in favour of 
gni T 
This is sufficient to make the Caru * agua f E to Agni’. 
After this comes the sentence ‘ dvirhavesho’vadyati,’ which jips 
down that * two slices cut out of the Caru (already dedicated to 
Agni) should be offered into the fire’ . 


The meaning of the two sentences—‘ agneyo "'shtapülah ' and * dvya- 
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vadananjuhott —together comes to be this: * The offering of Two 
slices is to be thrown into the fire, out of the Caru that has been 
dedicated to Agni" .. dn she ais eh 

The * offering of the Two slices” forms part of the same sacrifice of 
which the * dedicating of the Caru to Agni’ forms the earlier part 

Of the single act of sacrifice, the * Yaga’ (dedication to Agni) is the 
principal, and the ‘Homa’ (offering of Two slices) the subsidiary, 
factor D : 

The Homa is not merely ‘sanctificatory of the Caru 

Without the Homa, the Yaya remains incomplete 

Homa is not the pr incipal factor | 

‘Yaga’ and * Homa’ form the fore and hind parts of the same act 
of sacrifice, which is like Narasimha 


Adhikarana (15). The Scishtakrt offering should be made out of 
all Remnants 
The Svishtakrt offering. consists in 1 the. offering of the remnants of 
the substances that have been offered in the sacrifice 
Question : Should this Svishtakrt offering be made out of the rem- 
nants of ali the different kinds of substances that have been 
offered ? — Or out of the remnant of only one of them? 
Pürvapaksha : **'The Svishtakrt offering should be made out of the 
remnant of only one substance ” : - 
" The offering. if sanctificatory, need not bo repeated " 
ttg (another iuterpretation of Sütra 43) —'* The offering could be 
repeated only if it were sanctificatory : 
Siddhaniz: The Svishtakrt offering should ‘be made out of the 
Remnants of all the substances offered 3m i 
. Because it is of the nature of * disposal ' | - a 
Also because there are texts indicative of the fact : 
The Sütras indicate the use of the foregoing Adh?karana 


Adhikarana (16). The Svishtakrt and other offerings are to be 
made out of the First Material :. 

Quest?on : Is the Svishtakrt offering to be made out of the Remnant 
of the first Material ?—Or any material we like [ this question 
admits for the sake of argument the view set forth as the Purva- 
paksha of the preceding Adhikarana | 

Pürvapaksha : ** If the offerings are to be made out of one » only, they 
may be made out of any material one likes " 

Sanaa: - The offerings should be made out of the principal 
material, which is the first to present itself : : 


Adhikarana (17). The division of the Cake is for the purpose of 
eatin oc ee as m m ex 
Maya: * Idam brahmanah ete. ete., occurring in connection 
with the Quartering of tho calo 
Question: Aro tho shares apportionvd by the senteneos to the Pries ste 
meant to bo received by them simply as part of their fee to be 
used by them as they like ?—Or are they to be eaten by them ? 
Piirvapaksha : ** The shares are part of the fee paid for their services’ 
* The shares are actually enlogised as fee: * Esha vai darshapürna- 


masadak2ina” ee 
Siddhanta : The apportioning of tive shares meet be for. the purpose 
of eating 


The entire Cake having ‘heen given c over to tho deity, t Lhe sacrificer is 
no longer owner of it, and hence cannot give it as * Fee’ T 
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The natural purpose served by the cake is that it is eaten; and p 
this cannot be rejected unless there is sufficient reason for the 
rejection .. T «s se es a 1443 
Bhashya objected CO cca: y a X a 1443 
Bhashya explained : E E 1443 
Tt is the eating of the eke that helps the Priests 1444 
The eulogy quoted—' Esha.. .daksina, this only describes the 
desirable effects following from the eating of the cake E 1444 
PĀDA V. 
Adhikarana (1). The Svishtakrt and other offerings are not to be 
formed with the Butter in the Dhruva Vessel n : 1445 
Subject-matter : Exceptions to 3.4.44 CI "n «d 1445. 
Visayavakya : * Uttarardhat svishtakrte * vadyati^ ; * Idamupah- 
vayali, and other sentences laying down the offering of Remnants 1445 
Question : Should or should not, the Svishtakrt and other offerings be 
made out of the Butter used at the Upaàmcuyaja? .. 1415 
Pürvapaksha (recalled from 3.4.44): ** The offerings should be made 
out of the butter used at the Upamcuyaia; as the gubsequent 
arthavada mentions * all materials’ "' a 1445 
** The reason mentioned in the Veda for offerings to ‘be made to 
Svishtakrt are as applicable to the Butter as to anything else” 1445 
** Also because the use of the term ‘ Samavatta’ in connection with i 
the offerings justifies the same conclusion ” 1446 
** Lastly, because we have an Arthavada of Svishtakrt with reference 
to Butter: ‘ Avadayavadiya....svishtakrte * vadaya na pr atyabhi- 
ghürayat? ”’ 1446 
Siddhünta: The whole of the Butter having. been used up at the : 
Upāmçuyāja there would be no Remnant of it ; hence the offer- 
ings could not be made out of the Butter a 1447 
No remnant of Butter is possible in the Dhruv : because the subs- 
tance is common to several actions - T 1447 
In the Dhruva there could be no Remnant of the Upimeuyaja n 1447 
Because several actions are to be done with the Butter in the 
Dhruva  .. 1447 
When out of the Dieses! ation has es taken ‘out for the 
Upamcuyaja, what is left is for use in other actions, and cannot be 
regarded as the * remnant of the Upameuyaja ’ 1448 
As for the remnant in Dhruva, after the completion of all actions, 
there is a distinct offering, known as the ‘ Samasttyajuh ' " 1448 
Objection : ** The Butter taken out for the Upameuyaja is kept in 
the Juhü in which the butter left would be the required Rem- 
nant ' 1448 
Answer : The whole quantity of Butter contained in the Juhü is 
meant to be offered at the Upame uyāja . . 1448 
Nor would there be a remnant of Butter in the Juhi as 3 thoro is of . 
Soma in the Cups .. 1419 
In the case in question the non- offering of all the butter would be an 
infringement of direct Injunction ; which it is not in the case of 
the Soma E mi a 1449 
Difierent construction of Sutra 7 suggested 1450 
The mention of ‘all materials,’ brought forward by the Parvapakein' 2 
must refer to those materials only of which actual a are 
available for disposal Es 1450 
The opponent's arguments based upon the word * Samavatta: 
answered ; 1450 


The Arthavada in connection with ‘Svishtakre, all that it ‘implies ‘is 
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non-emptiness of the vessel prior to the Svishtakrt offering 


Adhikarana (2). The offering of Remnants should not be per- 
formed in connection with the Sakamprasthayya A 
Question: The Säkamprasthūyya offering is a modification of the 
Sanna yya—ofiering, the remnants of which latter are offered as 
* Svishtakrt' offering ;—should the remnant-offering be made in 
connection with the former? .. 5. v 
Pürvapaksha : **'The offering should be made : because of tho law 
that the modification is to be done according to its original " 
Siddhanta : The present case is amenable to tho veasonings and 
conelusion of the foregoing Adhikarana; and there is to be no 
remnant-offering ; because the pots also having bcen offered up. 
there could be no Remnant in the case of the Sakamprathiyya 


Adhikarana (3). There is no offering of Remnants in connection 
with the Sautramani sacrifice .. 

Question :—There are several vessels called * Acvina,’ ete. filled with 
milk, wine and other substances, at the Sautraman?; should the 
‘remnant offerings ’ be made out of these vessels ? 

Pürvapaksha: ‘‘ There being many vessels, there are bound to be 
Remnants ; there must therefore be an offering of Remnants .. 

Stddhanta : There can be no offering of Remnants at the Sautramani, 
because the vessels also are offered up : 

The texts that speak of remnants in this connection, must refer to 
some other Disposal-offerings .. 


Adhikarana (4). In connection with the Sarvaprethesti, the 
Svishtakrt, the [da and other ‘Remnant-offerings’ should be 
made only once s 

Visayavakya: * Indraya rathantaraya h. indrūya çakvarāı ya — 
which occurs in connection with the Sarvaprshthéshti, and men- 
tions six distinct deities, connected with six distinct offerings, for 
some of which a * eart-wheol-shaped Cake' is the anon material 
prescribed is 

Question : Should there be a single “ Remnant- offering ` ‘in connec- 
tion with these latter actions dee should they be as many as 
there are offerings? .. 

Objection to the Adhikarana : “It Tonie the subject-matter of 
Adhyaya XI” - 

Answer : As involving the question. of Remnant- -offering, the Adhi- 
karana is rightly introduced here 

Pürvapaksha : “The Cake though one, helps the saorifices piece by 
piece; hence there are as many materials as there are sacri- 
fices; hence there should be as many ‘remnants’ aud their 
‘ offerings ' as there are sacrifices ` 

Niddhanta : The Iemuant of cach sacrifivo loin undistinguisbihlo, 
there cap be only one Remnant for all, and hence only one Dis- 
posal offering 

The Remnent left after the Srishtakrt offerings would. be utilised 
as a subsequent ‘ disposal-offering, in the * Quartering of the Cake’ 


Adhikarana (85. Out of the vessel dedicated to Indra-Vayu, the 
eating of Remnant should be done twice  .. 

Question : Out of the Soma-Vessel dedicated jointly to Indra. Vayu, 

called * Aindravayava, is the Remnant to be eaten once or twice ? 
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Though the proper place for this Adhikarana would have been 
after Sütra 19, it is introduced here as it embodies an c— 
to the principle arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana 

Pirvapaksha: ‘* The material being one and the same, there is a 
single Remnant and hence there should be a single eating ” 

Siddhénta : The Remnant in the Aindravayava Vessel has to be eaten 
twice, in view of the Distinct Injunction ‘ Dviraindravayavasya 
bhaksayate’ 

This exposition of the Adhikarana (in accordance with the Bhashya) 
is open to objection: In the face of this distinct Injunction, there 
should be no room for any doubt at all 

The Adhikarana expounded by the Vārtika as a continuation of the 
preceding Adhikarana 

Pürvapaksha (B): [ Embodying objection to the conclusion arrived 
at in Adhikarana (4)] ;—'' In cases where the sacrifices are admit- 
tedly distinct, distinct Disposals are prescribed, as in the case of 
the Aindravayava Vessel ;—therefore at the Sarvapreshtéshté also 
there should be as many disposal-offerings as there are sacrifices ”’ 

Siddhanta (B): In the case of the Aindravayava Vessel also, there 
should have been only one * eating of Romnant,’—had it not been 
for the distinct Injunction * Dviraindrava avasya bhakesayati ' 


Adhikarana (6). There should be an eating of the remnant of the 
Soma in all vessels 
Subject-matter : The eating of the Remnants in vessels other than 
the Aindravayava 

Vésayavakya : * Sarvatah parihüram | acvinam bhake sayati ' and so forth 

Question : Should there be any eating at all of the Remnants in 
these other vessels ? 

Supplementary Questions: Are the sentences to be treated as Inj unc- 
tions of eating. and there is to be eating only out of the vessels 
mentioned in these sentences? Or is there to be eating only in 
accordance with such names as * hotuccamasah’ and the like ep 
to some of the Vessels ? 

Pürvapaksha : ** All the Soma in the vessels having been taken up 
by the Homa, there would be no Remnant; and hence no eating 
of Soma " 1 

Siddhànta : There should be eating of the Soma-remnants, as there 
are texts clearly mentioning such eating (a): < Sarvatahpartharam 
agvinam bhaksayati’; (b) * Bhaksitapyayitanecamasan daksina- 
syanaso * valambé sadayanti ’ T : 

This eating should be done in accordance with these Injunetions | T 


Adhikaraņa (7). The Remnant-eating is to be done by the Priests 
holding the Cups 
Question : (implied not stated) : Is the eating of the Remnants to be 
done promiscuously by all the persons engaged in the sacrifice ? 
Pürvapaksha (not stated): “ The eating should be dono by all 
promiscuously 
` Siddhanta : The eating should be done by the Priests who hold the 
Soma-Cups, and after whom the Cups are named—‘ Hotuccamasah ' 
and so forth zm . 
The eating is of Soma left i in the Cups s e 
The eating is not of any other substance, Rice and the rest - 
The text quoted in Bhashya prohibits the eating of Soma by Non- 


Brahmanas, for whom the Phalacamasa is prescribed as the 
substitute for Soma 
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Adhikarana (8). The Udgatr Priests are to eat the Soma, along s 
with the Subrahmanya Priest .. 1465 
Subject matter : The we of Soma- remnants, in accordance with 
Name : 1-453 
Question : Out of the cups named * U 'dijütrrnam camasah ,' ghould 
the eating be done by one Udgiatr priest ? or by all the priests ? 
or by those priests alone who do the Hymning ? or by all the 
four Samarédin Priests ? = n. - m 1463 
The question justified 1463 
Pirvapaksha (A): ** The eating should he done by only . one Udgàtr 
Priest” .. 1463 
Pürvapaksha (B): *' The eating should be done by all the Priests " 1464 
Péirvapaksha (C): ** The eating should be done by those Priests 
alone who actually sing the Hymns” 1464 
Siddhanta : The Hymn-singers are not named : Udgatr,’ they are 
named Prasiotr and Pratihartr e 1464 
There is only one Udgātr Priest; the plural form ‘ udgatrnam’ in 
the name indicates that the priests meant are the four Sama- 
vedins ;—‘ audgatra’ being a name of the Samaveda .. 1465 
* Udgütr ' in this name should be explained as the ‘ performer of the 
aüdgütra, i.e., Samavedic, functions’ f 1465 
The discussion in connection with the term * rüjan ' (in A vishty- 
adhikarana, 2.3.3) recalled and shown to bear upon the present 
question .. 1465 
The eating should bo done by all the Chandoga (S&mavedin) Priests 1466 
The above explanation criticised and found unacceptable 1466 
The meaning is either (a) that though all Samavedin Priests and 
not the Hymn singers only, are denoted by the name ‘ udgatr,’ 
yet it applies to a few of these only © T 1467 
Or (b) that it applies to the Hymn-singers only p^ T 1467 
Adhikarana (9). The Grāvastut should eat the Soma e 1468 
Subject-matter : Eatings based upon Direct Declaration m 1468 
Visayavakya:  * Yathücamasamanyangcamasüngcamasino bhak- 
eayanti athaitasya hariyojanasya sarva éva, ete.’ 1468 
Question : Does tho sentence mean by * all’ only all the cup- -holders 
only ? or the Gravastut Priest also ? : 1468 
Piürvapaksha : ** ‘all’ refers to the cup-holders only ; hence there is 
no eating for the Gravastut ” 1468 
Siddhanta: The Gravastut should ‘eat out of the Hüriyojana cup, 
which is prescribed for ‘all’ 4.e., all the priests engaged in the 
sacrifice .. m en 3c SEC es 1468 
Objection : ‘‘In view of the first sentence, the term ‘all’ in the 
second sentence should be restricted to the cup-holders only" .. 1468 
Answer: In view of the direct Injunction in the second sentence 
regarding the Hariyojana cup. no restriction can be justified — .. 1469 
Adhikarana (10). The performance of the Vashatkara entitles one 
to the eating of Soma-remnant du -— 1470 
Vieayavakya: ` Vashatkartuh prathamabhaksah s 1470 
Question: Docs this sentence lay down the Firat eating as due to 
the ‘ Vashatküra' * or it only enjoins the character of being 
‘first’ with reference to the Eating ? : P. o 1470 
Pūrvapaksha: ** 1t is the character of being firat that is enjoined 
by the sentence, with reference to the eating by the performer of 
Vasatkara: in accordance with 1.4.9 " : 1470 


* The sentence cannot be an injunction of the eating by the per- 
former, as this eating is already indicated by the name of the cup 
'Vaehatkartuccamasah ,' where * camasa’ implies the eating" .. 1470 
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** The sentence in question only makes a reference to the eating by 
the Vashatkartr '' : 
** Conclusion : 'The performing of the Vashatkara is not a ground 
for the eating of Soma ”’ p 
Siddhanta: The compound * pr athamabhaksah ' cannot be taken : as 
a mere reference to one of the two members—#, e., to the eating 
as apart from the first iy: 
The sentence ‘ vashatkartuh prathamabhakeah ’ cannot bà cónstrued 
as * That which is the eating by the Vashatkartr should be the 


first’ ae 
The cause of * being first’ is not the ' eating,” but the : connection 
with the Vashatkartr ' 2 


In the sentence in question what i is already enjoined by other means 
is the action of * Vashatküra, and the eating is not so already 
enjoined .. es 

Conclusion: The meaning of the sentence is that the eating by the 

^ Vashatkartr priest, which is to be done first, is that due to his 
perfor ming the Vashatkara, and the eating by the same Priest, 
which is indicated by the name of his cup, is an additional one to 
which he is entitled .. 5o ae 

The Vashatkartr Pricatii is entitled to two eatings ae T 


Adhikarana (11). The actions of Homa and Abhishava also entitle 
persons to the eating of Soma .. ee 
Visayavakya : ‘Havirdhané grāvabhirabhisutya, Ghavaniye hutvà.... 
sadasi bhakssan bhaksayanti? — .. : 
Question (not stated): Does this sentence enjoin the. actions of 
Abhishava and Homa? or only the Hating to be done in conse- 


quence of the performance of those acts ? j T 
Piirvapaksha (not stated): ** They lay down the two actions them- 
selves”. T 


Siddhünta: The actions themselves. along i all. accessories, 
having been enjoined elsewhere, the present sentence mentions 
them only as grounds for the eating of Soma, which is what is 
enjoined here : . 

The sentence cannot be taken as laying down only the order in which 
the actions of (1) Abhishava 2) Homa and (3) Milang have to be 
done T : 

This order is implied by the very nature of the actions themselves 

The actions are mentioned in the sentence for showing that the 
eating is done by the persons who have performed those aetions. . 


Adhikarana (12). The Vashatkartr and the rest should eat the 
Soma out of the cups . 
V4sayavakya : * Praitu hotugcamasah, pra br ahmanah, prodgatrnam’ 
Question : Should the performers of the Homa, the Abhishava and 
the Vashatkara eat out of the cups mentioned in the sentence ? .. 
Pürvapaksha : ** The said performers should not eat out of the 
specified cups "* ES : 
Stddhanta : They should eat out of the said cups E 
The sentence * Praitu, etc.’ is not meant to be preclusive of others 
The sentence only declares the connection of the particular cups 
with the particular priests s T T ET 
Sūtra (34) omitted by the Vartika E ac te 


Adhikarana (13). The first eating is by the Hotr Priest 
Question : When several Priests eat b out of the same vessel, whieh 
Priest should eat first ? CMS T" Xe 8 
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Pürvapaksha: The first eating should be by the Adhvaryu, who 
is holding the cup at the time that the offerings are finished 

Siddhanta : The Hotr should eat the Soma first, as indicated by the 
words of the Mantra A 

The Mantra—' Eté. vadanti .. . hotugett pimë haviradyem äçata ` 
distinctly shows that the first ‘eating is done by the Hotr . 

The text * Vashatkartuh prathamabhaksah ' declares the same fact— 
the Vashatkartr being one of the Hotr priests 

The order of sequence of the actions entitling the Priests to the 
eating also points to the same conclusion, the performing of the 
Vashatkara being the first to be mentioned, and it is a function 
of the Hotr ac ac T sc 


Adhikarana (14). The eating should be done on Invitation 
Question : Should each priest eat the Soma after invitation has 
been extended to him ? or is no invitation required ? 
Pürvapaksha : ** No invitation is necessary ' 
Siddhanta: Invitation is absolutely necessary, in vitiis of TM 


Direct Declaration— Tasmat somo nànupahütena peyah ° 25 
This Adhikarana only serves the purpose of iniiicing the next 
Adhikarana ae E e - , 


Adhikarana (15). The invitation to eat Soma should be accorded 

to the priests in the words of the Veda  .. " 

Question: By what words should the invitation be conveyed ? m 

Pürvapaksha (not stated): '* It may be conveyed by any words 
one likes "' 

Siddhanta: The invitation should ‘be conveyed always by the words 

of the Veda; these words being the first in the Mantra * Upahita 


upahvayasva ' 
The invitation should ‘not be conveyed by words of ordinary 
parlance .. Ae A ES ME xd 


Adhikarana (16). The acceptance also of the invitation should be 
by words of the Veda v4 "E sss um 
Different reading of Sütra 42 ‘ 
(Question : Should the acceptance of the invitation to eat Soma be 
done by Vedic or ordinary words ? 
Pirvapaksha: ** Yt is to be done by ordinary words ” " 
Siddhanta: It should be done >. the second word in the Mantra 
‘ upahüta upahvayasva’ i i^ 


Adhikarana (17). Invitation is necessary only for those eating 
out of the same vessel 
Question (not stated) : Is invitation necessary ‘for all cases ? or only 
for those in which several persons eat out of the same vessel ? 
Pürvapaksha (not stated): *‘ It is necessary in all cases’ 
Siddhanta : Invitation is necessary only for those eating out of the 
same vessel; as it is only in that case that there is likelihood of 


misunderstanding Y 
There is no * ucch ishta’ or ‘impurity ’ involved in soveral persons 
eating Soma out of the same vessel oe oe m 


Adhikarana em. The Saerificer also should eat the Soma-rem: 
nant oe oe os oe es 
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Subject-matter : In connection with the Rtugrahéshti the sacrificer "i 

recites the Yajyàá Mantras v . — 1486 
Question: Does the reciting of the Ya7ya by the eacriaeer invo 
the performing of the Vashatkara and the consequent Eating of 


Soma also ? 1486 
Pürvapaksha : There is it be no transferring at the Eating from the 

Hotr to the sacrificer ; as there is no declaration to this effect" .. 1486 
‘‘The text transfers the reciting of the Yajya@ only to the sacrificer 4 1487 
* It is the Vashatküra, not the Yājyā, that entitles to eating"  .. 1487 
Siddhànta : There should be eating by the sacrificer  .. 2 1487 


The texts (a) ‘ Svayamushadya yajat?' and (b) * anavünan yajati ' 
indicate that the Vashatkara is to be done by the same person 


who recites the Yajya 1487 
And as the Vashatkara entitles to o eating, the sacrificer should do 

the eating also 1488 
The ‘ appointment’ cannot be transferred to the —Ó (Sütra 46) 1488 
This explanation of Sūtra (46) objected to .. 1488 
Another explanation: The Appointment does not, like the Vashat- 

kara and the eating, follow the trend of the Yàjyà .. he. 1489 


Adhikarana (19). The Phalacamasa is a modification of the sacri- 
ficial material os 1490 

Subject-matter : In the ‘event of the Jyotishtoma being performed 

by a Ksattriya or a Vaishya, the sacrificer eats the Phalacamasa 


instead of the Soma 1490 
* Phalacamasa ' is a preparation of Vata: berries pounded with curd 1490 
Question: Is the Phalacamasa a material to be offered in the sacri- 

fice, or only to be eaten ? 1490 


Pürvapaksha : '*In view (1) of the Direct Declaration. that ‘he ‘is 

to be given the Phalacamasa for eating,’ and (2) of the fact that 

the injunction of the Phalacamasa is preceded by that of the 

eating of Soma,—the Phalacamasa must be an object of eating 

only ” 1490 
* * The connection of the Putman with itis sacrifice should be 

based entirely upon Context, whose mbi» is inferior to that 


of the said Direct Deekwavion”’ 1490 
Siddhünta : The Phalacamasa is a material for the m ; as gii 

sanctification is for the purposes of sacrifice oo 1491 
Phalacamasa can be related to the Jyotishtoma sacrifice, only if ‘it 

be a sacrificial material a x 1491 
Phalacamasa must be a substitute for Soma in -— — - 1491 


The connection of Phalacamasa with the sacrifice is clearly laid 
down by the latter part of the passage ‘Sa yadi rüjanyam va 


vaicyam và yàjayét nyagrodhastibhih. . -tabhiryajayet d 1491 
The clauses * tamasmai bhaksam prayacchet is a mere reference to the 

* offering of Phalacamasa ' laid down in the preceding sentence .. 1492 
This exposition of the Siddhànta is open to several objections b 1492 
Another exposition of the Siddhanta set forth b. 1493 


Questions to be determined : (1) Does the clause ‘ tamasmat bhaksam 
prayacchét’ lay down something not enjoined before ? and (2) Is 
the eating enjoined as a sanctificatory rite, or an independent 


aet, or a sanctificatory rite auxiliary to the sacrifice ? = 1493 
The eating enjoined cannot be something new a. B. 1493 
The eating must be a sanctificatory act 1494 
The eating must be sanctificatory of the material that has been 

already used at the sacrifico — .. ae ae 1494 
The Phalacamasa, is an auxiliary to the sacrifice - Je 1494 


The Phaleeamagt is the material to be offered in the sacrifice, out 
of the sacrificer’s cup m hy. m. a 1494 
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The cups of the priests would contain Soma x " 1494 
The eating cannot be an independent action by itself .. 56 1494 
The eating of Phalacamasa is correlative to the eating of Soma  .. 1494 
‘Na Somam’ cannot be a mere reference .. 5. - 1494 
‘Na Somam’ cannot be an Injunction E 1495 
Phalacamasa is a substitute for the Soma, as a sacrificial material - 1495 
This is an instance of * V yavadhüranakalpanà ' 1495 
The same conclusion holds good — the pounding oi Putika 
asa substitute for Soma : 1495 
The passage ‘ Yada anyüngcamasün. . juhvati ' also indicates that 
Phalacamasa is a sacrificial material 1495 
Because the Phalacamasa is declared to be held up at the same time 
as the other cups, it must be a sacrificial material  .. 1496 
The prohibition ' Na Somam’ also indicates that the Phaleamasa is is 
to be used in the same way as the Soma .. | " m 1496 


Adhikarana (20). The Brāhmaņas also should eat out of the 
Kgattriya- -cups 1497 

Visayavakya :' Gatam bralmanüh s somam Wwbhakeayanti Dacadagaiküm- 

camasünupasarpeyuh ' occuring in connection with the Dacapéya 


which is a part of the Rajasüya | 1497 
Question: Ys the eating out of the Ksatiriya- cups to ‘be done by 
ten Brahmanas or by ten Kasttriyas ? 1497 


Reasons for doubt: If the first part ' Qatam brahmanüh, etc.' is an 
Arthavada, then the eating is to be done by Keattriyas ; if it is 
an Injunction, then the eating is to be done by Brahmanas «s 1497 
Pürvapaksha : ** It is the second part of the sentence * Daca, etc.’ 
that is injunctive, not the first part ‘ Qatam, etc.’: Hence the 
eating out of the Brahmana-cups should be done by Brahmanas, 


and that out of the Ksattriya-cups by Ksattriyas " e 1497 
** Three explanations of the word * Sāmānyāt’ in Sūtra 52 1498 
Siddhānta : The eating out of the Pairem: SpE be done by 
Brahmanas ; 1499 
‘ Qatam brahmanah bhaksayanti’ is an Inj unction 1499 
There is no justification for dissociating the Brahmanas from the 
Ksattriya cups : 1499 
Al the ten cups being occupied by the ten groups of ten 
Brahmanas each, there would be no room for the Ksattriya — .. 1499 
| The above exposition of the Adhikarana (according to the Bhashy " 
| is not accepted by the Vartika  . . 1500 
The sentence ' Qalam brahmanah bhaksayanti’ cannot be taken as 
an Injunction: there are nine objections to it 1501 
i Nor can the sentence ‘ — etc. be taken 2 as an Artha- 
| vida ^ ta 
` Qatam brahmanah, etc.’ should be taken as an Arthavada ids 1501 
If * parties of ten’ be meant, then ‘ ékaikam’ becomes meaningless 1501 
Neither of the two sentences can be taken as an independent 
. Injunction : m 1502 
The Adhikaraņa expounded differently, by the V ārtika d 1502 
Both the sentences are injunctive v. 1502 
The sentence 'dacadagaikam, etc.’ is the first to operate as an 
Injunction of the eating to be done by ' ten groups of ten each’. 1502 
Then the sentence ‘ Gatam brahmanah, etc.’ comes in to enj oin that 
the ‘hundred’ men — of the ‘ ten groups of ten’ should 
be ‘ Brahmanas ' i . 1502 
* Qatam brahmanah somam bhakeayanti ' to "be construed as ' Yat 
çatam somam bhaksayanti tad brahmanah' " 1502 


'Somam' here is not significant, it only stands for ‘the material 
used at the sacrifice’ ee J we T 1503 
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Therefore what is asserted applies to the Phalacamasa also R^ | 1503 
The Bhashya has declared that there is no impurity attaching to 
the eating of Soma; hence Brahmanas and Ksattriyas can eat 
it out of the same cup 1503 
This is true of the Phalacamasa also, which, as a substitute for 
Soma, takes all its properties .. T 5e A 1503 
PADA VI. 
Adhikarana (1). Such Injunctions as that of the Sruva being 
made of Khadira wood pertain to the original primary sacrifices 1505 
General question: Declarations not found in connection with any 
particular sacrifice, are these to be connected with all sacrifices ? 
or with the original primary sacrifice only ? 1505 
Particular examples :—(a) ‘ The Sruva is to be of Khadira wood? : 
(b) * the Juhi is to be of leaves’ 1505 
Pürvapaksha : 'The declarations should be taken as pertaining to 
all sacrifices ; as they do not occur in the context of any parti- 
cular sacrifice ”’ 1516 
Siddhanta : They should appertain to the original primary sacr ifice 
only 1506. 1510 
The reason for this is that in this. way there would be no repetition 1506 
Reading of Sütra (2) .. e ag "m NS 1506 
Reading of Sūtra (3) .. zt E T 1507 
Objection : ** There would be no repetition ” 1507 
‘ The Implicatory Injunction would pertain to accessories, other 
than the Sruva a a iio .. 1508, 1510 
Different explanation of Sütras 6 and 7 : is an 1509 
Objections to the Siddhanta answered (Sütra 8) 1510. 
The Implicatory Injunction, set aside from the Sruva, ‘would cease 
to apply to other Accessories also T a - 1511 
Adhikarana (2). [Exception to the foregoing Adhikarana]: The 
number ‘seventeen’ of the saémidhénis pertains to the Modifica- 
tion 3c es p 1513 
Visayavakya : * Saptadaga sümidheniranubrüyüt ' os 1513 
Question: Does the number seventeen pertain to the ori 
Primary or to its Modification ? 1513 


Pürvapaksha : ** The Injunction of the seventeen Sümidhenis must 

pertain to the original Primary; in accordance with the fore- 

going Adhikarana" .. 1513 
“The number seventeen is to be treated as an n optional alternative 

to the number fifteen, which occurs in the Context of the Primary 


sacrifice itself "' 1513 
Siddhanta: The two numbers cannot be treated as optional alter- 

natives .. ' 1514 
The connection of the number with a sacrifice is based upon its 

helping in the accomplishment of the sacrificial Apürva ns 1514 
The helping of the Apürva can be indicated only by the Context .. 1514 
The connection of ‘ fifteen" therefore is more authoritative than 

that of ‘seventeen’ .. 1514 
‘ Fifteen °’ is more easily and directly recognised iim c seventeen ' 

as serving the useful purpose of helping the sacrificial Apurva .. 1514 
‘ Fifteen ’ belongs to the Samidhénis as well as the Darca-pürna- 

masa, while ‘ seventeen’ belongs to the Samidhénis only . ' DS 


‘Seventeen’ is precluded from all connection with the original © 
sacrifice .. d E. : E 1515 
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With the Modifications, *seventeen' becomes connected sooner 
than ‘ fifteen’ T T. T 1515 
* Fifteen’ is connected with the original sacrifice only .. ae 1515 
* Seventeen ' is connected with the Modifications only ES T 1515 
The above presentation of the Siddhanta criticised e T 1515 
There appears to be no authority for connecting ‘seventeen with 
the Modifications, with which also itis ‘ fifteen’ that is connected L515 
The connection of the Modifications with the Samidhénis them- 
selves is based ‘upon the same Implicatory Injunction that 
connects them with ‘fifteen’  .. : 1516 
‘Seventeen’ can be connected with only thoso Modifieations its 
connection wherewith is distinctly indicated by the Context  .. 1516 
‘Seventeen ` can beiong only to tho Pau, the Mtravindà, and the 
Adhvarakalpa E T dn 1516 
‘Seventeen ' does not belong to all Modifications mae 1516 
‘Fifteen’ is connected with a sacrifice through Context — " 1516 
* Seventeen ' is not connected directly with any sacrifice i 1516 
‘Seventeen’ is connected with the Samidhénis eS syntac tical 
connection 1516 
* Fifteen pertains to the Original Primary and also to those Modi- 
fieations with regard to whom there is no direct indication of 
* seventeen ' -— E, m en ie 1817 


Adhikarana (3). The milking vessel and such accessories pertain 
to the Original Primary sacrifice e 1518 
Visayavakya : (1) ‘For the Vaicya seventeen Sümidhenis should be 
recited’; (2) * One who desires Cattle should fetch water in the 
milking vessel’ ; (3) ‘One who desires Brahmie glory should have 


the post of Bilva wood ’ 1518 
Question: Do the Naimittika and Kimya — — n in 

these find place in the Primary sacrifice, or in the Modifications ? DIN 
‘ Fifteen’ and ‘seventeen’ cannot be regarded as optional alterna- 

tives | 35 es ae ec 1518 
* Fifteen’ cannot set aside “ seventeen ' E au m 1519 
The Nitya is set aside by tho Kamya Pa "m me 1519 
The Nitya is set aside by the Naimittika T A ks 1519 
The Kümya sets aside the Naimittika 1519 
The Naémittika is mentioned in the Sūtra ; but the Bhashya has 

dealt with the Kàmya only; fora definite reason T 1520 


Pürvapaksha: ‘‘The difference between the Nitya and Kümya 
accessories is that the former is for the sake of the sacrifice, and 


the latter is for the sake of Man”’ "oe Hat , 1520 
** The Kamya cannot always set aside the Ni itya " ; 1520 
* A sacrifice bereft of its Nitya accessories would not be a sacrifice 

atal" .. go E. 152) 
‘“ The Kamya therefore can have no place in ‘the Primary sacrifice ` 1520 
‘t The Kamya must find place in the Modifications"  .. 1520 
‘The sacrifice always takes up that PORRES which is for its own 

sake ” 1520 
** The Kamya has no footing in that which is for the ‘sake of the 

sacrifice ” 1521 
‘ The Kamya and the Naimittika. accessories must ad a place i in 

the Modifications only ”’ eu 1521 
Siddhanta: The Naimittika always. sets aside the Nit ya 1521 
In the case in question, there i3 a distinct connection between the 

Natmitttka and the performance ge 1521 


An accessory laid down with reference to a | particular result be 
takes itself to that action which helps in the aceomplishment of 
the sacrifice ee e E- (3 « ° 988 
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The very injunction of the d" implies the i ein of. the 

Nitya 1523 
Though the Kümya serves a purpose other than the ‘Nitya, the 

action (in the case in question, the fetching of water to which both 

are related) is the same 1523 
The Kāmya also leads to the accomplishment ‘of the sacrifice T 1523 
The act of fetching water having been accomplished by means of 

the Kamya (Milking Vessel), there would be no room for the 


Nitya (Cup) T " E 1523 
The non-employ ment oí the Nitya (Cup), therefore, would not cause 

any discrepancy in the sacrifice "T . 1523 
Even for the sake of the sacrifice itself, there would be no competi 

tion between the Nitya (Cup) and the Kamya (Milking Vessel) .. 1524 
Reasons for regarding the injunetion of the Kamya as possessed ot 

authority superior to that of the Nitya  .. 1524 
The fact of the Nitya serving the purpose of the sacrifice and the 

Kamya that of Man, has no bearing upon the case in question .. 1525 
The Nitya (Cup) therefore can have place only in those performances 

of the sacrifices that are not for the purpose of acquiring Cattle .. 1525 
In the Modificatory sacrifices, the Nitya (Cup) alone can be 

employed es T 1525 
The Kāmya is to be employed in the Primary sacrifice e 1525 


Adhikarana (4). The Adhana (Fire-laying) is not subsidiary to the 


Pavamana Ishti E |: .1526 
Vésayavükya: * Vasanté Brahmano’ qninadadhita ` occurring in the 

Context of the Pavamana Ishti 1526 
Question: Does the Fire- laying belong to the Pavamüna I shti in 

particular or to all sacrifices? .. 1526 
Pürvapaksha : ** The Fire-laying is connected with the Pavamüna 

Ishti only,—such being the indication of Direct Declaration. 

Syntactical Connection and Context ” Be E 1526 
‘¢ Fire-laying, without reference to a sacrifice, would T ai H 1526 
Siddhanta: Firə-laying is not meant to be an indirect aid to the . 

sacrifice .. T 3 " 1327 
Fire-laying is a sanctification of the Fire T as 1527 
The Fire is not for the purpose of the Pavamana Ishti only ; 1527 
Therefore the Laying also of the Fire cannot be for the purpose 

of the Pavamana only 1527 
The Pavamüna Isht? not having any results, is for the ‘sake of the 

Fire ate hos e m t .. 1527, 531 

Adhikarana (5). Fire-laying is for all sacrifices . 1528 

Question : Is Fire laying for the sake of the dc sacrifice only,— 

or for all sacrifices ? .. . 1528 
Purvapaksha : Fire-laying not being enjoined in the Context of any 

particular sacrifice, it must belong to the Primary sacrifice only" 1528 
Siddhanta: Fire- laying i is for all sacrifices  .. TN E 1528 
Fire-laying is done in its own time 1528 
Fire-laying is not laid down as to be done at ‘the time on the perfor- 

mance of any sacrifice lee 1528 
It has no special connection with any particular sacrifice s 1528 
It must be for all sacrifices—Primary as well as Modifications ds 1528 
This statement of the Siddhanta not accepted by the Vartika be 1529 
There is no authority for connecting Fire-laying with any sacrifice 

at all 1529 


Siddhànta Sūtra (15) explained differently ; ‘Fire. laying i is not sub- 
sidiary to any sacrifice; it is for the sake of the Fire only ? .. 1530, 1531 
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It is through Fire that the laying is connected with all sacrifices .. 

Without Fire-laying, there would be no Ahavaniya Fire, the absence 
of which would render all sacrifices defective 

Sūtra 11.3.2, which goes against this conclusion, is only a state- 
meni for the sake of argument T T 


Adhikarana (6) The Paramana Ishti should be ame in 

unconsecrated Fire 

Question: Is the Pavamüna Ishti itself to be performed i in unconse- 

erated Fire, or in the Fire consecrated by that Ishti itself ? , 

Pürvapaksha : ‘+: The Darga-Pürnamasa is the Original Primary of 

all Ishtis " 
‘+ Like its original, the Darga- JPürnamàsa, the Pavamüna Ishti also 
should bə performed in the Fire consecrated by the Pavamāna 
offerings 
* Tho Ahavaniya Fire for the Pavamana i is to be obtained from the 
Original Primary " . 
The consecration of Fire for the Pavamàna by means of another 
Pavainüna involves an infinite md which is e under 
the cireumstances è 
Siddhanta: ‘The Pavamana Ishti i is not performed in Fire conse- 
erated by the Pavamana ; because it is performed only for the 
purpose of consecrating the Fire m "m 
The Pavamana is not the accessory of the sacrifices T 
The Pavamana cannot therefore be transferred from the Original 
Primary to the Subsidiary, liko the Prayāja and other accessories 
of the sacrifice j 

The Arambhaniya I shit stands upon a different footing. 

The conclusions regarding the a are applicable to the 
Pavamüna also E 

The Pavamána only serves the purpose of accomplishing the sacri- 
ficial Fires 

The Pavamüna could not therefore stand in need of these Fires 

The Pavamana should be per rformed in Fire, which has passed 
through the simple rites of ‘ Laying,’ without boing ‘consecrated ' 
by the Pavamana Ishti Es n 


Adhikarana (7). Tho Upakarana and other details belong to the 
Agnisomiya animal only , 
Subject matter: Agnisomiya, Savaniya and  Anubandhya are the 
| three animals sacrificed during the Agnishtoma section of the 
Jyotishtoma ; Upakarana and certain other details are prescribed 
for the Aupavasuthya (previous) day, after the Agnishomiya 
animal has been brought in 
(Question : Are the U pákarana and the other details meant to bo 
done for all the three animals ? or for the Savaniya only ? or for 
the — and the Agnisomiya both ? or for the Agnisomiya 
only "S 
o (A) [extrancous tc the Sūtra]: is “Iho U pákarana and 
other details pertain to all the three animals"' 
Differences regarding Sütra 18, which necessitate tlie propounding 
of the extraneous Pürvapaksha 
Pürvapksha (B) [ombodied in Sütra 18]: “Tho details pertain to 
the Savaniya only " .. iis - 
Pürvapaksha (C) [which answers Pürvapaksha (B)]: '*'Phe details 
pertain to both the Savaniya and the Agnisomiya" .. 
Case of the Videvana .. 
The details cannot pertain to the third, the Anubandhya, animal , 
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Siddhanta : The details cannot pertain to the Savaniya " 1539 
The previous mention of the Savaniya is for another purpose T. 1540 
Bhashya explained ae TA E 1540 
What is the originative Inj unetion ‘of the Savaniya 1 ee v 1540 
Accessories of the Savaniya done on the previous day .. T 1540 
Offerings in connection with — done on the previous day .. 1541 
Bhashya justified : an T 1543 
Objection based upon the text ‘ vapaya prütahsavanz pracarante’ ae 1543 
Agneyyà agnidhram... m 1543 
Multiplicity of enjoined objects objectionable T - 1544 
Sutyà oe oe T d s 1545 
Morning offering et. z ae ie M 1545 
Mahendra Hymn E - X" ts T 1545 
Abhishécaniya m 1545 
Sequence of the Savaniya to the Holding of the Agvina cup | 1546 
«Tying of the Rope and Killing transferred by the same sentence ” 1546 
** Where several qualifications are mentioned in connection with i: 

one Action, the injunction of all these is possible through that 

action ”’ E. " 1547 
* Vakya- -bheda mentioned i in Bhashya explained ee ET 1548 
‘ Kundapayinamayana’ 1549 
Vapapracara is the desired accessory meant to be enjoined with 

reference to the Savaniya at the Suty& time sie oe 1549 
Vapapracara not subservient to Holding of Acgvina cup 1549 
‘ Vakyam bhidyéta’ (in Bhashya) means that the sentence could not 

be connected with the other sentence a 1550 
‘ The word ‘ pratah savane ’ may be taken as an injunction of the 

time for the Savaniya '' 1550 
The * covering of fat’ may be done not by fi fist, but by a * handful 

òf grass’ ET 1531 
Sūtra 25 recapitulates the Siddhānta view .. 1551 
Through Sthana, the details in question belong to the Agnisomiya 

animal  . E 1551 
Specially as the sanctification pertains to that animal . 1551 
The Siddhanta, supported by ‘ Linga’ and ‘ Sthana’ is more author- 

itative than the Pirvapaksha which is iei by ‘ Prakarana ' 

only 1551 
Oper where the modificatory act takes up the details of the 

Priman on the strength of Context : 1552 


The text ' Vapaya pratahsavané caranti, purodigéna müdhyandine 

savan?2' clearly indicates that the Purodáca-offering can sanctify 

only the joint Deity Agni-Soma, and not Agn? alone 1552 
From this it follows that the details pertain to the Agnisomiya (that 

which is dedicated to Agni-Soma conjointly), and not to the 


Savaniya (which is dedicated to Agni only) 1553 
Objection: ** The purodüca offering may be meant for covering the 

hole of the Savaniya animal, as indicated by the text * Sushtro và 

etarhi pacuh. . .chidrapidhanarthopi ' 1553 . 
Answer: The Purodaga i is not enjoined for the covering ‘of the hole: 

the sentence quoted is an Arthavada a E "m 1553 


Adhikarana (8). The fetching of the Branch and such other 
details belong to both Milkings 1554 
Subject-matter : 'There are two "Milkings, one in the Morning and 
another in the Evening: there are certain details laid down in 
connection with Milking,—such as Fetching of the Tree-branch and 
so forth .. 1554 


Question: Do these details belong to only one Milking or to 
both ? . - : 1554 


CONTENTS. 


Piveapaksha: ‘‘ The details, laid down in connection with the 
Previous Day, must belong to the Evening Milking only " 

Seddhanta : The details belong to both Milkings : 

The Injunction of * previous day’ only days down the time for the 
details .. . oe s T db UE 


Adhikarana (9). The Sadana (seating) and other details belong 
to the three Savanas 

Subject-matter : In connection with Morning, Midday id Evening 
Savanas of the J'yotishtoma, at which certain vessels are used, in 
connection with which such details as seating, cleaning and so 
forth are laid down 

Questton : Do those details belong to those Vessels only that are 
used at the Morning Savana ? or also to those used at the other 
two Savanas ? 

Pirvapaksha : ‘‘ They belong to the vessels used at the M orning 
Savana only, in direct connection with which they are pres- 
cribed”’ . : i 

Siddhünta : The Details belong to all the three Savanas 

As all the three fall within a single Context ? 


Adhikarana (10). The threefoldness of the Rope pertains to all 
Animals 


Subject-matter : The Rope tied round the sacrificial Post is declared . 


to be threefold and made of beaten grass in connection wiih the 
Agnisomiya Animal; and the Tying of the Rope is mentioned 
in connection with Savaniya animal 

Question: Do the qualifications of threefolaness and being made of 
beaten grass refer = the Agnisomiya animal only or to all the 
Animals ? 

Pürvapaksha : ** The qualifications of the "Rope pertain to the 
Agnisomiya animal only; as they are mentioned in connection 
with that only 

Siddhanta : The qualifications belong to all the animals - 

These qualifications pertain to all Ropes AC ; 

The Rope is not à direct subsidiary of the animal 


Adhikarana (11). The Amçu and the Adabhya are connected 
with the Sadana : 

Subfect-matter : Amçu and Adabhya are vessels prescribed i in connec- 
tion with the Jyotishtoma ; and there are certain details pres 
cribed in connection with the vessels used at the J yotishtoma .. 

Question: Are the Amcu and the Adabhya connected with those 
details? .. 

Pürvapaksha : ** The details in question have no connection with 
the Amgu and the Adábhya"  .. 

Siddhanta : The Amgu and the Adabhya are > connected with the 
details,—these latter being prescribed for all vessels used at the 
Jyotishtoma , 

The case in question is not analogous to that ‘of the Maitrávaruna. . 


Adhikarana (12). The Cérint and other bricks belong to the 


Fire 
S ubject- -mater—Citrini and Vàjrini are bricks mentioned apart 
from the context of any sacrifice aa M 


Question : Are these bricks connected with the Fire ? 
Pürvapaksa: *' They are not connected with the Fire ” 
Siddhanta : The said bricks are connected with the Sacrificial Fire 
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Adhikarana (13). The Māna and the Uscita bolang to the 


Soma only . . 
Subject-matter: ‘Sa yadi rajanyan va vaicyam va yājayčt sa yadi 
somam vibhaksayiehet nyagrodhastibhih....tamasmat bhaksam 


prayacchénna Somam’ then such details as Mana, Upüvaharana, 
Ksaya, Abhishava, and the like are prescribed 

Question: Do these details pertain to the Soma only ? or to its 
substitute, the Phalacamasa also ? 

Purvapaksa : ** The details pertain to both the Soma as well as the 
Phalacamase”’ 
Siddhania: The substitution of Phalacamasa for Soma does not 
stand on the same footing as the substitution of Yava for Vrihi . 
The details of the Soma are related to the Apürva of the Jyotish- 
toma 

Soma, not Phalacamasa, is the essential factor i in J yotishtoma 

The substitution of Soma does not mean the entire exclusion of 
Soma from the sacrifice 

The substitution of Phalacamasa for Soma is only for the single 
purpose of being eaten by the Ksattriya or the Vaigya 

Soma is absent only from the cup of the Sacrificer a 

The details in question are appurtenant to the Soma only 

The details to the Phalacamasa are to be employed in the same 
manner as to the Soma, such connection being implied 


Phalacamasn can take only those details connected with the Soma ` 


which are just sufficient to accomplish the sacrifice—not those 
that tend to fulfil the resultant Apürva : 

In the case of the Phalacamasa, thers is to be an Uha, an alteration, 
in the words of the Mantra used m 


Adhikaraņa (14). Accessory details of the Principal should be 
employed i in the case of its substitutes also 
Subject-matter: Certain substitutes for sacrificial materials are 
laid down: e.g. Nivara for Vrihi 
Question: Are the accessory details prescribed in connection with 
the Principal material to be observed in connection with the 
substitute also ? 


Pürvapaksa: ‘* The accessories ‘of the Principal substance can 
bear no connection with its substitute, as shown by the foregoing 
Adhikarana’ 


Siddhanta: The substitute serving exactly the same purpose as the 
Principal should be treated like the Principal 

When the Nivara is used instead of Vrihi, it is regarded as being 
Vrihi itself ‘ 

Sütra 39 explained to mean that the use of the substitute is not 
supported by Scriptural authority, it is used solely by reason of 
its resemblance to the Principal 

This explanation is not right: The use of the substitute is not 
entirely devoid of Scriptural authority 

The substitute is paures as supplying a defect in the Principal 
material ; 


Adhikarana (15). To such substitutes also as are prescribed, the 
accessories of the Principal are applicable . . z 
Visayavakya: ** Yadi somam na vindeta putikāmabhisinuyāt " "t 
Question : Are the details prescribed in connection with the Soma 

to be applied to its substitute, Putika” .. 
Purvapakea: ‘“‘ According to Adhikarana 13 the details cannot 
apply to the substitute, Puttka >- s v 
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Siddhünta: The Puwtik@ is prescribed as a substance to be used 
only in the event of the Soma being stolen or spoilt or otherwise 
unavailable e 1567 
This injunction limits the choice of a substitute for Soma ens 1567 
Putika is not an accessory of the sacrifice .. - 1568 
Putika is brought in odi as the substratum of certain properties of 
the Soma .. ae 1568 
The notion of ‘‘ Soma " ‘is not entirely absent from the "Puikà hiù 1508 
The Putika can therefore, be used for fulfilling the results that are 
fulfilled by the Soma 1568 
The sacrifice is accomplished—also when part of it is done with 
the substitute 1568 
Purposes served by the Adhikarana : There is no dha or modifica 
tion in the Mantras used, due to the use of the Putika i 1568 


Adhikarana (16). ‘The accessories of the Dangaus pertain to 
the Agnishtoma 4 ^ 1569 
Subject-matter : There are certain accessory offerings as ‘the Diksa- 
néya anc the rest prescribed in connection with the J yotishtoma, 
which consist of four Terminuses, the vitam the Ukthya 


the Atiratra and Shodacin E 1569 
Question: Do the Diksaniya and other accessories appertain to the 

entire J'yotishtoma or only to its Agnishtoma Terminus ? "e 1509 
The question objected to B 1569 . 


The question stated in a different ‘form : Do the accessories men- 
tioned pertain by Direct Injunction to the Jyotishtoma only, or 
to the Ukthya and other Terminuses? .. 1570 
Both parties are agreed that the accessories appertain to all 
Terminuses, the question therefore is only as to their appertain- 


ing to the Terminuses by implication only or by Direct injunction 1571 
Pürvapakhsa : ** The accessories belong to the Terminuses by Direct 

Injunction” | Ml 
(1) “ Because they are as nearly related to the Injunction of the 

accessories as the entire Jyotishtoma itself ” 1571 


2 ** Because Vedic texts speak of the Terminuses being as related 

to the Context as the Jyotishtoma: e.g., (a) * Yadyagnishtomo 

juhoti yadyukthyah ténaiva céshéna, etc. etc., which lays down the 

Disposal of Butter ” 1571 
(b) ** * Agnéyamajamagnishtoma álabheia Aindragnamukthy? dviti- 

yam, ete.,' which indicates that all the accessories are ey 


related to all the Terminuses " : : 1572 
‘ The exact signification of this second text discussed ’ " 1573 
** The text quoted cannot i the Siddhànta ; it supports T 

Pürvapakea only , 1576 
Gi Conclusion : Ali the Terminuses are equally related to tho acces- 

Sories"  . w a 1579 
Siddhünta : The Ukthya and the other Terminuses are only so many 

Modifications of Jyotishtoma, declared as leading to distinct 

results of their own E n - " 1579 
The name ‘ Samstha’ —] as applied to the samen etc., 

justified .. 1580 


What does each of the Tor minuses really stand for ? Tti is the ombire 

Terminus, not the mere ‘ Holding,’ mentioned in the Injunction 

: Ukthyam grhniyat’ . s e i^e T 1580 
The term ‘Samstha, ‘Terminus,’ signifies the ‘Terminus’ of all 

Soma-offerings, and as such applies to Soma-sacrifizes alone; aud 

of these too, to the J yotishtoma only e" "T 1582 
Connection of the Terminuses with the Jyotishtoma discussed = 1582 
Definite results can follow from accessory details Ta n 1583 
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The Ukthya and the rest, bringing about definite results, must be d 
treated as * Modifications’ of the Jyotishtoma i 1583 
In what way is the process of the Jyotishtoma taken up by the 
Terminuses ? ee oe ve e m 1583 
Tt is by Implication  .. 1584 
Discussion of the question—Why does the Procedure belong to the 
Nitya J yotishtoma only and not to the Kamya (Terminuses) T 1584 
The entire Procedure is taken up " what is signified by the verbal 
root oe 1586 
The Terminuses need a Procedure ; they are “recognised as resting 
in the Jyotishtoma ; Dikeaniya and the rest constitute the only 
Procedure mentioned in the Context of the Jyotishtoma; to this 
Procedure the Terminuses become attached, through the Jyotish- 
toma if 1586 
The Accessory belongs to what is signified by the verbal root M 1587 
Accessories cannot belong to the Kamya (Terminuses) only 1587 
Why cannot the Accessories belong to both, the J m as 
well as the Terminuses ? 1587 
The Accessories must belong to the lasting Jyotishtoma, not to the 
fleeting Terminuses .. 1587 
It is with the Jyotishtoma that the Accessories are invariably con- 
comitant 1588 
Though belonging to the Jyotishtoma, the Accessories are spoken 
of as ‘ belonging to the Agnishtoma’ ; because of the four Termin- 
uses, the Agnishotma is one that permeates through the entire 
J yotishtoma T is 1589 
Difference of Agnishtoma from other Terminuses it T 1589 
Pūrvapaksa arguments answered . 1589 
The texts quoted by the Pūrvapakşin himself indicate that tho 
Terminuses are ‘ Modifications’ of the Jyotishtoma .. 1590 
The case of the Terminuses in question is different from ordinary 
‘ Modifications’ es dé T T 1591 
Uses of the Adhikarana discussed s "m ae 1692 
Real use of the Adhikarana ne oe as e 1593 
PADA VII. 
Adhikarana (1). The Grass and other accessories belong to the 
Darca-Pürnamàsa as well as to its Subsidiaries as 1595 
Subject-matter : Several accessories, e.g., the Altar and its digging, 
the Grass and its chopping, and so forth are laid down in connec- 
tion with the Darca-Pürnamàsa 1595 
Question: Do these accessories belong to the Principal Sacrifice, 
the Darca. Pürnamüsa only, or to its Subsidiaries also ? e 1595 
Pürvapaksa ; **'The Accessories can belong to the Principal Sacri- 
fice only, to which alone the Context belongs ”’ 1596 
Siddhanta : The accessories belong to all the Sacrifices, the Principal 
as well as its Subsidiaries : e : 1596 
The applieation of Accessories is not based upon Context T 1596 
Context can serve as the p cause .. oe vs 1596 
The Bhasya criticised .. 1597 
Objection : ** 11 the Siddhanta view were "— the ‘Accessories 
would belong to other remote actions also" 1597 
** In the Saurya and other Subsidiaries of the Darca- -Parnamiisa, 
the connection of the accessories is indicated by Implication” .. 1597 


“ It is the single sacrifice the Pindapitryajna (which is a Subsidiary 
of the Darga- Piirnamasa) on which the discussion is based: It is 
only this sacrifice, whose connection with the Accessories in 
question is denied by the Pirvapaksin” .. T e. 0 1598 
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** But the Pindapitryajña is an independent sacrifice, and not a " 

mere Subsidiary (vide Adhyüya IX)" e ^i x 1598 
Objection answered : The texts laying down the Accessories in ques- 
tion are syntactically connected with the memes of the 


Darga-Pirnamasa  .. 1598 
They must therefore belong to only such Grass, etc., as are men- 

tioned in connection with the Darca- -Pürnamàasa m 1598 
Pindapitryajña is not mentioned in any sentence drat ically 

connected with the Injunction of the Darga-Piirnamasa 1598 
The Accessories in question can have no connection with the 

Psndopitryajria ` T a "T 1598 
Subsidiaries of Subsidiaries considered ets 1599 


Conclusion: The Accessories in question can be connected with 
only those acts without which the Aptrva of the Darca-Pürna: 


misa cannot be accomplished .. 1600 
The Accessories must be connected with the Principal ae well as 

the Subsidiary Sacrifices 1600 
Such texts as * Prayajaceshena havimshyagharayati, are indicative 

of the Siddhanta hys : L D T 1600 


Adhikarana (2). Tho Sanctification of the Yajamāna pertains to 
the Primary Sacrifice 1601 
Subject-matter : Sanctificatory details prescribed for the Yajamüna 1601 

Question : Do these details belong to the Yajamüna as Expersencer 

of the Result, and hence pertain 1 to the Primary Sacrifice only ? or 

do they belong to him as the Performer of Sacrifice, and hence 


pertain to the Primary as well as the Subsidiary Sacrifices? .. 1601 
Pürvapaksa : ** According to the preceding Adhikarana, the details 

must belong to all the Sacrifices " 1601 
Siddhánta : 'The Sanctificatory Details belonging to the Yajamana 

can pertain to the Primary Sacrifice only 1601 
The Details belong to the Yajamana as the Ezperiencer of the result 

of the Sacrifice 1601 
If they belonged to him as the performer, then they would belong 

to the Priests also, who also are performers R 1602 


When the result of an action is experienced by the Y ajamüna the 
Sanctification belonging to that isi cci i helps in that action 


only 1602 
It is the result of the Primary Sacrifice that i is experienced by the 

Yajamana n 1602 
* Samskara,’ * sanctificatory act,’ is vied which brings ae — 

capabilities 1602 
The Sanctification serves to make the Yajamana capable of experi- 

encing the results .. 1602 


Use of the Adhikarana : According to the Siddhanta, the Yajamana 
would have to shave his head only for the Jyot?shtoma, and not 
for its Subsidiaries .. d. 5c ye 45 1602 


Adhikarana (3). The Sauwmika Vedi and other details belong to 


the Primary as well as its Subsidiaries E 1603 
Subject-matter : Measurements of the Altar for the il yotishtoma 

laid down in the sentence ‘ Shattrmcatprakrama praci, etc., 1603 
Question: Do these details regarding the Altar pertain to tho 

Primary Jyotishtoma only, or also to the Subsidiaries ? 1608 
Pitirvapaksa : *'* According to the foregoing Adhikarana, the Altar 

belongs to the Primary Sacrifice only " (Sūtra 7) x: .1603 


Siddhanta [stated in Sūtra 9; after Sutra 8 which embodies the 
Pürvapaksa of the next Adhikarana]:—The Place and Time 
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prescribed belong to the Primary as also to the Subsidiaries: the 
Altar is the place for sacrifice; therefore the Altar and its details 
must pertain to the Primary as well as the Subsidiaries "s 1604 


Adhikarana (4). The Touching belongs to the Primary as well as 
to the ‘Subsidiaries .. zn 1604 

Subject-matter : The Touching enjoined in ‘cotingetion with the 

Darga- -Purnamasa, in the sentence * Caturhotrà paurnamasima 


bhimrcét, etc. ,' 1604 
Question : Does this Touching belong to the pum sacrifice only 
or to the Subsidiaries also ? , uin 1604 
Pürvapaksha: “ The Touching belongs to Mis Primary sacrifice 
only " (Sütra 8) í 1604 
Siddhanta (Sūtra 10): Because the Touchi ing is mentioned as an 
Accessory, it must pertain to all Sacrifices E. ce 1605 
Siddhànta statement (according to Bhasya) criticised .. e 1605 
Siddhanta statement set forth by the Va»téka as follows : 1605 
: Touching ’ cannot belong to anything that is signified by the term 
: Paurnama@si’ in the sentence .. 1605 
i Paurnamüsim ' must nn be taken in the sense of < Paurna- 
masyam’ (Locative) . 1606 
The sentence must mean the ‘ Touching’ of ‘the materials we at 
the Paurnamasi Sacrifice ; 1606 
Which means, all the materials that are used at the sacrifies m a 
whole, which includes the Subsidiaries also bc F 1606 
Adhikaraņa (5). The Initiation and the fee pertain to the 
Primary only 1607 
Subject-matter : Three ‘ Initiations ' and the ‘ — Fee’ of 112— 
enjoined in connection with the Jyotishioma 1607 
Question: Do the Initiations and the Fee PM to the Primary 
alone or to the Subsidiaries also ? he 1607 
Pürvapaksa: ‘‘Since the men engaged ia the performance are: 
equally related to the Primary aud the Subsidiaries, the Initia- j 
tions and the Fee also must pertain to all” "T 1607 
‘‘ The Initiation is necessary for the performer of all acts ” T 1607 
‘The Sacrificial Fee secures the services of Priests, who are 
required for all sacrifices ”’ ! 1607 
Siddhanta : The Initiations and the Fee belong to the Primary only, 
as clearly asserted by Vedic texts * Diksah somasya’ ; * Daksinah 
somasya’ l 1608 
There are texts indicating the absence of Tnitiations and "Fees at the 
Subsidiaries: * yat shadho juhot sa asya diksi’ e .. .. 1608 
Adhikarana (6). The Inner Altar is not related to the Post Y. 1610 
Visayavakya : * Ardhamantarvédt minoti ’ ése 1610 
Question: Does this sentence prescribe a part of the Inner Altar 
with reference to the Post, orit only indicates the point where -— 
the Inner Altar meets the Outer ? D s one 1610 
The Adhikarana justified 1610 
Pürvapaksha : ‘‘ Through Syntactical Connection, the “Inner Altar 
must be related to the Post" .. 1610 
** Subservience to the Post does not necessarily follow from subser- 
vience to all the subsidiaries of the Jyotishtoma” .. a 1611 
**'The Altar by itself does not belong to the Paeu-sacrifice" .. 1611 
Siddhanta : The sentence must be taken only as prescribing a certain 
point in space JT 1611 


The term * Antarvédi* and * Balirewg * indicate the middle point .. 1611 
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The sentence does not lay down any relationship of subserviency -— 

between the Altar and the Post m on ee 111 

It only serves to specify a place .. 45 a - 1612 

Anomalies involved in the Pürvapaksa view 1612 
The sentence must be taken as pointing out the point in space 

where the Inner Altar meets the Outer  .. - - 1613 
Adhikarana (7). The Havirdhana is not menit to the Sümi- 

dhéni T ‘ " 1614 

Visayavakya : * Udyat sunvanti samidhenistadanvahuh ' 1614 


Question : Does the sentence mention the Havirdhana as subsidiary 

to the Süm:idhéni ? or it mentions the Havirdhana only as the 

place for the recitation of the Samidheni ? 1614 
Piirvapaksha : **It mentions the Havirdhana Cart as subsidiary to 

the Samidhéni, the meaning being ‘the Samidheni verses are to 


be recited as qualified by the Havirdhàna' ” 1614 
Siddhünta : 1t only points out the place where the Samidhant verses 

are to be recited : 1614 
Justification of the Adhikarana, which is apparently analogous to 

the foregoing one . 1614 


The Arguments in support of the Siddhanta of this Adhikerana are 
different from those in support of the Siddhanta of the foregoing 


Adhikarana ds 1614 
The Havirdhüna serves the purpose ‘of holding the Soma x 1614 
The Samzdhéni verses help in the kindling of the Fire .. 1614 
There can thus be no subserviency of the Havirdhàna to the 

Samidheni 1615 
The name ‘ Havirdhana ` cannot ‘apply to anything except the 

holder of Soma . 1615 
If the Cart belonged 'to the Samidhénis, ‘its name would be 

‘Sa@midhénidhana’  .. : 5 ^ 1615 


Adhikarana (8). The Subsidiary Sacrifices are to be performed 


through other persons T T 1616 
The main question is whether or not the names * Hotr' * Hautra’ and 
the like signify particular performers and actions — .. 1616 


Preliminary question (dealt with in present Adhikarana): Are di 
actions at the Darca-Pirnamasa and such sacrifices to be done 
by the Master himself? or the Primary act alone is to be done 
by him and the rest either by himself or through others ? or the 
Primary must be done by himself and the others must be done 


through others ? ac - Ed ác 5 1616 
Pürvapaksha (A): ** AM the actions should be done by the Master 
himself" .. d vt : e^ 1616 


Pürvapaksha (B): ‘‘The Primary sacrifice must be performed by 
the Master himself, and the subsidiaries may be performed either 


by the Master or by others" .. 1617 
“It is the Injunction of the Primary alone that contains the verb 

with the Atmanépada ending .. 1617 
'* With regard to the Subsidiaries, when performed by others, the 

Master can be regarded as the performer, on account of his being 

the Director of the entire performance" . 1617 
‘ The Atmanépada Ending does not pad denote the operations 

of the Director " ac T 1618 


“ The Atmanepada Ending does not — imply the fact of 

the action being done by the person desiring the result of that 

action” . aie 1618 
Siddhanta : The Subsidiaries must ‘be performed by other persons ; 
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because of the ‘ purchase,’ payment for services, which cannot 
apply to the Master (Vide 10.2.23) v1 

The Atamnepada i is to be taken as resting on the Bhavana connected 
with the said ‘ payment for services ' 

No incongruity in the Performer doing — acts P -— 
getting the others done by other persons .. 


Adhikarana (9). The number of Priests engaged at sacrifices is 

limited  .. 

Question : If the Subsidiaries are be to done through other persons, 
is this number of persons to be so employed limited or not ? 

Pürvapaksa : ** There can be no restriction in the number of Priests 
to be employed ”’ : 

Siddhanta : There should be only a as many performers a: as there are 
actions with names connected with the names of performers 

According to 2.2.22, the name of an action serves to differentiate it 
from others 

On the same principle the names of actions should differentiate 
their performers also 


The number of Priests should therefore be the same ae that of the: 


names of Actions 

As the name of actions after their performers is found in their 
originative Injunctions, there can be no inoondu E in their 
serving to differentiate the performers  .. 

Several appo?ntments could not be made with regard to one and the 
same person 

Because all appointments are laid down as simultaneous 

Bhasya criticised "m 5e. T omy 


Adhikarana (10). The Camasadhvaryus are distinct priests A 

Subject-matter : The Camasadhvaryus mentioned in connection with 
the Jyotishtoma 

Question : Are, or are not, the Camasüdhvaryus distinct from the 
Adhvaryu, the Hotr, the Brahma and other priests ? 

Ptirvapakea: ** As they are called Adhvaryu, the Camasadhvaryus 
must be the same as the Adhvaryu priest, only as related to the 
Camasas, Cups”’ ww 

Siddhanta : The separate name ‘ Camasadhvai yu’ clearly indicates 
their difference from the others i 

Also because they are appointed also separately from the others 


Adhikarana (11). There should be a plurality of Camasüdhvaryus 
Question : Should there be only one Camasüdhvaryu, or many ? 
Pürvapaksa : ** There should be one ” 

Siddhanta : ** They must be several; as the originative injunction 
contains the plural forms * Camasadhvaryavah T ^ <a T 


Adhikarana (12). The number of Camasadhvaryus — be T'en 
Question : What should be the number of Camasadhvaryus ? , 
Péürvapaksa : There being no particular number prescribed, they 

should be three only, according to 11.1.43 .. 

Siddhanta: They should be Ten; because in connection with the 
Dagapéya sacrifice, which is a Modification of the Jyotishtoma, 
they are referred to as ‘Ten’? .. 

The number of Cups, Camasas, is Ten; this also indicates the 
same number for the Camasadhvaryus T gi ee 
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Adhikarana (19. The Qum ris not distinct from the — 

Priests be: 

Question : Is the Qamitr- ineluded a among the Pr incipal 1 Priests ? or 
is he distinet from them ? 

Pürvapaksa : ** As he is mentioned by à distinet name * Gamitr l 
he must be distinct from the others’ 4 

Siddhanta : He is not distinct from the others ; because the name 

' Qamitr ' does not appear in the originative Injunetion 


Adhikarana (14). The Upaga Priest is not distinet from tho 

others ee e T T 

Subject-matter : The sentence * Nàdhvaryurupajapet' prohibits the 
duties of the U paga being performed by the Adhvaryu 

Question : Are the duties of the Upaga to be performed by one of 
the Principal Priests other than the i gal ? or by a totally 
distinct priest ? " 

Siddhanta : They should be performo i by one of the Principal 
Priests (with the exception of the Adhvaryu) e. 


Adhikarana (15). The Seller of Soma is distinct from tho Priests 
Question: Is the Soma-seller one of the Priests, or distinct from 
then?  .. 
Pürvapaksha : **'The Soma-v endor must be one of the Principal 
Priests. as he is mentioned along with tiem" 
Siddhanta : The Soma-vendor is a totally different person 


Adhikarana (16). The name ‘ Rivik’ is not applicable to all the 
persone engaged in a sacrifice .. 

Question: Are all the persons engaged in the performance of a sacri- 
fice to be called * Riviks’ ? or only some of them ? 

Pürvapaksha : * The term ‘ Rivik’ literally means one who por- 
farms sacrifices at appointed times; and as such is applicable to 
all persons engaged in the performance of a sacrifice "' T 

Siddhanta : The Vedic declaration * Saptada.a rtvijah' distinctly 
precludes the application of the name ‘ Rtvik’ to EE other 
than the Seventeen... 

Persons other than the Seventeen ‘cannot be regarded as ' function- 
ing towards the accomplishment of the sacrifice! — .. de 

Being appointed cannot be the differentia of the * Rtvik’ i 

The application of the name * Rtvik’ is dependent, not upon its 
etymological meaning of ‘ performing sacrifices at stated times,’ 
but on certain sanctifications, such as ‘ appointment,’ ‘ niin. 
of the sacrificial fee,’ and so forth : 
These two conditions are fulfilled only by seventeen persons : 

The real denotation of the term ‘ Rivik’ implies four factors :— 
(1) * performing of sacrifices at stated times,' (2) * capability of 
pertorming sacrifices,' (3) ' being obtained by appointment,’ and 
(4) * receiving of sacrificial fees ' 

‘Character of the Rivik,’ * Rtviktva, brought about si A: edic study 

Rtviktva not created by Appointment m x 

Denotation of the name ‘ Ahavaniya 

At the Sattra, all the performers are ‘ Y ajamina’ 

No ‘ appointment’ of, or ‘ Fees’ to Priests at the Satira 

The phrase ‘Seventeen Rtviks' refers to persons who have bcon 
previously ascertained to possess the caoacity to help in the 
sacrifice, and who have been obtained by means of Appointment ° 
and Fees .. ws e» es ve T 
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* Varana’ (Appointing) and * Bharana (rewarding) of Priests are 
equivalent to ‘ obtaining ' 
Tho declaration of ‘ Seventeen Priests’ cannot be taken as singling 


out 17 from among the rest m 
The declaration serves the purpose of restr icting tho name * Rtvik ’ 
to the seventeen persons only .. ut w de 


Adhikarana (17). Brahma and the other Priests mentioned along 
with Initintions and Sacrificial Fees make up the ' Seventeen 
Priests’ .. 

Question : Who are the persons referred to by the phrase ‘ Seventeen 
Priests’ ? 

Pürvapaksha : ** Any person employed ot the original sacrifice may 
be regarded as included among the seventeen ” 

Sidzhanta: The number of Priests is limited by the Co- ordination 
o! certain persons with certain sacrificial details : 

This Co-ordination is expressed in tho sentence laying down the 
order in which Sacrificial Fees are to be paid 

In this connection the Priests are only the Brahma and other 


Principal Priests, and not the minor ones ee 
Tho Initiation also is laid down for the i’rinoipal Priests only X 
Denotation of the title * Etvik' is based upon * tho performance of 

sacrifices at stated times’ as done by the said Priests be 


Adhikarana (18). It is the Master who makes up the Seventeenth 
Priest 2 Se 
Subject-matter : Only Sixteen Priesta aro mentioncd in ‘connection 
with the Sacrificial Fees and the Initiations; otker persons men- 
tioned in connection with the sacrifice are (1) The Sadasyas 
(assembled guests), (2) the Yajamana — of the Sacrifice) 
end (3) the Camasadhvaryus á . we oe T 

Question : Who is the * seventeenth ' Priest ? 

Pürvapaksha: ** The Sadasya renders services s: imilar to those 
rondered by the other sixteen Priests, hence it is the Sadasya that 
should be the Seventeenth ”’ m vis 

Siddhanta: The Master is the Seventeenth Priest 

The Siddhanta does not mean the entire exclusior of the Sadasya 
from the sacrifice 

Though not * appointed, ' the Master fulfils all the other conditions 


cf * Priest-hood ' im à 
The Sadasya, though * appointed,’ "has no special function i in con- 
nection with the performance .. : os 


The Sadasya is there only to witness the sacrifice 

Tho ‘appointment’ of the Sadasya is —— formal, in 1 fulfilment 
cf an Injunction to that effect 

The assertion by the Bhashya that ‘ there i is no Sadasya’ is much 
too sweeping ; and has no meaning oe ms es 


Adhiiarana (19). (A) The Fire belorgs to the Original Sacrifice 
as well as its Modifications (B) The actions named after particular 
priests are to be performed by those priests m 

Subject-matter : Employment of things governed by Name 

Question (a): As regards Sacrificial Actions, may all the actions be 
cone by any of the Priests ? or is there any restriction — 
the actual performers ? 

Pirvapaksha (B): As stated by Bháshya to bo embodied in 
Sūtra (39): ** All the Priests may perform all the actions, with- 
out any restriction; as they are al sc tl for the purpose of 

ccomplishing the Sacrifice”  . v et UL 
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This statement of Pürvapaksha criticised 

The exact meaning of ' all actions’ 

Meaning of ‘ sarvam purusakaryam i 

Meaning of ‘ sarvartha | (in Sūtra :9) as applying to the Fires" .. 

* Agnayacca svakalatva!’ (in Sütrr wu must be taken as the state- 
ment of a S?ddhanta .. 

The Adhikarana expounded as two- fold, embodied i in Sūtra 39, of 
which the second hslf sets fort): the Siddhanta (A) and the first 
half the Pirvapaksha (B) 

The second exposition: Question (4 ): Do the Sacrificial Fires beleng 
to the Original Primary Sacrifico only, or to all sacrifices ? , 
Ptirvapaksha (A): ** The Fires must belong to the Original Sacrifico 

onl : " 

Siddhanta (A): The T Tie ‘08 should belong to all sacrifices 

The * sarvürtha ' mentioned in tho ;:resent connection is not the same 
as that mentioned in 3.6.15 : 

Siddhanta (A) [Put forward in the Bhashya as Adhikarana 20): 
There should be a restriction rogarding the Actions to be per- 
formed by each Priest, because there are distinct names, applied 
to Actions, after certain Priests 

‘Hautra’ is the name of Actions which are to be done by the 
Hotr Priest and so forth 

Objection: **'T'he name * Hautra’ is ; not applied on tho basis of the 
act being done by the particular Priest named Hotr " 

‘« Nor is the name * Fotr’ dependent upon the doing of the acts 
called * Haura'" . 

‘The connection between the two may be based entirely upon 
verbal similarity ” 

Answer : No connection can be based upon n mero verbal ‘similarity : 
There iis no connection between what is signified by the word 

‘ Gala’ with that signified by the word * M ala ; : m 

The connection between ‘ Rajya ` and ‘ Raja’ v: MT 

On the basis of the two names * Hotr’ and * Hautra’ we can assume 
a text to the effect that * Actions called Hautra form the duty of 
the Priest called Hoi,’ 

This Adhikarana (B) serves as 'an introduction to the next 
Adhikarana e es T - 


Adhikarana (21). [Exception tc foregoing Adhikarana]: In cer- 
tain cases the indication of the performer by the name of the 
Action is not acceptable X 

Question: Is the rule arrived st in the foregoing ` Adhikarara 
universal ? «s os : 

Pirvapaksa : ** The rule ‘is universal E uM ^ WM 

Siddhanta : The rule is not universal: In certain cases, the indica- 
tion of the general name (‘ Hawira, e.g.) id be inadmissible, in 
view of a specific Injunction .. 

The passage quoted in this connection by the Bhashya is not 
portinent se 

[The Vartika does not quote any othe er paaeage] 


AGhikarana (22). Tie Anuvacena (Reciting) and the Praica 
(Directing) are to be done jointly by the Maitravaruna Priest 
Visayavükya : 'Tacnān mattrivarunah présyatr cünucaha ca,’ 
which mentions the two actions of Reciting and Directing found 
to be named respectively ‘ Ád^»aryava,' and ‘Hautra’ after the 
Adhvaryu and the Hotr Priest rospectively 

Question : Does the rontence preclude the indications ‘of the two 
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names in all cases of Reciting and Directing, or in only some 
cases ? oe 

Piirvapaksha: ** All Recitings and all Directings are to be done by 
the Maitravaruna Priest, and the Direct Declaration sets aside 
the indications of the names in all cases’ : 

Siddhanta: The sentence quoted applies only to the case of the 
Reciting of the Puronuvükyaà, which is accompanied by directive 
words 5 

The sentence does not apply to all Recitings ‘and Directings 

The sentence occurs in connection with the Puronuvakyā only 

Theo Puronuvākyā verses end with the imperative word * yaja ' 

Tne Puronuvākyā hasa mixed character, being recitable and also 
containing directions 

It could not therefore be done either by the Adhvaryu or by the 
Hotr ae e 

The Puronuvakya- reciting is to be done by the Maitravaruna 

The Hotr cannot do the Puronuvakya, as he is specifically men- 
tioned in connection with the Prataranuvika = 55 


Adhikarana (23). The Camusa-homa is to be done by the 
Adhvaryu 
Question: Is the Camasa-homa to bo performed by. the Cama- 
sadhvaryu or by the Adhvaryu ? : 
Piu vapaksha: ** On account of the specific. name * Camasa-homa ` 
all the Actions therein involved Unnayana, Ásadana and Homa 
are to be done by the Camasadhvryu” . : 
Siddhanta : The Camasa-homa should be done by the Adhvaryu 
Other priests also are spoken of in connection with the Camasas 
The Camasadhvaryus can act for the Adhvaryu, only in cases where 
the Adhvaryu is unable to do the Homa .. — "T 


Adhikarana (24). The Qyéna and the Vajapeya are performed by 
several Priests 


Subject-matter : The Cyéna sacrifice prescribed in the Audgütra sec- 
tion and the Vajapeya prescribed in the Adhvaryava section 


Question : Are all Actions connected with the Cyéna and the 


Vajapeya to be done by the Udgütr and the Adhvaryu respect- 
ively ? or are both to be done by several Priests? . - es 
Pürvapaksha : ** All actions connected with the Gyéna are to be 


done by the Udgatr, and all actions connected with the Vajapeya . 


are to be done by the Adhvaryu et 
Siddhanta : The Gyéna should be performed by several Priests 


The Names of the itii. are not set aside ae the Primary  .. 
Kantakavitodana 


ee e 


PADA VIII. 


^dhikarana (1). The Purchase is to be done by the Master 

Exception to Indications by Name 

Subject-matter : The Purchasing of priestly services mentioned 
among ` Adhvaryava’ acts 

Question : 18 the purchase of Soma to be done by the Master of the 
sacrifices ? or by the Adhvaryw and the other Priests ? 

Pürvapaksha: ** The Purchase is to be done by the Adhvaryu, at 
the imploration by the Y. ajamüna, the Master ”’ . 

Siddhante. Mere * Imploration ' i ES his is nöt counte 
nanced by Veda : ANS A 
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Adhikarana (13).  Karana-Mantras ask for results accruing to the 
Master T . * 


Subject-matter : The Mantra‘ M amagré varco ete. ' ws 

Question : Is the * glory’ asked for in the Mantra meant for the 
Priest or for the Master ? an 

Pürvapaksa | ** The glory accrues to the Priest reciting the 
Mantra" .. ga ; Ae m 

Siddhanta: The glory accrues to the Master 73 a 

Benedictions are subsidiary to the Principal action T PGR 

Anvadhana of Fire not done by the Master .. ae 


All benedictions pronounced by Priests are meant for the Master .. 


Adhikarana (14). Results affecting actions belong to Priests — .. 

(Exception to foregoing Adhikarana) 

S'ubject-matter : The Mantra * ASH etc.' which speaks of * not 
make me hot’ : 

Question : Does the result—' not making “hot ' -pertain to the 
Master or to the Priest reciting the Mantra ? oe 

Pürvapaksa : (embodied in the Siddhanta of preceding Adhi. ) 

Siddhünia : Such results as affect the Actions pertain to the 
Priest ge a 

Because such is distinctly mentioned T: ri 


Adhikarana (15). Purification of Materials pertains to Primary 
and Subsidiary Sacrifices 

This Adhi. only applies the Siddhanta of 3-T7- l to the subject of the 

Purification of Materials o " Kc 


Adhikarana (16). Accessory Details peculiar to the Primary are 
not applicable to the Modifications m ie z 
Subject-matter : Sacrificial details .. Ay 
Question : Do all aecessory details apply to the Modifications ? 
Pürvapakea : ** All accessory details are applicable to Modifieations 


also "' 
Siddhànta : The detail peculiar to the Primary cannot apply to tho 
Modifications m a oe 
Bhasya explained 2 im oe oe 2 


Adhikarana (17). Vidhrti and Pavitra to be made of Paribho- 

janiya grass 2 

Subject-matter : Making ‘of Pavitra and Vidhrti oe 

Question : Are these to be made of grass meant for apu on the 
altar ? or of some other grass? .. 

Pürvapaksa : ** They are to be made of the grass meant for spread- 
ing on the altar " we ws Pi 

Siddhanta : They are to be made of the Paribhojaniya grass 


Adhikarana (18). It is the Cake ete. of the » OFS Sacrifice that 
should be kept in .. 
Subject-matter : * Purodacacakalam ete.” 
Question: Is the ‘cake-piece’ cut out of the cake used at the 
Original Sacrifice ? or from elsewhere? — .. . 
Pürvapaksa : ** The pieces are to be obtained from elaswiiere”” 
Siddhanta; The pieces should be obtained from the cake used 
at the original Primary Sacrifice 
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Savaniya only ? or at all offerings ? : 
Pürvapaksa : ** It is to be offered in all offerings ” ae 
Siddhanta : It is to be used at the Savaniy& poly 
Objections answered  .. EA 
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994, 1046, 1048, 1073, 1141, 1142, 
1143, 1144, 1146, 1148, 1150, 1'52, 
1156, 1157, 1164, 1165, 1182, 1190, 
1191, 1192, 1193, 1194, 1227, 1266, 
1508, 1511, 1518, 1520, 1522, 153”, 
1540, 1549, 1565, 1567, 1568, 1571, 
1572, 1579, 1583 1587. 1588, 1559, 
1595, 1596, 1597, 1598, 1600, 1605 

Acharya, 242. 

Accusative ending 671, 1021. 

Acquisition, 883. 


Adabhya. 863, 864, 1559. 


Adhana, 832, 855, 857, 

Adharma, 2? 

Adhastat samidhan dhürayan anudra- 
=A upari hi devebhyo dharayati, 


1141, 1232, 1526. 


Adhvarakalpa, 1516. 
Adhvaryu, 153, 1162, 1389, 
. 1628, 1651, 1653, 1692. 
Adhvaryava, 1162, 1271, 
1651. 

A diti, 98. 

Adityasthali, 1113. 

Affix, 475, 478. 

1290, 
1304, 1475, 1481. 
ix Feminine, 1327. 

\ffix Conjugationsl. 478, 
1317, 1322, 1329, 1330. 

Affix abstract, 979, 1333, 1334. 

Agama, 280. 


1479, 1623, 


1384, 1389, 


1301, 1302, 1303, 


1313, 1315, 


Agastya, 101. 

Aghara, 398, 402, 633, 635, 679, 680, 
€81, 692. 

Aghéramaghareynti, 679, G&2, 689. 

Agna ayahi, 1090, 1091. 

Agné patnivan sajürdevena tvastra 
somena piba, 1116. 

Agnaye, 1058. 

Agnavisni, etc,’ 1698. 
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Agnéstrnani, 1023. 

Agnayaga svakülatvat, 1645. 

Agnayo justam nirvapami, 1179. 

Agneyamajamagnistome àalabheta āin- 

. dragnamukthyé dvitiyam, 1572. 

Agneyyanumantrana, 1157. 

Agnayl, 102, 1090, 1093, 1094, 1096, 
0 


| Agnéya, 411, 633, 636, 647, 658, 880, 


881, 887, 1049, 1050, 1051, 1052, 1057, 


1195, 1419, 1424, 1425, 1428, 1431, 
1432. 
Agneyan caturdha karoti, 1049, 1194. 


Agneyamast&kapülam nirvapet rukka- 
_ mah, £81. 
Agnevostakapalah, 662, 1427, 1432, 
_ 1434. 
Agnéostakapalo bhavati, 1425, 1426. 
Agneostikaphlo bhavati etaya annad- 
| yakamam yajayet, 883. 
Agnéostakapalo hiranyam daksina, 
816. [887. 

Agnéostükapalo mavasyayam bhavati, 

Agnéostikap&lo mavasyayam paurna- 
masyancacyuto bhavati, 887, 1419. 

Agreyya, 102, 1091, 1093 

Agueyya agnidhramupatisthaté, 1090, 
1543. 

Agni, 102, 547, 694, 695, 868, 867, 868, 
869, 870, 1049, 1050, 1051, 1056, 1078, 
1086, 1091, 1095, 1121, 1125, 1127, 
1137, 1419, 1424, 1426, 1427, 1428, 
1431, 1432, 1433, 1434, 1435, 1552, 
1553. 

Agnicayana, 866. 

Agnidagninvihara, 1068. 

Agnid Agnid, 85,97. 

Agnidhra, 1097, 1101. 

Agnidhropasthana. 1090. 

Agnihotra, 398, 680, 681, 692, 694, 695, 
698, 752, 771, 852, 871, 872. 873, 875, 
76. 877, 890, 891, 892, 896, 901, 1280. 

Agnihotram juhoti, 67t, 682, 689, 695. 

Agnihotrin, 270. 

Agnim, 808. 

Agniücinute. .alhat 'gnimagnis toménà- 
nujanati, 866. 

Agnirmünavakab, 1055, 1057. 

Agnirinürdha re. £3. 

Agni-soma, 1552, 1553. 

Agnisomiya, 547, 1049, 1234, 1636, 1537 
1551, 1653, 1567. 

Agnistoma., 1239, 1246, 1250, 1264, 1535, 
1569. 
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Agnistome, 1250, 1254, 1589. 
Agnistut, 783. 

Agnitrahimanah, 444. 

Agniraruni, 1088. 

Agniviharana, 1068. 

Agravanti Pragagrani udgagrani, 1282. 
Agrayanasthali, 1114. 

Ahvaniya, 1531, 1532, 1635. 

Ahichatra, 194. 


Ahina, 1223, 1224, 1225, 1226, 1239, 1376. . 


Ahitagnirva ésa yo’agnihotram juhoti, 
900. 

Ahvayati, 1067. 

Aibhiragné .. patnivatastrim catas-trim- 
ca..madaysva, 1118. 

Aindra, 1195. 

Aindragna, 1019, 1086, 1192, 1193. 

Aindrvayava, 1457, 1458, 1459. 

Aindravayavam grhnait, 701, 709. 

Aindri, 1061, 1169, 1172 1178, 

Aindryd, 1172. 

Aindryà qürahapatyamuptishthate, 1167, 
1169, 1170, 1173, 1176, 1190, 1201. 

Aiticayana, 1129. 

Aja, 1327. 

Ajya, 397, 416. 

Pancadacajyant, 396. 

Ajyabhaga, 646, 1043, 1044, 1144, 1145. 

Akanksa, 1208. 

Akrti, 331. 

Alabhét, 02, 853, 854. 

Alambhana, 845, 848, 850, 851. 

Allegorical-interpretation, 44. 

Alphabet, 296. 

Altar, 1595, 1610, 1611, 1613, 1628. 

Amavàsya, 650, 664, 1044. 

Amçu, 864, 1559. 

Amcum grhnati, 863. 

Amyaksütah, 100. 

Anabhihite, 1338, 1357, 1360, 1361, 

Analogy, 4, 107, 310, 498, 802, 951. 

Anavanam yajatt, 1487, 

Andra, 820. 

Anga, 930. 

Animal, 388, 854, 970, 988, 991, 1234, 


1237, 1938, 1257, 1259, 1535, 1539, 
1551, 1553, 1557, 1558. 

Aukea, 737. 

Anna, 1381. 


Anointment, 822. 

Anrtam, 1365. 

Antarvedi, 1611. 

Anu, 867. 

Anubandhya, 1144, 1145, 1535, 1539. 
Anujanati, 867. 

Anusanga, 599, 605, 606, 609. 
Anuvacana, 1651. 

Anuvada, 1017. 

Anuvasatkara, 1122. 
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Anvaharyapacana, 1273, 1365. 

Apacabda, 270. 

Apacavo và anyé, 448. : 

Appointment, 1488, 1489, 1622 1632, 
1634, 1635, 1636, 1641. 

Apürva, 265, 336, 471, 472, 473, 474, 
495, 497, 498, 499, 500, 501, 502, 503, 
504, 506, 510, 511, 512, 513, 514, 515, 
523, 532, 610, 613, '621, 623, 625, 724, 
793, 861. 937, 048, 949, 950; 953, 954, 
957, 958, 1027, 1097, 1208, 1266, 1267 
1311, 1374, 1514, 1562, 1564. 

Arambhaniya, 1533. 

Architecture, 19]. 

Ardhamantarvediminoti, 1610. 

Arjuna, 193. 

Area, 228. 

Arthavada, 1, 3, 11, 20, 21, 28, 24, 26, 
26-32, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 43, 53, 65, 
66, 68, 81, 93, 119, 122, 375, 429, 430, 
439, 565, 672, 854, 925, 1135, 1137, 
1218, 1242, 1269, 1273, 1276, 1280, 
1286, 1288, 1309, 1398, 1403, 1455, 
1406, 1407, 1145, 1451, 1497, 1501, 
1553. 

Arivija, 1403. 

Artvijye, 1410. 

Aruna, 980. 

Arunaya, 959, 970,.974, 975, 980, 981, 
984, 985, 987. 

Arunaya pingüke sya &£kahayanyü somam 
krinüti, 959, 1186. 

Arya, 208, 209, 219. 

Áryavarta, 217, 828. 

Acvàübhidhün*, 91. 

Acvin, 1546, 1549. 

Acvina, 1453. 

Astakd, 112. 

Astükapala, 1409. 

Asamyuktam, 1157, 1158. 

Asandeha, 283. 

Ass,1008. 

Asti, 483. 

Asura, 287. 

Asyah, 965. 

Atah, 923. 

Atha, 923, 926. 

Athaisa Jyotih, atha vicvajyotih , 731. 

Atharva, 156, 157 

Atha va, 772. 

Atirütra, 1250, 1569. 

Atithya, 1144, 1145. 

Atmanepada, 1617, 1618, 1619. 

Aupavasathya, 1535. 

Audgatra, 1466. 

Avabhrtha, 1144, 1145. 

Avadayavadaya .. ... svistakrtévadyat 
pratyabhigharayati, 1446. 

Avadyatt, 701, 702. 

Avaghata, 1026. 
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Avédana, 1045, 1046, 1047, 1048. 
(Addressing.) 
Avestt, 810, 816, 817, 820, 821, 828, 829, 
830, 831, 883. 
Avivaksa, 996, 997, 999. 
Ayurvai ghrtam, 460. 


Babara pravühani, 14. 

Badari, 939. 941. 

Bahirvedi, 1611. 

Bahu, 1332, 1335. 

Bahusu, 1332. 

Bahutva, 1332, 1335. 

Bahuvrihi, 808, 959, 961, 966. 967, 070. 

Bathing, 1370. 

Bauddha 166, 167, 226, 232, 233, 234. 

Barhaspatya, 816. 

Beaconing, 485. 

Redding, 441. 

Being, 333. 

Bhaga, 1262, 1266, 1267, 1268, 1419. 

Bhaksa, 1102. 

Bhaksanuvaka, 1103, 1107, 1108, 1128, 
1189. 

Bhaksé hi ma vica. .bhaksay&mi, 1162. 
Bhaksitapyaàyitangcamasàn...... daksi- 
nasyanasóvalambe sádayanti, 1460. 

Bharana, 1636. 

Bharyam, 1384. 

 Bhàsya, 5, 6, 15, 26, 32, 39, 66, 69, 70, 

"71, 78, 116, 118, 147, 169, 178, 204, 
207, 239, 249, 250, 253, 256, 340, 341, 
345, 355, 356, 357, 358, 361, 362, 365, 
373, 383, 419, 426, 465, 469, 492, 494, 
515, 517, 531, 547, 554, 555, 565, 666, 
569, 587, 603, 610, 611, 612, 614, 689, 
690, 708, 709, 723, 751, 752, 758, 797, 
798, 834, 835, 852, 853, 870, 873, 878, 
913, 924, 926, 928, 936, 937, 940, 941, 
942, 971, 972, 1010, 1050, 1051, 1074, 
1079, 1082, 1083, 1085, 1171, 1203, 
1216, 1217, 1224, 1228, 1269, 1275, 
1351, 1407, 1443, 1457, 1462 1500, 
1503, 1520, 1540, 1543, 1548, 1550, 
1597, 1622, 1642, 1643, 1646, 1650. 

Bhavana, 20, 21, 23, 250, 473, 474, 475, 
478, 480, 481, 482, 483, 485, 486, 488, 
489, 491, 492, 494, 610, 611, 612, 613, 
616, 659, 689, 732, 787, 877, 878. 908, 
997, 1000, 1001 1003, 1004, 1012, 1208, 
1289, 1291, 1301, 1303, 1313, 1314, 
1317, 1318, 1319, 1320, 1336, 1340, 
1343, 1347, 1348, 1353, 1360, 1361, 
1619. 

Bhavartha, 474, 493. 

Bhavarthacbada, 492. 

Bhavagabda, 473. 

Bhavati, 477. 

Bhavayati, 478. 

Bhavayét—-katham, 492. 
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Bhavayét—kim, 488. 

^ kena, 489. 

Bhisma, 190. 

Bhüt&mcea. 100. 

Bhü 477, 478 

Bhiyastva, 1154. 

Bilva 1573. 

Body, 517, 519, 521, 901, 998, 1257, 
1259, 1370. 

Boy, 1050. 

Brahma, 1623, 1638. 


| Brahmacharya, 162, 163. 


Brihmana. 7, 10, 103, 193, 194, 195, 
196, 198, 227, 241, 444, 568, 570, 816, 
821, 828, 890. 908, 1051, 1131, 1219, 
1222, 1247, 1377, 1379, 1462, 1497, 
1499, 1502, 1503. 

Brahmanéna na mlechhitavyam, 2 9 

Branch, 1554. | i 

Brhat, 919. 

Bricks, 1561. 

Brightness 1383. 

Buddha, 165, 179. 

Bull, 291. 

Butter, 946, 1445, 1446, 1447, 1448, 1449, 
1511, 1707. 


Cake, 94, 1049, 1051, 1052, 1257, 1259, 
1421, 1442, 1448, 1444, 1454, 1455, 
1456. 

Calf, 852, 853. 

Calling, 1065, 1066. 

Camasa, 1470, 1623, 1625. 

Camasadhvaryu, 1623, 1624, 1625, 1640. 

Cart, 1454, 1615. 

Cart wheel-shaped, 1454. 

Caru, 1259, 126, 1262, 1265, 1266, 
1411, 1419, 1422, 1423, 1424, 1426, 
1427, 1428, 1431, 1432, 1433, 1434, 
1435, 1444. 

Caste, 10, 11, 816, 818, 819, 821, 823. 

Cattle, 1518, 1525. 

Caturhotrà pirnamasi, 1604. 

Caturmasya, 902. 

Cayana, 866, 868, 869. 

Challenge, 876. 

Chanda, 12). 

Chandoga, 1466. 

Chanting, 184. 

Child, 9, 10, 49. 

Cinuté, 868. 

Chopping, 1053, 1595. 

Citpatistva etc , 605. 

Citra, 368, 388, 390. 

Citrini, 1561. 


, Cleaning, 1556. 


Cloth, 145, 146, 153. 


' Clothes, 1382, 1383, 1386. 


Coalition, 1165, 1166, 
Commence, 187. 
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Competition, 1524. 

Compilation, 165, 167, 168. 

Completion, 899, 906, 917. 

Composite, 648, 650, 665. 

Compound, 545, 547, 548 550, 556, 807, 
808, 959, 960. 961, 965, 966, 967. 968, 
970, 1471. 

Compound—Bahuvrihi, 808, 959, 961, 
966, 967, 970. 

Concord, 106. 


Conflict, 1164, 1165, 1172, 1174 1178, 
1182, 1183, 1186, 1187, 1188, 1189, 
1190, 1191, 1192, 1193, 1194, 1196, 
1200, 1203, 1204, 1205, 1207, 1210 
1212, 1214, 1224, 1227, 1239, 1256, 
1269, 1291, 1370. | 

Conversation, 1380, 1381 | 

Conversing, 1380, 1381. | 

Cooking, 1258, 1352 

Cora, 521, 951, 954. 

Couplets. 1087. 

Courses, 1380,1381. 

Covering, 1284, 1550, 1553. 

Covering, protective, 1284. 

Cows, 817, 854. 

Cubit, 1028, 1029. 

Cups 815, 863, 1108, 1109, 1110, 1111, 
1112, 1124, 1125, 1449, 1461 1463, 
1468, 1469, 1470, 1474, 1477, 1479, 
1494, 1496, 1497, 1499, 1503, 1523, 
1524, 1525, 1546, 1549, 1623, 1625. 


Cupholder, 1468 

Cabdabrahma, 998, 999. 

Cabdatva, 293. 

Cákha, 903, 904, 908, 910, 913, 914. 
CAakta, 1215. 

Cala, 1648. 

Camitr, 1626. 

Camyu, 1377, 1379. 

Cantimuyah Sruchah, 538. 

Castra, 542, 563. 
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(astra, 316. 

Catam brahmanàh somam bhaksayanti, 
1497, 1499, 1501, 1502. 

Catapatha, 1051, 1052. 

(esa, 921, 922, 923, 930, 1420, 1425. 

Cesalaksana, 921, 922, 923. 

Ciksa, 119. 

Cona, 1322, 1324, 1328. 

Cono dhavati, 1328. 

Cri, 1327. 

Crotriya, 1255. 

Cruta, 153. 

Qruti, 124, 936, 1164, 1167, 
1170, 1172, 1173, QUI. 
1178, 1179, 1183, 1184, 
1190 1191, 1194, 1195, 
1198, 1199, 1200, 1201, 
1215, 1216, 1218, 1220, 
1224, 1227, 1230, 1288, 


1168, 1169, 
1176, 1177. 
1186, 1187, 
1196, 1197, 
1202, 1212, 
1221, 1223, 
i309. 


Cunahshapa, 1210. 
Qundhadhvam, 1212. 
CQ veta, 885. 

Cyéna, 403, 1707. 


Dabdhiramiasit, 1169. 

Dadhi, 691, 752, 771, 946, 1490. 

Dadhna Juhoti, 679, 691. 

Dadhnendriyakamasya Juhuyat, 752. 

Daksaàyana, 840, 841, 842, 843. 

Daksinüh somasya, 1608. ` 

Daksyayanayajnetia yajeta, 840. 

Darga, 152, 1078, 1080, 1084, 1085. 

Dareapürnamasa, 633, 666, 840, 841, 
842, 845, 847, 851, 873, 946, 948, 950, — 
1031, 1034, 1039, 1078, 1144, 1156, 
1212, 1235, 1238, 1276, 1277, 1280, 
1289, 1310, 1364, 1365, 1374, 
1389, 1515, 1532, 1595, 1597. 
1600, 1604, 1616. 

Darvi-homa, 1148. 

Dacadacaikamecamasanupasan por 
1497, 1501. 

Daçāpavitreņa, 1016 - 

Daçāpavitreņa graham sammarsti, 994. 

Daçapëya, 1497, 1625. 

Dagatya 1093. 

Dative, ending, 671. 

Day, 46, 1228, 1225. 1226, 1227, 
1242, 1535, 1510. 

Death 896. 

Deity, 414, 424, 427, 542, 543, 547, 549, 
552, 553, 554, 556, 561, 562, 646, 669, 
671, 672, 698, 705, 717, 719, 736, 856, 
857, 864, 908, 1059, 1070, 1072, 1074, 
'076, 1078, 1082, 1083, 1084, 
1083, 1108, 1109, 1110, 1111, 
1113, 1114, 1115, 1116, 1117, 
1119, 1122, 1123, 1124, 1125, 
1153, 1169, 1219, 1260, 1262, 
1264, 1266, 1207, 1424, 1432, 1413, 
1454, 1522. 4 

Delinquencies, 1366. 

Deliverance, 119. 

Denominations, 962. 

" verbal, 960. 
nominal, 960. 

Denotability, 1339. 

Deprecation, 24, 26, 42. 

Desire, 810, 881, 1296, 1300. " 

Devadatta, 1327, 1351. E 

‘Devasya tvà;..nirvapami, 1181. 

Devavai Camyum..abruvan..yo brah- 
manáyüvaguret, 1377. 

Dharma, 2, 5, :1, 104, 115. 119, 128, 
133, 166, 180, 181, 184, 187, 188, 203, 
263, 267, 269, 282, 320, 924. 

Dhayys, 1088. 

Dhrtarastra, 191. 

Durtyai, 1242, 1240. 
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1239, 


1445, 1447, 1448. 
1102. 
, 1412. 
1595. 
omasy a, 1608. 
ïyā, 1144, 1145, 1569, 1580. 
ecting, | 1641, 1652, 1689. 


E 


. 1286, 1380, 1653. 

Direction, 1617, 1618, 1689. 

Dirgha, 1239, 1241, 1242. 
Dirghasoma, 1239, 1240, 1241. 
Dirghasoma santrdy ad, dhrtyai, 1239. 


Distigurement, 1386. 
Disposal, 1412, 1439, 1450, 1158, 


Disruption, 1142. 
Draupadi, 192. 
Dravida, 219. 
Drinker, 1117. 
Drinking, 1116, 1411. 
‘Drtinavanitain’ 1705. 

 Dropsy, 1393, 1398. 
Duality, 1229, 1230, 1232. 
Duplication, 905, 915. 

Durability, 1242, 1243. 
Dvadacaha, 1223. 
Dvaipayana, 190. 

. Dviraindravayavyasya bhaksayati 

"01457, 1458. 

Dviratra, 1229. 
Dvirhvisóvadyati, 
Dvyavadàna, 1419. 


1421, 14 3 


Dvyavadanam juhoti, 1425, 1427, 1434. 


Eating, 1102, 1103, 11:5. 

1113, 1116, 1118, 1119, 
1126, 1129, 
1457, 1459, 
1464, 1466, 
1473, 1474, 
1482, 1485, 
1490, 1493, 
1503. 


1108, 
1120, 
1130, 


1475, 
1486, 1487, 
1494, 1497, 


Effort, 1107. 
p 1105. 
ani, 961, 967, 965, 980, 981, 982, 
= 983, 984, 985, 991. 
Bkahayanya. 959, 985, 988. 
E n hayanam asyüh, 967. 


ya hayanasya iyam, $67. [269. 
ig Cabdah....Kümadhug  bhavati, 
ikam, 1501. 

thavartivat vacah, 1166. 


nents, 518, 810. 
; loyment, 1643. 


| [1618. 
dings, 637, 1349, 1350, 1352, 


1617. 


Direction, 121, 486, 593, 1066, 1193, 1203, 


j 1571. 
Disposal-offering, 1076, 1453, 1456, 1458. 


1109, 
1122, 
1442, 
1460, 1401, 
1468, 1470, 

1476. | 
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dog 


Endings, Case 537, 1350, 1352. 

Endings, Conjugational, 1349, 1350. 

Enemy, 1386. 

Entirelv, 1154. 

E: — i darsapürnamüsayadakeina, 1443, 

Esa vat haviea. 
863. 

Etasya, 784, 

Etasyaiva revatisu varavantiyam, 774. 

! Etayá anvüdhya Kamam, 828, 829. 

Ete vadanti hotucit pitrvà havirüdyam 
ácata, 1479. 

Etymology, 217, 418, 552, 891, 
1632. 

Eulogistic-character, 44. 

Eulogisation, 1074. 

Eulogy, 562, 892, 1444. 

Evening, 1554, 1556. 

Expiation, 897, 906, 917. 


...yo dabhyam grihitvà, 


1163, 


Face, 11, 49. 

—brightening of, 11. 

False, 1365. 

Falsity , 1367. 

Farming 187. 

Fasts, 184. 

Fat, 42, 1550. 

Father, 9,184. 

Fee, 1442, 1443, 1607, 1632, 1634, 1635, 
1636, 1638, 1640. 

Femininity, 1327. 

Festivals, 184. 

Fetching, 1554. 

Fire, 13, 46, 52, 421, 832, 833, 868, 869, 
870, 992, 1056, 1061, 1062, 1063, 1365, 
1433, 1434, 1527, 1530, 1531, 1532. 
1533, 1534, 1561, 1643, 1645. 


! Fire-kindling, 1040. 1041, 1614. 


Fire laying, 1141, 1142, 1143, 1148, 1526, 
1527, 1528, 1529, 1530, 1531, 1534. 

Fist, 1550. 

Fist closing, 1045, 1046, 1048. 


' Fondling, 854. 
. Foree, 505, 509, 709 


Footing, 1521, 1562. 

Fruit, 8070. 

Fuel, 1284, 1354. 

Fuel stick. 1284. 

Girhapatya, 1061, 
75.15. 

Garhapatyam, 1062, 1053. 

Gürhpatye, 1062, 1063. 

Gautama, 244, :45 

Gayatracchandasah, 1128. 

Géyatri, 1128. 

Gender, 979. 1002, 1327, 1328, 1350. 

Generation, 10. 

Genitive ending, 980, 988. 


1063, 1169, 1172, 
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Ghritam, 460, 461. 

Ghritam devanim mastu pitrinam, 1286. 

Gifts, 1224, 1390, 1393 to 1401. 

Gira, 1193. 

Glorification, 4, 122, 887, $88, 1288 

Gloss, 852. 

Go, 346, 963, 964. 

Gotva, 346. 

God, 45, 1120, 1274, 1379. 

Godüna, 925. 

Gold, 1382, 13806. 

Golden, 1196. 

Goman, 960, 963, 964, 965 

Goyajna, 925. 

Graha, 1026, 1027. 

Grahagrata, 805. 

Graham, 994, 1003, 
1017. 

Gaham Sammarsti, 997, 999, 1010 

Grahana, 710, 716, 719. 

Grahayét, 1406, 1408. 

Grain, 521, 1196, 1257, 

Grammarians, 969, 979, 
1329, 1330, 1337, 1343, 
1348, 1351, 1352, 1363. 

Grass, 1281, 1550, 1557, 1595, 1598. 

Grass bundle, 1070, 1072, 1074, 1076, 
1079, 1082, 1084. 

Grass spreading, 1045, 1046. 

Gràvastut, 1468. 

Greatness, 556. 

Greed, 156, 165, 174, 182, 184, 187. 

Grhnati, 702. 

Grhniyat, 810, 1408. 

Grhya, 271. 

Grhyasttra, 244, 252. 

Grinding, 1256, 1257, 1268 1260, 1262, 
1263, 1264, 1266, 1267, 1268. 

Guests, 1288, 1640. 

Guna, 930, 1054. 


1004, 1013, 1016, 


1258, 1259. 
1315, 
1344, 


1316, 
1347, 


Hautra, 1616, 1645, 
1651. 

Hariyojana, 1468, 1469. 

Hastam avanenakti, ulaparajinstrnàti, 
1045. 

Hasti, 1327. 

Havirdhàna, 1614, 1615. 

Havirdhane Gravabhisutya, ahavaniye 
hutva..Sadasi bhaksan bhaksayanti, 
1475, 

Haviskrt, 1066, 1067. 

Haviskrt ehi triravaghnan 4livayati, 
1065. 

Head 1602. 

Heart, 677, 1257. 

Heaven, 86, 98, 1399. 

Hell, 1312. 

Herbs, 86. 

Him avame, 1102. 


1647, 1649, 1650, 
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' Hotr, 


Holding, 1102, 1104, 1105, 1107, 1284, 
1285, 1320, 1546, 1549, 1580. 

Hole, 1553. 

Holaka, 248. 

Homa, 153, 184, 680, 681, 695, 752, 771, 


925, 1031, 1032, 1073, 1388, 1419, 
1432, 1435, 1438, 1437, 1459, 1475, 1477. 
Honey, 12. 
Horns, 86 98. 


Horse, 91, 1008, 1324, 1390, 1391, 1393, 
1396, 1397, 1400, 1401, 1403, 1404, 
1406, 1407, 1409, 1410. 

1203, 1479, 1480, 1486, 1616, 
1623, 1646, 1647. 1649, 1651, 1653. 

Hotugeamasah, 1459, 1461. 

Hrdayasyagre’ vadyati, 709. 

Hunger, 1107. 

Hymns, 542, 556, 557, 561, 562, 800, 
1090, 1102, 1107, 1128, 1153, 1193, 
1464, 1545. 

Hymn-singer, 1464, 1467. 

Hymning, 564, 778, 1463. 


Ida, 1454. 

Idámupahvayati, 1445. 

Idambrahmanah, 1442, 

Idam dyavaprthivi agniridam, 1083. 

Idamdy avaprthivi soma idam, 1083. 

Imamagrbhnan, 82, 91. 

Imamagrbhvam rashanfmrtasyétyac- 
vübhidhànimadatte, 1007. 

Implements, 956, 958, 973, 1957. 

Implication, 726, 1571, 1584, 1597. 

Import, 1295. 

Impurity, 157, 159, 1485, 1503. 

Incapability, 905, 915. 

Indication, 974, 977, 981. 1001, 1067, 
1074, 1086, 1104, 1105, 1116, 1155, 
1155, 1173, 1201, 1202, 1206, 1209, 
1218, 1214, 1241, 1278:0919]7 2 eee 
1517, 1526, 1650, 1652. 

Indra, 189, 543, 544, 549, 553, 554, 556, 
705, 1050, 1061, 1062, 1086, 1108, 
1109, 1110, 1113, 1114, 1123, 1194. 
1125, 1126, 1127, 1129; 10100 DD 
1176, 1267. 

Indrapita, 1127, 1129, 1130. 

indrapitasya, 1108, 1123, 1125, 11289: 

Indravayü, 1457. 

Indravayupatnivatpitasya, 1113. 

Indraya rathantaraya... .indraya cakva- 
raya, 1454. 

Inference, 121, 131, 308, 498, 1200, 1218, 
1351. 

Infringement, 1311, 1365, 1449. 

Initiation, 1607, 1638, 1640. 

Instrument, 376, 1354. 

Instrumental Ending, 981, 
1172. 

Intelligence, 26, 998. 


984, 985, 
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Intercourse, 1381. 

Interdependence, 149, 186, 928, 1274. 

Invitation, 1432, 1483, 1484, 1485. 

Tra, 1193. 

Isti, 654, 880, 1040, 1144, 1145, 1390, 
1391, 1393, 1391, 1390, 1397, 1398, 
1399, 1400, 1401. 1403, 1404, 1400, 
13280: 1596, 1527, 153?, 1533, 1534. 

Itihāsa, 25, 272. [793. 

Isi vratikamasyva nidbanam kurydat 


Jüghant, 1234, 1235, 1236, 1237, 1233. 
Jaghanyà patnih samyüjayanti, 1234. 
Jaimimi, 138. 

Jaina, 234. 

Jàmi, 669, 674. 

Jàmi, flaw of, 674. 

Jaünjabhyamana, 1374. 

Japa, 184. 

Jaramaryam va état satram, 900. 

Jaya, 1387, 1388, 1389. 

Jayate, 485. 

Joining together, 1239, 1210, 1212, 1243, 
1244, 1245, 1246, 1256. 

Juhoti, 1032 

Juhü, 1448, 1449, 1505. 

Juhuyat, 771. 

Jyotisa, 120. 

Jyotistoma, 731, 733, 805, 806, 807, 811, 
812, 813, 815, 868, 1097, 1100, 1123, 
-M144, 1145, 1147, 1148, 1152, 1153, 
1192, 1193, 1203, 1223, 1224, 1225, 
1286. 1222; 1229, 1230, 1231, 1233, 
1239, 1241, 1243, 1244, 1246, 1247, 
1248, 1249, 1250, 1252, 1253, 1254, 
1255, 1490, 1491, 1535, 1556, 1559, 
1562, 1563, 1569. 1570, 1571, 1580, 
1582, 1583, 1584, 1586, 1587, 1588, 
1589, . 1590, 1602, 1603, 1607, 1611, 
1623, 1625. 


Kadà ca nastarirasi, 1061, 1169, 1173. 

Kalabha, 1325. 

Kalpa, 224, 227, 229, 240, 241, 242, 
7. 

Kalpasutra, 120, 224, 225, 226, 227, 
228, 229, 238, 239, 242, 243. 

Kamya, 1037, 1086, 1087, 1518, 1519, 
MENO 1521, 1523, 1524, 1625, 1684, 
1587. 

Kamyam yajyakandam, 1087. 


Karaka, 997, 1297, 1314, 1317, 1319, | 


M90, 1322, 1336, 1341, 1342, 
1359, 1360. 

Karabha, 1325. 

Kàranamantra, 1694. 

Karma, 493. 

Karmacabda, 487, 492. 

Kamya Istayah, 1705. 

Kartavya, 1208. 


1352, 
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Karoti, 477, 478. 
Karturékatvé, 1336. 


| Karya, 610. 


Kastham pacanti, 1354. 

Kathaka, 910, 911. 

Ka@tvevana, 207, 272, 273, 282. 

Kaundinya 1222. 

IKaugitaki, 1247. 

Khadira, 1505. 

Kikata, 87. 

Killing, 854, 1546. 

King, $17, 818, 819, 822. 

Kingly functions, 818, 
823, 825, 827. 

Klrpti, 597. 

Kr (to do), 477. 

Kriya, 487, 

Kriyacabda, 487. 

Krisna, 192, 194. 

Krsnala, 1196. 

Krt, 481, 1350, 1358. 

Krtya, 486. 

Ksanikavada, 123. 

Ksatriya. 167, 193, 816, 818, 819, 820, 
821, 822, 823, 825, 828, 831, 1490, 
1497, 1499, 1503, 1563. 

Ksaumé vasanam, 1232. 

Ksaya, 1562 

Kuga, 1222. 

IKundap&yinàmayana, 1549. 

Kulaya, 1229. 

Kumara, 1325. 


819, 820, 821, 


Ladle, 1026, 1027. 

Laghu (simplication), 1283. 
Lah, 1361, 1362. 

Lah karmani ca. 1332, 1361. 
Laksama, 921. 

Language, 219, 298. 


Lata, 1381. 

Law, 82, 167, 172, 684, 958, 1007, 
1047, 1061, 1256, 1452. 

Leaves, 1505. 

Level platform, 654. 

Liar, 5 

Libation, 1365 

Lie, 270, 1291, 1297, 1304, 1312. 

Lying, 1289, 1307, 1309, 1310, 1311, 


1312, 1364, 1368. 


| Life, 890, 891, 892, 893, 894, 896, 897, 


899, 900, 901, 1390, 1391, 1394, 1397, 
1399, 1411, 1416. 

Limb, 677, 1257. 

Limits, 1173, 1238. 

Linga, 143, 936, 1167, 1108, 1169, 1172, 
1173, 11756, 1176, 1177, 1178; 119, 
1188, 1189, 1190, 1191, 1192, 1195, 
1196, 1198, 1199, 1200, 1201, 1202, 
1203, 1204, 1205, 1207, 1218, 1220, 
1269, 1651. 
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Locative, 1606. 

Logicians, 969. 

Loss, 1418. 

Loudness, 1131, 1132, 1137, 1139, 1140, 
1141,1143, 1148. 


Mahabhasya, 274, 276, 1334, 1338. 

Mahéndra, 543, 544, 545, 547, 549, 55), 
552, 553, 554, 556. 

Mahendra, 1545. 

Maitravaruna, 1203, 1560, 1651, 1652, 
1653. 

Maitrayani, 1409. 

Mala, 1648. 

Malavadvasas, 1380. 

Malavadvasas& na 
annamadyat, 1380. 

Mamagre varco, 1694. 

Mana, 1562. 

Manudrabhibhütih. ...bhaksayami, 1107. 

Manota, 1188. 

Mantra. 15, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 85. 
86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 01, 93, 94, 97, 98, 
99. 100, 102, 103, 122, 144, 229, 287, 
375, 454, 457, 556, 557, 558, 561, 562, 
565, 566, 567, 568, 570, 573, 574, 593, 
594, 597, 600, 698. 925, 1008, 1043, 
1044, 1053, 1058, 1061, 1062, 1063, 
1064, 1065, 1066, 1067, 1068, 1069, 
1070, 1072, 1074, 1076, 1078, 1079, 
1083, 1086, 1090, 1091, 1092, 1097, 
1100, 1102, 1103, 1104, 1107, 
1108, 1109, 1113, 1116, 1117, 1118, 
1120, 1122, 1123, 1124, 1125, 1126, 
1128, 1129, 1130, 1131, 1138, 1139, 
1155, 1157, 1160, 1162, 1163, 1164, 
1169, 1173, 1176, 1180, 1187, 1188, 
1194, 1195, 1202, 1208, 1205, 1206, 
1212, 1219, 1370, 1374, 1479, 1483, 
1486, 1565, 1568. 

Manu, 180, 183, 214, 825, 1088. 

Masamagnitatram juhoti, 871. 

Maseulinity, 1328. 

Master, 1616, 1619, 1640, 1641, 1697. 

Mathara Brüáhmana, 1222. 

Mathura, 194, 256. 

Matup, 977, 979. 

Mayi daksakratii, 1370. 

Meaning, 1053, 1054, 1055, 1056, 1057, 
1058, 1059, 1061, 1063, 1067. 

Meaning—Primary, 1053, 1054, 1055, 
1056, 1057, 1058, 1059, 1061, 1063. 

Meaning—Secondary, 1053, 1054, 1055, 
1057, 1058, 1059. 

Measure, 1028, 1030, 1412. 

Measurements, 1603. 

Medicine, 1411, 

Metaphor, 98. 

Method, 685, 770, 1079. 

Method of direct Injunction, 685. 


samvadét nasya 
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|! Naiv&raccarurbhavati .. 


Metre, 1128 l 

Metrical feet, 576. 

Milk, 854, 1453. 

Milking, 1518, 1523, 1524, 1554. 

Midday, 1556. 

Mimàmsa, 121, 482. 

Mim&a&msaka, 129, 997, 998. 

Mind, 5, 45, 138, 296. 

Mitrabinda, 1516. 

Mleccha, 208, 209, 218, 219, 220. 

Modification, 573, 657, 841, 1129, 1219, 
1255, 1256, 1452, 1490, 1513, 15] 
1516, 1517, 1518, 1520, 1521, 15 
1580, 1591, 1625, 1643, 1701. 

Moksani, 418 

Mouth, 871, 872, 875, 876, 877. 

Morning, 1545, 1554, 1556. 

Mother, 102, 203. 

Motion, 516, 518, 522. 

Motive, 15, 128, 129, 152, 165, 168, 182, 
184, 187. ND 

Mraksana. 1381. 

Mrtagnihotra, 1276, 1280, 1281, 1283. 

Mukhya, 1225. 


; Mustikarana, 1045. 


Mustim karoti vàcam yacchati, 1045. 


Na, 1365 


Ne, 1827. 


Nadhvary urupajapét, 1628. 

Nahusa, 189. 

Naimittika, 1518, 1519, 1520, 1521. 

Naivara caru, 855. 

vadénaiicaru- : 
mupadadhati, 855. 

Nanrtam vadét, 1289, 1304, 1365. 

Na prathame yajne pravrijyat, 1247. 

Narasimha, 1437. 

Na somam, 1494, 1495. 

Navanita, 1705, 1707. 

Negation, 107, 509. 

Neha bhujyaté, 1360. 

Nidhana, 793, 796, 797, 
801, 803. 

Nigada, 579, 580, 1073. 

Nipata. 273, 323. 


798, 799, 800, 


| Nirmanthya, 421. 


Nirukta, 120, 222, 271. 

Nirvàpa, 1192. . 

Nirvapana, 946. 

Nivids, 1037. E. 

Nispadyate, 485. 

Nitya, 1519, 1520, 1524, 
1525, 1584. 

Nivara, 1565, 1566 | 

Nivéganah .... iti garhapatyamapatis- 
thate, 1061. 

Nivita, 1269, 1271, 1272, 1273, 1274. 

Nivitam manusyanam, 1269. 

Niyama, 91. 


1521, 1523, 
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Nominative, 1290, 1296, 1301, 1313, 
INL lave, 1380, 1322, 1329, 1335, 


1336, 1340, 
1364, 1384. 

Nominative agent, 1290, 1313, 1315. 

Non-employment, 1523. 

North, 1281. 

Northwardliness, 1281, 1282. 

Names, 323, 347, 472, 473, 481, 494, 
495, 1352. 

Nreaksan, 1102. 


1343, 1352. 1353, 1360, 


Number, 978, 994, 999, 1001, 1002, 
1003, 1014, 1015, 1016, 1021, 1023, 


1318, 

1332, 

1358. 
Number—singular, 994, 999, 1003, 1015. 
Number —plural, 994, 1023. 


1315, 
1334, 


1317, 1319, 1322, 1326, 
1336, 1343, 1845, 1352, 


Objective, 1322, 1329, 1336, 1340, 1341, 
1343, 1346, 1347, 1359, 1360, 1361, 
1384. .- 

Oblations, 184. 

Observances, 1310. 

Omnipresent, 519, 521, 522. 

"ion, 133, 134, 137, 138,' 142, 149 

Origin, 122, 167, 1149. 

Origin of the word, 122. 

' Original, 1452. 

Origination, 1150. 

Ownership, 1432. 


Paeakah, 1351, 1352. 

Paeati, 1335, 1345, 1350, 1351. 

Pacati devadattah, 1345, 1353. 

Pain, 26, 321. 

Pairs, 1178. 

Pakté, 1345, 1350. 

Paktá devadattah, 1345. 

Palmistry, 121. 

Paurodacika, 1212, 1214. 

Pans, 1419. 

Pancadagasámidheniranubrüy&t, 1195. 

Pandava, 191. 

Panini, 266, 272, 273, 274, 282, 1329, 
1330, 1335, 1360, 1361. 

Parents, 10. 2 

Paribhojaniya, 1703. 

Paridhi, 539. 

Parisankhya, 91, 92. 

Parivirasi, 1188. 

Parlance, 60, 61, 323, 600, 1138, 1213, 
1483. 

Participle, 1032. 

Parties, 1501, 1571. 

Parusi-dita, 1286. 

Paryagnikarana, 858, 860. 

Paryagnikrtam, 859, 861. 

Paryudüsa, 1251, 1254. 
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Pagu 701, 702, 709, 1030, 1235, 1236, 
1516, 1611. 

Paeubandha, 1144, 1146. 

Pacukama, 1191. 

Pacumalabhota 701. 

Patatijali, 267, 272, 273, 278, 280, ?82, 
283, 287, 294, 1320, 1331, 1337, 1338. 

Patni esa té lokah, 1380. 

Patnisamyfja, 1234, 1235, 1236, 1238. 

Patnivata, 859, 860, 861, 1113, 1114, 
PHYO, 1116, 1118, 1129; 1121. 

Patnivatamagrayanat grhnati, 1113. 

Patah guklah, 1333. 

Patasya guklah, 1333. 

Patasya cuklatvam, 1333. 

B amas, 650, 652, 1078, 1080, 1084, 
085. 

Paurnamiüst, 650, 662, 1044, 1605, 1€06. 

Paurnamaàsim, 1606. 

Paurnamasyam, 1606. 

Paurnamásyüm paurnamasyam yajeta, 
895. 

Pavamana, 1040, 1041, 1526, 1527, 1632, 
1533, 1534. 

Pavitra, 1703. 

Payasa juhoti, 679. 

Payment, 1619. 

Penalties, 1378. 

Perception, 9, 121, 131, 141, 142, 252, 
1218. 

Permissibility, 1254, 1255. 
Phalacamasa, 1462, 1490, 1491. 1492, 
1494, 1495, 1496, 1503, 1562, 1563. 

Phonetics, 225. 

Pilupaka, 975. 

Pindapitryajia, 1598. 

Pingaksi, 961, 669, 968. 

Pingaksya, 959. 

Pitharapaka, 975. 

Plants, 86. 

Pleasure, 26, 119, 187, 521. 

Plurality. 1229, 1230, 1624. 

Poetry, 278. 

Possessor, 1296. 

Post, 63, 141, 145, 1028, 1030, 
1518, 1557, 1610, 1611. 

Pot, 1452. 

Potency, 509, 511, 565, 566, 568, 884, 
997, 999, 1168, 1315, 1316, 1347. 

Pounding, 1239, 1495. 

Pouring, 946, 1111, 1365. 

Pracindevé abhajanta daksinam pita- 
rah, 1286. 


1187, 


| Praharati, 1070. 
| Praica, 486, 1651. 
! Praise, 24, 26, 32, 40, 42, 49, 60, 61, 63, 


72, 73, 94, 98, 441, 444, 445, 440, 1227. 
Praitu hatuccamasah pra brahmanah 
prodgatrnaim 1477. 


' Prajapati, 42, 44, 189. 
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Prijapatya, 925. 

Prakarana, 143, 936, 1173, 1175, 1182, 
1183, 1186, 1188, 1190, 1191, 1192, 
1193, 1195, 1207, 1208, 1209, 1210, 
1212, 1213, 1231, 1269; 15517 

Prakrti 1231. 

Pramana, 1185. 

Pcànabhrtah, 457. 

Pracitra, 1051, 

Prastara, 1070. 

Prastotr, 1464. 

Pratahsavanée, 1129, 1130, 1550. 

Prataranuvaka, 1653. 

Prathamabhaksah, 1471. 

Prathana, 95, 951. 

Prathayati, 95. 

Pratihartr 1464. 

Pratigrhniyat, 1406. 

Pratigrhyate, 1409. 

Pratipat, 1229, 1230, 1233. 

Pratipat kalpa, 1192. 

Praticgakhyas 282. 

Pratisthaàkamasya ekavimeatiranubrü- 
yat, 1156, 1191. 

Praudhi-vada, 855. 

Pravaras, 45, 

Pravagya, 1247, 1250, 1254, 1255. 

Praya, 677. 

Prayadargana, 1131. 

Praye, 1136. 

Prayüjas, 289, 635, 657, 658, 1031, 1047, 
1146, 1190, 1199, 1222, 1533. 

Prayàjésena havimsyagharayati, 1600. 

Prayaniya, 1144, 1145. 

Precincts, 861. 

Preclusion, 1006, 1007, 1008. 

Predicate, 1003, 1006. 

Prefixes, 323. 

Premises, 115. 

Preparatory, 710, 712, 717, 865, 866, 
1035. 

Price, 959, 985. 

Priest, 85, 153, 156, 289, 1058, 
1203, 1365, 1368, 1403, 1410, 
1414, 1415, 1416, 1442, 1444, 
1463, 1464, 1465, 1466, 1468, 
1477, 1479, 1480, 1482, 1483, 
1602, 1607, 1620. 1623, 1626, 
1629, 1635, 1636, 10638, 1639, 
1643, 1646, 1649, 1651, 1652. 

Priesthood, 1641. 

Primary (sacrifice ), 1513, 1517, 
1552, 1603, 1604, 1607, 1608, 
1617. 

Proksganirasüdaya, 1689, 

Prompter, 1403, 1404. 

Prompting, 1391, 1397, 1414, 1596. 

Pronouns, 1415. 

Property, 897, 901, 939, 946, 959, 975, 
979, 1054, 1131, 1137, 1139, 1140, 


1072, 
1411, 
1461, 
1474, 
1494, 
1628, 
1640, 


1532, 
1616, 
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1141, 1142, 1143, 1144, 1149, 1150, 
1219, 1271, 1272, 1279, 1286, 1322, 
1324, 1328, 1332, 1333, 1334, 1387 
1418, 1503, 1568. 

Prose, 1073, 1132, 1138. 

Protection, 818, 1379. 

Prstakota, 570. 

Prthup&javati, 1088. 

Punarabhyunnita, 1110. 

Punita, 605. 

Purakrta, 25. 

Purana, 25, 26, 129, 272. 

Purchase, 970. 971, 981, 982, 984, 985. 
987, 988, 993, 1619. 

Purification, 97, 293, 294, 295, 296, 1019, 
1367, 1374. 

Purity, 10. 

Purity original, 10. 

Pürnàhuti, 50. 

Purodāça, 1212, 1552, 1553. 

‘Purodagacakalani, 1704. 

Purodaga vessel, 1212. 

Purodàgaficaturdhà karoti, 1194. 

Puronuvaky&, 557, 1652, 1653. 

Purusa, 1297. 

Purvakalpa, 25. 

Püsan, 1059, 1256, 1257, 1260, 1262, 
1263, 1264, 1266, 1267. 

Pisanumantrana, 1188. 

Se vedim karoti 

92. 
Putika, 1495, 1567, 1568. 


Qualification, 1294, 1297, 1346, 1359, 
1363, 1547, 1557, 1558. 

Quarters, 45. 

Quartering, 1049, 1051, 1052, 1442, 1456, 

Raja, 1465. 

Rajanya, 823, 824. 

Raja, 816, 817, 818, 819, 820, 821, 822, 
823, 824, 827, 828 1297, 1648. 

Rajanamabhisificét, 822. 

Raja rajasüyena yajeta, 816. 

Rajapurusah, 1297. 


Ràjasuya, 816, 817, 821, 828, 830, 
1210, 1497. 

Rajya, 818, 819, 824, 827, 1648. 

Raksa, 276. 

Rima, 190. i : 

Rathantara, 805, 807, 812, 813, 814, 
919. 


Rathantara-sama, 807, 808. 

Ratrisatra, 52. 

Reyadhyüdham sama, 1139. 

Reading, 40, 147, 517, 772, 1784, 1506, 
1507. 

Recensions, 127, 803, 1409. 

Receptacle, 1114. 

Redness, 959, 970, 979, 981, 987, 989. 

Regress, 1533. 
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Reins, 1008. 
Rojection, 1151, 1164, 1172, 1174, 1218, 
1219. 1220, 1221, 1372, 1444, 1523. 
Relationship, 9, 23, 41, 91, 413, 472, 

779, 782, 785, 810, 950. 952, 960, 961, 
962, 963, 965, 960, 980, 981, 982, 983, 
984, 988, 991, 1162, 1173, 1184, 1213, 

1424, 1611. 

Remembrance, 39, 105, 108, 237. 

Remnants, 1108, 1110, 111i, 1113, 1114. 
1116, 1118, 1119, 1120, 1123, 1124, 
m25, 1126, 1127, 1130, 1419, 1420, 
1421, 1422, 1425, 1427, 1438, 1439, 
1441, 1445, 1447, 1448, 1449, 1450, 
1452, 1453, 1454, 1455, 1456, 1457, 
1458, 1459, 1460, 1461, 1463, 1470, 
1486. 

Remoteness, 1178, 1182, 1213. 

Resigning, 1432. 

Retirement, 1224. 

Révati, 785. 787. 

Rice, 855, 856, 857, 1257, 1461. 

Rinsing, 178. 

Rinsing of the mouth, 178. 

Rising, 1068, 1069. . 

Rtu, 863, 865, 866, 906, 917, 1021, 
1034, 1040, 1365, 1366, 1493, 1534. 

Rgveda, 890, 1131, 1148. 

Rik, 2676, 787, 1131, 1132, 1137, 1138, 
1139, 1148. 

Root, 477, 481, 482, 485, 496, 610, 611, 
612. 616, 621, 689 770, 877, *78, 908, 
1102, 1290, 1292, 12:4, 1301, 1302, 
1313, 1320, 1343, 1344. 1556, 1587. 

Rope, 1187, 1546, 1857, 1858. 

Rais, 99, 100, 127. 

Rtugrahesti, 1485. 

Rtvik, 1410, 1630, 1631, 1632, 1634, 
1636, 1637, 1639. 

Rtviktva 1634. 

Rüdhi, 962. 

Rukmin, 194. 


Sacrifice, 63, 80, 85, 89, 90, 92, 98, 99, 
144, 156. 157, 179, 321, 373, 376, 381, 
386, 392, 397, :98, 4/0, 403, 404, 406, 
411, 423, 499, 501, 503. 505, 506, 543, 
621, 631, 633, 636, 647, 650, 652, 654, 
658, 659, 664, 665, 666, 668, 670, 672, 
674, 675, 701, 702, 704, 705, 709, 717, 
736, 737, 738, 782, 783, 805, 807, 811, 
813, 815, 816, 817, 832, 833, 840, 841, 
845, 850, 852, 853, 855, 856, 867, 858, 
860, 861, 863, 864, 866, 867, 868. 869, 
870, 871, 872, 881, 883, 941, 942, 943 
983, 1028, 1030, 1034, 104, 1043, 
1044, 1059, 1072, 1074, 1076, 1078, 
1079, 1080, 1081, 1083, 1085, 1086, 
1087, 1088, 1094, 1097, 1122, 1123, 
1141, 1152, 1153, 1154, 1191, 1219, 
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1223, 
1232, 
141, 
pap», 
1276, 
1307, 
1368, 
1378, 
1384, 
1403, 
1412, 
1438, 
1468, 
1493, 
1515, 
1523, 
1530, 
1568, 
1601, 
1607, 


1224, 

1235, 

1242, 

1253, 

1277, 

1311, 

1370, 

1379, 

13835, 

1404, 

1414, 

1442, 

1486, 

1494, 

1516, 

1524, 

1531, 

1582, 

1602, 

1611, 1616, 
1A31, 1634, 1636, 
1641, 1643, 1645. 

Sacrificer, 160, 441, 
1432, 1443, 1486, 
1494. 

Sacrificial, 49, 94, 119. 177, 224, 229, 
274, 295, 388. 390, 398, 400, 441, 677, 
904, 998, 1028, 1029, 1187, 1218, 1304, 
1412, 1490, 1491, 1495, 1496, 1514, 
1538, 1557, 1561, 1565, 1607, 1632, 
1634, 1638, 1640. 1643, 1645. 

Sacrificing, 778, 8/3, 854. 

Sadana, 1856.1859 

Sadasya, 1640, 1641, 1642. 

Sa eso’cvah pratigrhyate, 1409. 

Saghyasam, 1102. 

Sahna, 1223. 


1225, 
1236, 
1246, 
1255, 
1279, 
1312, 
1371, 
1380, 
1390, 
1407, 
1418, 
1453, 
1487, 
1593, 
1518, 
1525, 
1533, 
1595, 
1603, 


1226, 
1237, 
1247, 
1246, 
1289, 
1364, 
1372, 
1381, 
1391, 
1409, 
1434, 
1455, 
1488, 
1505, 
1520, 
1526, 
1561, 
1596, 
1604, 
1620, 
1638, 


1227, 
1238, 
1248, 
1266, 
1291, 
1365, 
1374, 
1382, 
1399, 
1410, 
1435, 
1458, 
1490, 
1506, 
1521, 
1523, 
1563, 
1598, 
1605, 
1625, 
1639, 


19959, 
1259, 
1249, 
1207, 
1304, 
1366, 
Yom, 
1383, 
1400, 
1411, 
1437, 
1461, 
1401, 
1514, 
1582, 
1529, 
1564, 
1600, 
1106, 
1630, 
1640, 


1065. 
1487, 


1232, 
1488, 


1380, 
1490, 


| Sakamprasthayya, 1452. 


‘Samsthaté samsthita ete , 1709. 


. Samakhya, 1173, 1175, 1183, 1184, 1187, 


1189, 1190, 1191, 1192, 1193, 1194, 
1195, 1212, 1213, 1214, 1215. 

Sama, 577, 780, 787, 803, 804, 805, 807, 
812. 1090, 1132, 1138, 1139, 1140, 1141, 
1142, 1148. 

Sanastiyajnah, 1448. 

Samavaya, 1165. 

Samaveda. 276, 803, 1141, 1148, 1152, 
1153, 1463, 1465. 

Samavedic, 1465. 

Samavodins, 1465, 1466, 1467. 

Samavatta, 1446, 1451. 

Saubhara, 793, 796, 798. 801, 803, 804. 

Samidhéniae, 1034, 1036, 1037. 1088, 1513, 
1515, 1516, 1518, 1614, 1615. 

Samidho vajati, 1290. 

Samit, 621, 631. 

Sanmarjana. 994. 

Sammarsti, 1003, 1004, 1011, 

Sünn&yya, 1212, 1452. 
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Sampradanatva, 671. 
Samsthas, 1239, 1243, 1244, 1245, 1246, 
1247, 1580, 1582. 
Sanctifications, 939, 946, 1202, 1235, 
1491, 1527, 1551, 1601, 1602, 1632. 
Sandamga, 1047. 
Samskrta, 260. 
Sautramani, 1453. 
Sapdaga prajapatyan pacüná&labheta, 
123. 
| 
| 
| 
| 


Saptadacaratni, 958. 

Sapdasaratnirvajepeyasya ytipah, 778, 
1028. 

Saptadaga rtvijah, 1630. 

Saptadaca Samidhéniranubriiyat, 1513. 

Sdrasvata, 919. 

Sarit, 1327. 

Sarvaprsthesti, 1454, 1458. 

Sarvam purusakaryam, 1644. 

Sarvartha, 1644. 

Sarvatahpariharam acvinam bhaksa- 
yati, 1459, 1460. 

Satisfaction, 1107. 

Sattra, 868, 892, 1239, 1635. 

Sattrmceatprakramé prachi, 1603. 

Sanmika Vadi, 1603. 

Saurya, 1597. 

Savana, 1129, 1130, 1146. 

Savaniya, 1146, 1188, 1535, 1537, 1539, 
1540, 1541, 1545, 1549, 1559, 1553, 1557. 
1709. 

Sa yadi rájanyam và vaigyan và yajayet 
nyagrodhastibhih, 1491, 1562. 

Science, 119, 121, 123, 173, 179, 185, 225, 
231, 240, 241. 

Science of Teasoning, 121. 

Science, scriptural, 1112, 1566. 

Seriptures, 110, 111, 128, 179, 181, 201, 
204, 206, 226, 232, 233, 234, 236, 237, 
238, 242, 259, 263, 264, 280, 282, 294, . 
303, 308, 309, 316. 502. 

Seeing, 1102. 

Self, 321. 

Serios of Ideas, 519. 

Services 1442, 1607, 1619. 

Share, 1256, 1257, 1260, 1442, 1413. 

Sickness, 1393. 

Signification, 6, 88, 94, 97, 279, 441, 
443, 552, 807, 816, 821, 1078, 1102, 
1163, 1266, 1365, 1573. 

Silence, 1045, 1046, 1048. 

Silver, 41 

Sin, 1309, 1312. 

Singularity, 1319. 

Size, 521, 1028 

Sky, 13, 86, 295. 


Slabs, 1239 
Slices, 1419, 1421, 1422, 1424, -1425, 
1427, 1428, 1431, 1433, 1434, 1435. 


Slicing, 1423. 


| Somn, 156, 160, 547, 701, 
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Slowness, 1141. 

Smrta, 155. 

Smrtis, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 
110, 112, 114, 115, 118, 1190001929 0010 
126, 127, 128, 129, 130, 1311327133; 
134, 135, 137, 138, 139, 140, 142, 143, 
144, 147, 150, 152, 153, 154, 155, 156, 
161, 163, 164, 165, 169, 170, 173, 175, 
179, 209, 210, 224, 225, 229, 237, 944, 
245, 247, 266, 271, 317, 533, 825, 995, 
1196, 1218, 1221, 1278, 1279, 1282, 
130!:, 1306, 1307. 1309, 1310, 1311, 
1312, 1329, 1330, 1365, 1381, 1411, 
1412, 1414, 1418, 1449, 1457, 1459, 
1460, 1461, 1462, 1453, 1468, 1470, 
1471, 1475, 1477, 1479, 1482, 1483, 
1484, 1485, 1486, 1490, 1491, 1494, 
1495, 1496, 1503, 1562, 1563, 1564, 
1567, 1568, 1582. 1583, 1614, 1615, 
1629 

702, 705, 709. 
717, 872, 902, 959, 970, 971, 983, 985, 
1050, 1051, 1108, 1109, 1110, Lill, 
1116, 1117, 1124, 1128; 20120 1130 
1239, 1241, 1246, 1249. 

Soma juice, 1110. 

Soména yajéta, 701, 705. 

Soma-vendor, 1629. 

Somaindra, 1411, 1414. . 

Somaindram carunnirvapét yah somam 
vamati, 1411. 

Somüpausnam carunnirvapét némapis- 
tam, 1264, 1268. 

Somarudri, 106088. 

Somarudriya, 1192. 

Somasyügue vihitanuvasat karoti, 1122. 

Soul, 500. 503, 507, 511, 516 518, 519, 
§21, 522, 999. 

Space, 1611, 1513. 

Speech, 5, 292, 1068, 1069. 

Sphofa 296, 

Sphya, 956. 

Sphyacca kapalani ca, 956. 

Spring, 832. 

Sruva, 531 

Srsti, 454. 

Sruk, 1070, 1284. 

Sruva, 1505, 1508, 1510, 1511. 

Sthana, 1173, 1175, 1183, 1184, 1186, 
1188, 1189, 1191, 1192, 1193, 1194, 
1195, 1207, 1210, 1212, 1213, 1551. : 

Stone, 1239. > 

Story, 26, 100, 119 

Stotra, 1146. 

Striking, 1377. 

Students, 915, 1310. 

Stuti, 542, 563. 

Subrahmanya, 1463. 

Subserviency, 1611, 1615. 

Subsidiary-action, 595, 528, 531, 567, 
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644, 854, 1152, 1387, 1595, 1596, 1597, 
1598, 1599, 1602, 1603, 1604, 1606, 
1607, 1608, 1611, 1616, 1617, 1619, 
1620. 

Substances, 939, 946, 962, 963, 966, 968, 

» 969, 970, 972, 974, 975, 976, 978, 979, 
980, 985, 987, 988, 089, 990, 991, 993, 
1006, 1012, 1014, 1023, 1028, 1219, 
1257, 1333, 1334, 1349, 1352, 1438, 
1439, 1447, 1453, 146!, 1565, 1567. 

Substantive. 974. 

Substitute, 1491, 1503, 1562, 1565, 1566, 
1567, 1568. 

Substitution, 1562, 1563. 

Substratrum, 502, 511, 979, 1568. 

Sukta vāka, 1070, 1071, 1072, 1073, 1074, 
1975, 1076, 1078, 1079, 1080, 1082, 
1083, 1084, 1085,1209, 1210. 

Süktavaka eva yàjyà, 1073. 

Suktavakéna prastaram praharati, 1070 

Sun, 894. 

Supplementary, 726. 

Supplementary Sentence, 726. 

Susiro va etarhi pacuh,...chidrapidha- 
nàrthopi, 1563. 

Sutya, 1146, 1148, 1145, 1549, 1707 

Suvasasa bhavitavyam, 1382. 

Svalaksana, 342. 

Svarajya, 1058. 

Svayamusadya yajati, 1457. 

Svistakrt, 1078, 1420, 1433, 1439, 1441, 
1445, 1446, 1451, 1452, 1454, 1456. 

Synonym, 1209, 1330, 1351, 1432. 

Syntactical connection, 16, 920, 946, 
972, 985, 1000, 1046, 1048, 1093, 1105, 
1131, 1139, 1155, 1157, 1167, 1239, 
1248, 1249, 1256, 1267, 1273, 1370, 
1372, 1404, 1516, 1526, 1610. 

Syntactical split, 67, 784, 797, 839, 848, 
859, 873, 930, 1027, 1099, 1273, 1425. 

Syntactical unity, 583. 

Syonanté sadanam krnomi—sida, 1179, 
1180, 1195, 1204, 1205. 

Sadvidhah karmabhedah, 469. 

Sodagin, 919, 1569. 


Tail, 1234. 

Taittiriya, 1250. 

Tamasmai bhaksam prayacchét, 1492, 
1493. 

. Tām caturbhir&datte, 90, 91. 

Tanünapat, 631, 1290, 

Tap, 1327. 

Tasmanmaitrüvaruuah presyati cánuca- 
ha ca, 1193, 1203, 1651. 

Tasmat pū3ā prapistabhagah adatko hi 
sah, 1256. 

Tasmat somo nànupahütóna péyah, 1482, 

Tasmat suvarnam hiranyam, bharyam, 
1382. 
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Teachers, 946, 1255. 

Technicality, 1339. 

Teeth, 1264, 1268. 

Temporal, 1412. 

Temporal actions, 1387. 

Tense, 1278, 1279. 

Tense-Present, 1278, 1279. 

Terminus, 1569, 1570, 1671, 1572, 1580, 
1582, 1584, 1587, 1589, 1590, 1591. 
Theories, 122, 123, 223. 390, 513, 515, 
709, 810, 914, 915, 930, 931, 932, 933, 
941, 963, 968, 975, 1069, 1329, 1372. 

Thief, 5,46. 

Thread, 178. 

Thread-Wearing of the sacred, 178. 

Threatening, 1377. 

Threefoldness, 1557. 

Threshing, 916, 951, 952, 
1066, 1067, 1196. 

Throwing, 1432. 

Time, 859, 878, 880, 891, 893, 891, 897, 
901, 1044, 1065, 1066, 1068, 1070, 1075, 
1311, 1313, 1314, 1370, 1479, 1496, 
1528, 1519, 1550, 1554, 1604, 1630, 
1632, 1634, 1639. 

Tirthasnana, 1370. 

Tisra ahutirjuhoti, 722. 

Touching 815, 850, 852, 854, 1604, 1605, 
1606. 

Toya, 1327. 

Traidhataviya diksaniya, 881. 

Trayi, 1138, 

Trayividya, 1138. 

Tree, 1554. 

Trio, 654. 

Trnani, 1023. 

Trvrt, 214. 

Trpyatu, 1107. 

Truth, 1309, 1310. 

Tvam hi agné, 103. 

Tvastra, 861. 

Tvastr, 1116, 1117. 

Tvastrampatnivatam, 858. 

Twice-born, 816, 817. 

Tying, 1546, 1557. 


951, 10065, 


Uccairrcà kriyate..vadi rxkta ulvanam 
kurute, 1131. 

Ucchista, 1465. 

Udayamga, 1144, 1145. 

Udbhid, 373, 374, 376, 383. 

Uddecya, 881, 884, 1002, 1017. 

Udgatr, 1463, 1465, 1467. 

Udgatrnam camasah, 1463, 1465. 

Udumbara, 63. 

Udyat Sunvanti Samidhénistanvabhih, 
1614. 

Üha, 102, 276, 278, 279, 280, 1664, 1568. 

Uktha, 1239. 


| Ukthya, 1244, 1569, 1570, 1580, 1583. 
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Ukthyam grhniyat, 1580. 

Unit, 1141. 

Upadadhati, 855, 856. 

Upadeya, 875, 1017. 

Upaga, 1628. 

Upahüta upahvayasva, 1453, 1484. 
Upakarana, 1535. 

Upanayana, 1304, 1307. 

Upanisadie. 521. 

Upameu, 662, 666, 677. 1705. 

Upameu Paurnamasyàm, 677. 

Upameu Yaga, 666, 674, 677. 

Upameu Yastavyah, 666. 

Upamcu Yagamantara yajati, 672, 677. 
Upāmçu Yaga, 1159, 1415, 1447. 1448. 
Upari hi dévébhyo dhfrayati, 1283. 
Upasads, 872. 1144, 1145, 1186, 1223, 

1224, 1225, 1226, 1227, 1253. 

Upasarjana, 1298. 

Upasthana, 1090, 1091, 1099, 1102, 1101. 
Upatisthati, 1063. 

Upavaharana, 1562. 

Upavamea, 852. 

Upavita, 1034, 1036, 1039, 1274, 1276, 

1277, 1278, 1279, 1280. 

Upavyayaté, 1273, 1278. 
Upavyayaté dévalaksmameva 

_ kurute, 1278. 

Urdhvamaghàruyati, 679. 
Uruprathà, 81, 93. 

Usranam, 103. 

Utsrjati, 859. 

Uttarardhat svistakrte‘vadyati, 1445 
Utterance, 1084. 

Uttering of speech, 1068, 1069. 
Uttisthan, 1068. 
Uttisthan  anv&ha 
^. vihara, 1068. 


tat 


agnidagnin 


Vadet, 1304, 1319, 1365. 

Vaisarjana, 153. 

Vaikankata, 1040. 

Vaicvadeva, 423. 

Vaicvadevi amiksa, 736, 740. 

Vaicvanara, 668. 

Vaicya, 1490, 1518, 1563. 

Vaiyakaranas, (see‘Grammarian ’) 

Vajapeya, 406, 1028, 1029, 1030, 1191. 

Vajapeyasya, 1030. 

Vajibhyo vajinam, 736, 742. 

Vajina, 737. 

Vajrini, 1561. 

Vakya, 1168, 1172, 
1182, 1186, 1189, 
1193, 1195, 1203, 1204, 1205, 
1207, 1209, 1210, 1212. 

Vakyapadiya, 333. 

Vakyatva, 1134. 

Vakya-bheda, 972, 1548. 

Vükyam bhidyeta, 1550. 


1173, d75. 


1179, 
1190, 1191, 1192, 
1206, 
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Vakya-césa, 458, 925. 

Vapapracara, 1549. 

Vapaya pratahsavane pracaranti, 1543. 

Vapay& pracaranti purcdagena müdh- 
yandine savané, 1552. 

Varana, 1636. 


. Varana. 1040. 


Varavantiya, 774, 782, 785, 787, 1141 

Varavantiyamagnistomasama karyam, 
774. 

Varhih, 416. 

Vari, 1327. 

Varkara, 1325. 

Varttka, 154, 178. 208, 209, 239, 244, 
254, 319, 339, 340, 341, 366, 374, 465, 
547, 552, 554, 566, 567, 569, 604, 611, 


613, 709, 750, 874, 1076, 1083, 1138, 
1227, 1275, 1458, 1478, 1500, 1502, 
1529, 1605, 1650.  - 

Vartraghni, 1043. 

Varuna, 292. (1526. 


Varuna, 1390, 1393, 1397, 1400, 1401, 
1410. 

Varuno grhnati, 1398. 

Varuno và etam pratigrhnati yo’ evam 
pratigrhnati, 1390. 

Vasante brühmano' gninad»dhita, 832, 

Vasante vasanté jyotisa, 902. 


| Vasatküra, 1470, 1471, 1473, 1474 1477, 


1480 1486, 1487. 1488. 1489. 
Vasatkartr, 1471, 1472, 1474, 1477, 1480. 
Vasatkartuh prathamo bhaksah, 1470, 

1472, 1480. 

Vasatkartuh camasah, 1470. 
Vashistha, 190. 

Vaso, 1102. 

Vasumat, 1107. 

Vata berries, 1490. 

Vatsa, 1325. 
Vatsamalabheta, 852. 

Vayu, 705, 1113, 1114. 
Vayavyam cvétamalabh&ta 

mah, 845 
Veda, Ly 16, 17, 20, 26, 38, 39, 52, 61, 

89, 91, 101, 104, 105. 106, 108, 109, 

118, 114, 115, 116, T7: 119, 127, 129, 

130, 134, 135, 147, 150, 156, 157, 167, 

171, 172, 175, 176, 177, VIS; UID 

188, 209, 213, 217, 220, 224, 226, 227, 

298, 229, 232, 234, 235, 237, 238, 240, 

241, 242, 243, 245. 206, 269, 272, 278, 

279, 280, 281, 284, 204, 305, 306, 315, 

323, 325, 350, 352, 374, 501, 506, 552, 

564, 595, 600, 601 819, 908, 909, 914, 

924, 994, 996, 997, 998, 999. 1131, 

1132, 1134, 1137, 1138, 1139, 1140, 

1141, 1143, 1144, 1147, 1148, 1149, 

1150, 1152, 1154, 1177, 1197, 1214, 

1218, 1255, 1365, 1866, 1379, 1387, 

1445, 1446, 1483, 1484, 


bhutika- 
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Vedangas, 119, 281. 

Veda-praya, 1135. 

Vedi, 918. 

Vedtc, 13, 17, 25, 88, 99, 106, 107, 110, 
EMI eee, 105, 116, 118, 124, 126, 
IU eee, 1831, 132, 134, 135, 137, 
NS, 130, 140, 141, 142, 145, 11^, 153, 
154, 169, 170, 171, 173, 179, 181, 185, 
187, 212, 213, 214, 221, 224, 227, 228, 
229, 244, 245, 247, 252, 262, 268, 269, 
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